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 The objectives of this study were 1) to study the students’ opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in English foundation courses; 2) to study the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction 

in writing English; and 3) to compare the demographic data of first year students with their opinion on the 

instruction in writing English in English foundation courses. The samples were 444 students from the 

Faculties of Education and Engineering and Industrial Technology, at Silpakorn University located at Sanam 

Chadra Palace campus. The data was collected by means of a survey questionnaire and an interview. There 

were both individual interviews and a focus group discussion. The results were concluded below: 

 1. Students’ opinion. The samples showed their opinion on the instruction in writing English in 

English foundation courses at a high level for all variables: the material, the writing process, feedback, a 

number of tasks, timing and grading. They, however, did not prefer the idea of peer-revision for the 

editing/revising step.  

 2. Preferred instruction. According to the results, the top three methods of teaching English writing 

were 1) creative expression, 2) language structure and 3) composing process or the writing process. 

 3. Comparisons between the demographic data and the opinion. Nearly all items of the demographic 

data were different from the opinion at a significant level of .05. However, an outstanding difference was the 

grades earned from the previous English foundation courses and the opinion. It corresponded to the results 

from the interviews.  

 Moreover, the samples suggested that the writing lessons should have begun with teaching basic 

grammar, structure, vocabulary, punctuation and transitional markers. The samples also suggested that more 

examples of written work be presented; selected reading passages be appropriate to average students; teachers 
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use the same correction symbols and explain face-to-face to each student after checking tasks; and other 

exercises be created to help students generate ideas for writing.  

 

Key words: the instruction in writing English, the writing process, material, feedback, timing, grading 
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บทคัดย่อ 

ความคิดเห็นของนักศึกษาต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในชันเรียนวิชาภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐาน 

 

ผู้วิจัย   : วชิระ จันทราช 

ต้นสังกัด  : สาขาวิชาการสอนภาษาต่างประเทศ ภาควิชาหลักสูตรและวิธีสอน  

  คณะศึกษาศาสตร์ มหาวิทยาลัยศิลปากร 

ประเภททุน  : ทุนอุดหนุนการวิจัย คณะศึกษาศาสตร์ มหาวิทยาลัยศิลปากร 

ระยะเวลาทําการวิจัย : กรกฎาคม 2551 – ธันวาคม   

 

การวิจัยนี มีว ัตถุประสงค์ดังนี  1) เพือศึกษาทัศนคติของนักศึกษาต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษใน

รายวิชาภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐาน 2) เพือศึกษาวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษทีนักศึกษาชอบ และ 3) เพือเปรียบเทียบ

ข้อมูลส่วนตัวของนักศึกษากับทัศนคติของนักศึกษาต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในรายวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ

พืนฐาน กลุ่มตัวอย่างคือ นักศึกษาจํานวน 444 คนจากคณะศึกษาศาสตร์และคณะวิศวกรรมศาสตร์และ

เทคโนโลยีอุตสาหกรรม มหาวิทยาลัยศิลปากร วิทยาเขตพระราชวังสนามจันทร์ เครืองมือวิจัยคือ แบบสอบถาม

และรายการคําถามสัมภาษณ์ซึงมีทั งการสัมภาษณ์เดียวและการสนทนากลุ่ม ผลการวิจัยมีดังนี 

 1. ทัศนคติของนักศึกษา กลุ่มตัวอย่างแสดงทัศนคติต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในรายวิชา

ภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐานในระดับมากต่อทุกๆ ตัวแปรได้แก่ เอกสารการสอน การเขียนแบบกระบวนการ ค ําอธิบาย

ตอบกลับ จ ํานวนงาน ระยะเวลาของงาน การให้คะแนน อย่างไรก็ตาม กลุ่มตัวอย่างแสดงความคิดเห็นว่า ไม่

ชอบความคิดเรืองการตรวจงานโดยเพือนร่วมห้อง 

 2. วิธีสอนทีชอบ จากผลการวิจัยพบว่า วิธีสอนการเขียนสามอันดับแรกทีนักศึกษาชอบทีสุดได้แก่ 1) 

การสอนการเขียนแบบอิสระ 2) การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นโครงสร้างภาษา และ 3) การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้น

กระบวนการ 

 3. การเปรีบเทียบระหว่างข้อมูลส่วนตัวและทัศนคติ ข้อมูลส่วนตัวแทบจะทุกหัวข้อมีความแตกต่างกัน

อย่างมีนัยสําคัญทางสถิติที .05 แต่ทีเด่นชัดมากคือ ความแตกต่างระหว่างระดับคะแนนทีได้รับจากวิชา

ภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐานก่อนนี และทัศนคติต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนซึงสอดคล้องกับผลการสัมภาษณ์ด้วย 

 นอกจากนี  กลุ่มตัวอย่างได้ให้ข้อเสนอแนะอืนๆ ดังนี  บทเรียนการสอนเขียนควรเริมต้นจากการสอน

ไวยากรณ์ขั นพืนฐาน โครงสร้าง ค ําศัพท์ เครืองหมายวรรคตอน เครืองหมายบอกการเปลียนแปลงข้อความ 

ผู ้สอนควรเปิดโอกาสให้ผู ้ เรียนได้ชมงานเขียนจํานวนมากเพือเป็นตัวอย่าง บทอ่านก่อนการเขียนควรเหมาะสม

ต่อความสามารถของนักศึกษาโดยเฉลีย ผู ้สอนควรใช้เครืองหมายการตรวจเหมือนกันทั งหมด ควรอธิบายโดย

การพูดตัวต่อตัวกับนักศึกษาเมือตรวจงานเสร็จแล้ว และควรมีแบบฝึกหัดเพือช่วยให้นักศึกษาสรรค์สร้าง

ความคิดสําหรับการเขียน 
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คําสําคัญ: วิธีการสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ การเขียนแบบเน้นกระบวนการ เอกสารประกอบงานเขียน การให้

คําแนะนําย้อนกลับ ระยะเวลา การให้คะแนน 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. Background  

 

The goblalisation era accounts for the widespread transmission of information. A tangible example of 

this phenomenon is the Internet, on which English language is mostly used as a medium of communication. 

We can not deny that nowadays the young generations are more exposed to English since various forms of 

entertainment, easily consumed by the young, are also freely transmitted. A way to bridge those entertaining 

forms from different countries is to at least communicate in an international language. English names or 

words are, therefore, added to films, songs, TV shows, etc. As for education, teachers, too, encourage students 

to be accustomed to other forms of knowledge in the world. English usage is definitely inevitable for them to 

search for the information in different cultures. Though some versions translated in students’ first language 

may be available, the easy access to primary sources via many kinds of media is tempting for them to try the 

usage by themselves. Another practicality of English as an international language falls under business. The 

applicants’ English proficiency is used to select short-listed candidates because the executives see the 

significance of the language in this current situation (Chinokul, 2003 : 44). A local company also has to be 

aware of an effect of disaster on the other side of the world, for instance. The information free flowing to its 

employees who are good at English may award the company with handsome benefits, let alone the far-more 

benefit for an international company with this competent personnel.  

 Since English has become an important language in the gobalisation period, many countries have 

planned to prepare their people to use it in order to gain the most benefits in all fields. Among these countries 

is Thailand, which attempts to educate its young learning on the utilisation of the language. According to the 

2008 Core Curriculum by Office of Academic and Education Standards, both elementary and secondary 

curriculums build up foundations of the four skills of English (Commission on Basic Education, 2009 : 252). 

Each skill is to be taught to learners so as (1) to communicate with others; (2) to acknowledge differences in 

cultures; (3) to link knowledge with other learning areas; and (4) to use the target language for exploring 

‘further education, livelihood and exchange of learning with the global society’ (p. 253). The tertiary 

education, then, should echo the aim by providing more advanced comprehension of the target language so 

that the graduates are ready for their professions in the real world. However, achievement does not come easy. 

Many studies report on failures in students’ ability in using English after completing the whole sixteen year 

programme. Some try to find ways to eliminate the troubles and develop their curriculum for the better 
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teaching and learning the language. I, as an lecturer in a university, propose a study which may help bring 

about English students’ satisfaction and accomplishment. Writing is the skill on which I focus. According to 

employers, English competence is also one of the indicators for successful candidates. Therefore, it is 

important to figure out students’ English ability and ways to improve it if the findings show dissatisfactory 

results (Chalaysap, 2005 : 3; Kumkao, 2004 : 13; Vessakosol, 2001 : 162). 

 The rational of prioritising writing skills includes their being a communicative tool to the real world. 

Some may argue that teaching students to write an essay contradicts the aim of the 2008 core corriculum: to 

enable students to communicate by using the target language for daily life situations and so on. In fact, by 

writing an essay, students learn to communicate in another form which is the written form. Smith & Dale 

(1976 : 17) argue that ‘writing is important because it bridges the message sender or the writer to the outside 

world. Whereas speaking needs a conversant, readers can be found everywhere. The print media is much more 

affordable than cassettes or radios. Other than that, writing helps speaking skills’ (as cited in Kumkao, 2004 : 

13). Writing tasks, therefore, help students learn a way to communicate with others. The process writing, on 

which this study focuses as its teaching method, also enables students to understand how the learning of 

writing works out because they have to write and revise their tasks until they can communicate in this form 

well. This foundation activity will lead students to other complex ones, such as writing journals, compiling 

portfolios and completing projects, which requires the use of other skills. For example, there will be the 

communication between students and teachers or between students and other sources, from which they can 

gain information, to finish their projects.  

 There is a question whether or not only one skill should be emphasised in a class. Chinokul (2003 : 

48) points out that one of the English teaching processes should focus on integrating all the four skills and 

integrating other fields of knowledge. During each class, all of the four skills have been integrated to some 

extent. Though a lesson plan focuses on listening skills, students have to read instructions, speak to respond 

and write their answers. However, by not emphasising each skill, in my point of view, students may not be 

able to use English fluently. This claim is supported by a study. It found that all of the four English skills 

correlated at a .001 level of significance (Chalaysap, 2005 : 17). In other words, the grade of a skill can affect 

the grade of the others. Again, since writing skills are productive skills, students are required to integrate the 

language units they have received from listening and reading to generate the language in a rather formal form. 

 As for Thailand, most Thai students perform poorly in English writing skills, claimed to be the 

necessary ones for tertiary education (Chinawong, 2000 : 9). Moreover, Meejang (2000 : 82) concludes Thai 

students’ problems in writing from other studies as shown below: 
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“- The first study shows first-year students from a state university could not write English very well 

because of their poor grammar and word choice.   

- The second study reports low competence in writing skills, of first-year students from 

Chulalongkorn University. They had problems with organistion, punctuation and structures.  

- The third study found that fifty Thammasart University students wrote well in the sentential level 

but failed to portray meanings in the paragraph level.  

- The final study reported the two problems of undergraduates’ writing included (1) structural level, 

including sentences, clauses, phrases and words and (2) syntactic level, including non-parallel structures, 

incomplete message within a sentence and transition markers.” 

   There are two main causes for this: the lessons and tests which mostly focus on multiple choices and 

students’ low English competence. A solution is to have students keep practicing writing in the class. This 

falls under the basic feature of the process writing—the method, to which this study will ask students’ 

opinion. According to a study, though the 35 students majoring English from a state university performed 

rather well in their business English writing, their academic writing showed poor performance in generating 

ideas and content. Vessakosol (2001 : 175 – 176), therefore, concludes that students lack critical thinking 

skills to create reasons to support their idea. One way to solve this problem is to implement the process 

writing approach which helps elicit students’ idea as its very first step.  

 According to a number of state universities’ journals in the past ten years, many studies focus on the 

analyses of students’ output rather than the creation of students’ input. For example, the error analyses have 

been conducted in order to find the most frequent grammatical mistakes students made in their writing (Kao-

urai, 2003; Pongpairoj, 2002; Thongrin, 2001). The utilisation of the results falls mostly on the emphasis of 

forms and structures to be taught to students. However, the fact that forms are more focused than the content 

hinders students from improving the skills (Tessema, 2005; Vessakosol, 2001). I, definitely, agree with 

teaching students how to generate ideas for writing so that their content reads smoothly. Then forms can be 

revised in the later step of process writing. It should not be the core of the lesson; otherwise, students may 

have more stress.  

 There are also many studies that aim to assess students’ English proficiency which indirectly suggest 

the need for improving the teaching method. Some of them also focused on one aspect of writing skills, such 

as an error analysis of writing (Chinawong, 2000; Meejang, 2000; Thongrin, 2001; Vessakosol, 2001; 

Pongpairoj, 2002; Chalaysap, 2005). Again, it is rare to find a study which focuses on the teaching method for 

writing skills, especially for tertiary education. In particular, a study which not only analysed an aspect or 
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assessed students’ proficiency, but provided a way to find out students’ preferred means of how they wanted 

to be taught in order to improve their English skills.  

In the faculty of Education, Silpakorn University, the foundation English courses for the first year 

students consist of the English I and II courses, the first taught in Term 1 and the other in Term 2. They are 

expected to lead students to use all of the English skills to communicate effectively. However, I have found 

that among the four skills, writing and speaking are viewed by most learners as the most difficult because they 

are productive skills. This difficulty is caused by the fact that students have to produce the language by 

themselves. They are usually reluctant to verbalise when asked for responses. Due to time constraints and 

students’ average competence, only a few speaking activities can be done in classes, often used as a tool to 

communicate instructions to students. As for writing skills, students find writing assignments hard as well. 

Nevertheless, they can spend extra time outside the classroom to complete the tasks. It is also much easier for 

class teachers to give feedback and help the students improve these skills.  

Unfortunately, none of the textbooks used during the past years in the Faculty of Education provided 

writing assignments practical and simple enough to build students’ communicative proficiency. Therefore, 

only in the academic year 2007 did the teachers start designing writing exercises as standardised material for 

all the English I and II teachers. Some of them were adapted from a textbook named Explorations (Lee, 2000) 

while the others were compiled by the teaching team. Most exercises asked students to express their own 

experience by writing paragraphs on selected topics. We believe that it is easier for learners to use their own 

input when they have to produce the tasks in their foreign language. The writing tasks included four 

assignments, all of which had the same format: beginning with a reading passage and an exercise for 

researching ideas; directions for an assignment coupled with a cluster diagram or guided questions for 

organising ideas; and steps for assessing and editing. Since then, writing exercises have been improved all 

along. The latest version was used in the 2010 academic year when a new text book Touchstone 3 (McCarthy 

et al., 2009) was introduced. All exercises on the writing assignment handouts were designed in line with the 

application of the process writing, which consisted of five steps: reading to gather ideas, outlining to organise 

ideas, drafting, revising and editing. For the first step, students were asked to read a passage from the textbook 

in hope that they would be able to gather ideas for what they were about to write. The second step demanded 

students to organise the ideas from the reading texts and their own. In this step, there were a number of 

questions put into paragraphs to help students see how their ideas could be generated and put in order. Class 

teachers applied the communicative approach in reading to teach students for the first step and then facilitated 

students as needed at the second step. Students’ answers to the questions, therefore, became useful 

information for the third step. Spending their pastime out of class, students tried to complete the first drafts by 



 5

themselves and submitted them to class teachers. Deadlines for all steps were usually designated in each 

course’ syllabus so that all students had the same amount of time to complete each step. The next step was 

revising. Teachers would mark students’ papers and gave feedback, which would be reviewed by students 

during class time or some might spend other times revise their drafts. The second draft would be submitted to 

class teachers again for another round of feedback. Finally, the last step was editing, where students reviewed 

their class teachers’ feedbacks and made changes to their final drafts.  

Since marks for the writing were minimal, 5 percentage points for all criteria, a pre/post-study to measure 

students’ improvement would be insignificant. But a study to gauge students’ opinion towards the material 

and the instruction would be beneficial for both the learners and the instructors. The results of this research 

would not only reflect the appropriateness and success of the instruction, but it would also investigate which 

teaching methods students preferred. Other than that, the results of the study would figure out how the writing 

lesson would be taught in the new course syllabi as mentioned in its committee meeting (2010, September). 

Silpakorn University has imposed a new scheme to standardise its foundation courses for all subjects. The 

plan was commenced in the 2010 academic year. Several meetings had been set up. Until September, the 

English Foundation Committee, which consisted of English teachers from all faculties, presented the draft of 

the new English foundation courses in replacement for the English I and II courses taught in the 2010 

academic year. In the new syllabi, the writing skills are focused in both courses: English for Everyday Use 

and English Skills Development. In both courses, students are hoped to be able to gather information from 

listening to or reading texts before starting to write to reflect their ideas. This seems to be the first step of the 

process writing. Some may argue that the results of this study might be of no use since the new syllabi was 

already introduced. The method of teaching, however, would depend on each faculty’s teaching team. The 

results of this study could be applied in the faculties of Education and Engineering. Though the central 

method—the process writing—was imposed by the committee, other elements, such as the material, the way 

to give feedback, timing and grading criteria, needed to be detailed. Writing lessons would be instructed by 

any class teachers with the same method of teaching. The standard of teaching foundation courses would meet 

the university’s scheme, accordingly.  

As mentioned in the very first paragraph, the foundation courses try to bridge the gap between knowledge 

taught in classrooms and the application in the real world, and this study would pave the way for that. As a 

result, students’ real needs would be discovered and appropriate ways of teaching would be explored. 

Hopefully, a modified version of writing material based on students’ own contributions would make the 

English foundation courses rewarding ones.  
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2. Statements of the problem 

 

2.1 Did the students who took English I and English II courses in the terms 1/2010 and 2/2010 have 

positive or negative opinion towards the writing instruction? 

2.2 Were there any other factors that affect the students’ opinion towards the writing instruction?  

2.3 What were the students’ favourite teaching methods for writing skills?  

 

3. Objectives of the study 

 

3.1 To study the students’ opinion towards the instruction in writing English in English foundation 

courses. 

3.2 To study the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction in writing English. 

3.3 To compare the demographic data of SU first year students with their opinion towards the instruction 

in writing English in English foundation courses. 

 

4. Hypothesis of the study 

 

4.1 The students have positive opinion towards the instruction in writing English in English foundation 

courses. 

4.2 The students, however, have negative opinion towards learning the writing skills. 

4.3 Students prefer their teachers’ use of grammar-translation approach in teaching writing skills. 

4.4 Students’ opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses relates to their 

demographic data: English I and II grades in the terms 1/2010 and 2/2010; faculties and majors; experience in 

English-speaking countries; years of learning English; and learning in special tutorial classes. 

 

5. Scope of the study  

 

5.1 Population: 1,803 students who already took the English I course and were about to complete the 

English II course in the 2010 academic year. These students were from the two faculties ‘Education’ and 

‘Engineering and Industrial Technology’, at Silpakorn University located at Sanam Chadra Palace campus.  

5.2 Samples: 451 students from the two faculties who were selected by the simple random sampling 

technique. However, only 444 questionnaires were returned and analysed.  
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5.3 Variables: The instruction in writing English in English foundation courses was an independent 

variable. The opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses was a dependent 

variable. 

 

6. Assumption of the study 

 

The researcher’s aim was that the samples were to reveal their actual opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in English foundation courses. Using the same material, different class teachers would teach with 

slightly different styles; however, the instruction in writing English in both courses was limited to the process 

writing. The instruction adapted for the material, therefore, was assumed to be the same. Hence, it became an 

independent variable.  

The material consisted of a reading passage, questions for generating ideas and forming an outline, and 

the directions for completing a writing task. Both class teachers and students were expected to follow the 

process. The detailed criteria was also elaborated in the material so that the instruction in writing English in 

the English I and II courses conducted by all teachers was identical to some extent.  

 

7. Definitions of the terms  

 

‘Opinion on the  instruction in writing English’ refers to the opinions and feelings that the students had 

about the writing material and the writing process applied in the English I and English II courses in the terms 

1/2010 and 2/2010.  

‘The material’ refers to the handouts designed by the teaching team at the TEFL section, Department of 

Curriculum and Instruction, the Faculty of Education, Silpakorn University located at Sanam Chandra Palace 

campus, Nakorn Pathom.  

‘Engineering students’ means the students, from Faculty of Engineering and Industrial Technology of 

Silpakorn University at the Sanam Chandra Palace campus, who had enrolled and passed the English I course 

and were about to complete the English II course. 

‘Education students’ means the students, from Faculty of Education of Silpakorn University at the Sanam 

Chandra Palace campus, who had enrolled and passed the English I course and were about to complete the 

English II course. 
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‘Demographic data’ includes age; gender; English I grade in the term 1/2010; faculties (Engineering or 

Education) and majors; experience in English-speaking countries; years of learning English; and learning in 

special tutorial classes.  

‘Instruction in writing English’ refers to writing material designed by the lecturers of the Teaching 

Foreign Languages Section in the Curriculum and Instruction Department, Faculty of Education. This term 

also includes all of the exercises on the material and the teaching method used with the material. 

‘English foundation courses’ are the English I and II courses with 080 177 and 080 188 as their code 

numbers. 

 

8. Significance of the study 

 

The results of the study would benefit both the teachers and the learners. The teachers would be able to 

redesign material for writing tasks which would be more interesting and meaningful to the learners. Some 

composition approaches were presented in this study’s instruments, all of which were selected to represent the 

teaching methods which aimed to meet students’ needs. Any approach that received the most positive 

feedback would be used in the English I and II classes in the following academic year. With the right 

approach, the learners might feel that their needs are fulfilled. With newly modified material and instruction, 

the researcher anticipates that there would be greater motivation and rapport during writing activities. Finally, 

the students would realise the usefulness of the writing skills taught in the foundation courses. 

 

9. Organisation of the report 

 

The report of this study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides the introduction. Chapter 2 

includes the general background on teaching writing as a foreign language, the process writing and related 

studies. Chapter 3 deals with the methods on which this study was based, data collection and interpretation 

methodologies. The chapter describes procedures, research samples, instruments, construction of instruments, 

data collection and data analysis. 

Chapter 4 deals with the analysis of data collected from the instrument, which gives the general 

background of the samples, opinion on the method of teaching English writing and students’ preferred 

method of teaching English writing. Finally, Chapter 5 gives conclusions of the study, a discussion and 

recommendations for further research.  

  



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 In this chapter, literature and studies concerning the instruction in writing English were discussed and 

presented so as to find some conclusions or further investigations. The first part presented an overview of 

teaching English as a foreign language focusing on writing English. The purpose was to find out concurrent 

knowledge about the topic. The next part discussed the elements and applications of the writing process, 

which was the instruction adapted for the material of the foundation English I and II courses for this present 

study. Finally, other relevant studies were reviewed in order to figure out the data found in the past to be used 

in developing the instruments and discussions. 

 The scope for this study includes teaching EFL writing and the process writing approach. The first 

deals with an overview, an organisation of written texts and the six areas of writing. The aim was to 

investigate general information on teaching writing. The second deals with the elements a writer should 

consider while writing or simply the elements that teachers should cover while teaching the process writing: 

features, audience and purpose, prewriting/ outlining, drafting/ composing, revising/ editing/ evaluation/ 

feedback and weight. Other than that, the researcher also included other elements, such as limitations and 

relevant studies in writing English.  

 

Teaching EFL writing 

 

An overview  

 

To begin with, the word writing has been defined in many different ways; their shared purpose is to 

communicate in a graphic form. Other purposes have been also proposed by many. Rogers (2005 : 2) defines 

writing as ‘the use of graphic marks to represent specific linguistic utterances in order to record and convey 

information and stories beyond the immediate moment.’ Likewise, Tribble (1997 : 9) argues that ‘in writing 

the emphasis is on recording things, on completing tasks, or on developing ideas and arguments.’ Ruetten 

(2003 : 2) points out that writing can also heal people’s mental health. Writing a letter or an email to a beloved 

one, for example, can help express personal experiences and feelings. This can relieve stress or worry to some 

extent. Basically, teachers of a writing lesson should begin with teaching sentences and paragraphs (Sesnan, 

2001 : 134). They need to introduce to students that styles in writing are different, such as formal style, 

informal style, technical style, journalistic style, fictional style and so on. Watkins (2005 : 70) asserts that a 
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good writer should be able to write in many different styles, and also proposes four characteristics of writing. 

First, ‘there is typically little or no time constraint. Second, accuracy is expected. Third, there is a high degree 

of planning. Finally, the language is highly organised and develops logically and sequentially.’ In addition to 

the meaning, Sesnan (2001 : 132) points out how modern English writing is different from writing of a 

century ago. The first difference is the fact that modern English writers seem to write shorter sentences. 

Another difference is concerning word choice. In modern English technical terms or jargons are rarely written 

unless the writer is sure that the readers know the meanings. Once a teacher acknowledges the definition and 

characteristics of writing, he/she should point out the opinion that may help students become good writers as 

follows (Langan, 2010 : 11 – 12; Meyers, 2005 : 2). 1) Writing is a process; therefore, a writer needs to sit and 

write several times before completing a perfect writing. He/she cannot sit down and write a paper at one time 

without stopping. 2) Anyone can become a competent writer if he/she keeps practicing because writing is a 

skill that one can learn with practice. 3) Mistakes in spelling, grammar and punctuation are normal for anyone. 

A good writer should be concerned about content. How to generate ideas and feelings and to convey them is 

more important. Errors can be corrected at the later step in the process. 4) Since writing is a process, a good 

writer should allot enough time to go through each step in advance. It is a negative action to try to finish a 

writing task in a short time, such as a night before the deadline.  

There are other elements teachers should be aware of as well: approaches or theories to be applied 

appropriately for students’ background and concurrent trends; and kinds to be selected for designing writing 

activities. Moreover, knowledge necessary for writing provides a scope of knowledge and skills to be 

established during each lesson. Finally, rhetorical modes give a picture of how many tasks students will be 

assigned to accomplish in a specific period.  

Approaches: Since its first emergence in 1980s, many theories for teaching writing as a foreign 

language have been proposed with none completely replacing one another. These perspectives which are 

overlapping and corresponding portray understanding of complexity in writing. Hormazbal (2008) quoted 

Raimes’ article 'Out of the Woods: Emerging traditions in the Teaching of Writing': ‘Each approach, at least 

as it emerges in the literature, has a distinctive focus, highlighting in one case the rhetorical and linguistic 

form of the text itself; in another, the writer and the cognitive processes used in the act of writing; still in 

another, the content for writing; and, at last, the demands made by the reader. The focus on form dates back to 

as early as 1966, the focus on the writer in 1976, the focus on content in 1986, and, finally, simultaneously 

with content-based approaches came another academically-oriented approach, English for Academic 

Purposes, which focused on the expectations of academic readers; consequently, the focus on the reader 

appeared in 1986.’ The proposition can be summarised that there are three approaches of writing. The first 
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approach treats writing as the products whose texts carries formal surface elements or discourse structure for 

examination. The writers are focused by the second approach which also introduces the making of the texts 

through the processes. Finally, the third approach focuses on the readers to whom the writers create texts in 

order to communicate (Hyland, 2002 : 5). The instruction in writing English in the foundation courses in this 

present study applied the second approach, which focused on writers, namely the students of the courses.  

 Kinds: Writing is divided into four kinds: notices and announcements, letters, stories, reports.  

Students should start to practice with the simplest kind of writing ‘notices and announcements,’ which can be 

written in single words, short expressions or more complicated sentences. Then, they can write essays, also 

called compositions, which are an artificial kind of writing, because students pretend to write them for certain 

purposes (Watkins, 2005 : 72). In the logical sequence, students should not start to write an essay right away, 

but a guided essay, where they use notes or questions. Despite its artificiality, writing essays is a useful way to 

reinforce life skills students need in the future. For example, an essay may ask students to solve a problem or 

argue for or against a decision. Meyers (2005 : 38) and Jordan (2003 : 10) discuss several characteristics of an 

essay. Whereas the paragraph contains a limited topic, which is introduced by a topic sentence and then 

supported in separate paragraphs, the essay explores a broader topic. It consists of an introduction, body 

paragraphs and a conclusion. The introductory paragraph presents the topic and a thesis statement, usually at 

the last sentence, to specify main ideas in body paragraphs. Each body paragraph has a topic sentence, a main 

idea for each paragraph, and supporting details.  The last part of an essay is the conclusion, which reiterates all 

the ideas and includes a strong ending. Sometimes writing is learned in different ways depending on content 

areas, which provide students an opportunity to write and learn at the same time (Fisher & Frey, 2004 : 142). 

The example prompts a teacher may assign to students are following:  

1) ‘Admit slips. Upon entering the classroom, students write on an assigned topic, such as “Explain 

the difference between jazz and rock.” 

2) Crystal ball. Students describe what they think class will be about, what will happen next in the 

novel they are reading, or the next step in a lab. 

3) Found poems. Students re-read an assigned text and find key phrases that ‘speak’ to them, then 

arrange these into a poem structure without adding any of their own words. 

4) Awards. Students recommend someone or something for an award that the teacher has created, 

such as “the best artist of the century, living or dead.” 

5) Cinquains. A five line poem in which the first line is the topic (a noun), the second line is 

description of the topic in two words, the third line is three “ing” words, the fourth line is a description of the 

topic in four words, and the final line is a synonym of the topic word from line one. 
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6) Yesterday’s news. Students summarise the information presented the day before, either from a 

film, lecture, discussion or reading.  

7) “What if” scenarios. Students respond to prompts in which information is changed from what they 

know and they predict outcomes. 

8) Take a stand. Students discuss their opinions about a controversial topic such as “just because we 

can, should we clone people?”  

9) Letters. Students write letters to others, including elected officials, family members, friends, people 

who made a difference, etc.  

10) Exit slips. This can be used as a closure activity at the end of the period. Students write on an 

assigned prompt such as “The three best things I learned today are …”  

These prompts are used as guides that bridge students to the content areas teachers aim to teach 

(Fisher & Frey, 2004 : 10). The knowledge is applicable enough in various learning situations. It is not only 

an assignment, such as “read Page 34 – 46 tonight.” The content that is relevant to a real life situation is more 

meaningful for students.  

Knowledge: When required to write a task, a student needs to have four areas of knowledge (Tribble, 

1997 : 43): content, context, language system and writing process. The first one refers to knowledge of the 

concepts involved in the subject area or the topic. The second knowledge involves the context in which the 

text will be read. This would enable a writer to prepare effective writing skills and he/she would also be aware 

of ‘power relationships’ of the content in the writing. The third knowledge refers to those aspects of the 

language system necessary for the completion of a task, such as vocabulary and grammar. This is as important 

as the second one. Finally, the writing process knowledge means the most appropriate way of preparing for a 

specific writing task. Tribble (1997 : 44) argues that the proportion of importance of the knowledge is 35%, 

25%, 25% and 15%, respectively. Additionally, Fisher & Frey (2004 : 141) describe three kinds of 

knowledge, for which students are required to use for writing: declarative, procedural and conditional 

knowledge. Declarative knowledge refers to things that we know. For this knowledge, we usually ask 

‘what’—for example, “What are the differences between searching information from the Internet and from 

text books?” After students are able to recall declarative knowledge, they must be able to know how to do 

something. That is the meaning of procedural knowledge, which refers to how students put knowledge into 

practice. For this knowledge, we ask ‘how.’ An example question can be “How do we search information 

from the Internet?” Finally, conditional knowledge prompts students to ask ‘when’ or ‘why.’ It concerns 

various conditions that influence our decisions to use knowledge. For example, a teacher may assign students 

to write about the pros and cons of searching information from a variety of sources.  
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 Rhetorical modes: Teachers of English writing should ready students to become competent writers in 

various disciplines by introducing to them all rhetorical modes (Meyers, 2005 : xvi – xvii; Tribble, 1997 : 84; 

White, 2001 : 235) or organisation (Swales & Feak, 2009 : 16). Those modes or the ways of organising 

information include 1) Exposition, which consists of examples, process analysis, cause & effect, comparison 

& contrast, definition, division & classification, and problem & solution; 2) Description; 3) Narration; 4) 

Argumentation and persuasion, or opinion paragraphs (Folse, 2004 : 146); 5) Summary and response; and 6) 

Report. Similar to the description, the mode of generalisation, qualification and caution, or claims, is added by 

Jordan (2003 : 3). Finally, there is also the mode of interpretation of data, which mostly refers to figures in 

diagrammatic information. Based on the discourse analysis, Swales & Feak (2009 : 3) divide the content in 

their book “Academic Writing for Graduate Students” into more or less five categories. The first two, which 

are overarching patterns in English expository prose, deal with the movement from general to specific and the 

movement from problem to solution. The third category helps writers handle the discussion of data, such as 

how to strengthen their claims. The last two are writing summaries and critiques.  

 

Organisation of written texts 

 

The organisation of written texts consists of three features as shown below (Tribble, 1997 : 25 – 35).  

 1. Layout. This refers to physical organisation on the page. To writing an address on an envelope a 

writer needs to learn different styles in different countries. For instance, in the UK the addressee’s name 

comes first, followed by a position in a department and then the company, number, street, town, post code and 

country. Following a certain layout of a writing task will enable students to have an idea about what texts are 

needed to be gathered. In terms of an essay, Sesnan (2001 : 139) and Ruetten (2003 : 13) argue that its simple 

organisation is a title, an introduction, the main body or body paragraphs and a conclusion.  

 2. Social function. This refers to the concept of genre, used to different types of literature, such as 

lyric, tragedy, novel and so on.  It also refers to language use in specific social contexts. For example, a 

promotional letter demands the genre constraints associated with this sort of writing in a particular cultural 

context. Its aim is to persuade clients; therefore, appropriate lexical, grammatical, and content choices should 

be well selected.  

 2. Discourse relations. This shows how clauses and clauses complexes within written texts are 

related. From the book ‘Writing,’ Tribble (1997 : 28) focuses more on connections or how texts are linked by 

lexical markers, simply described as ‘cohesive.’ Cohesion can be created through the use of pronouns and 

their references, lexical repetitions, coordinators, subordinators and other transitional markers. This refers to 
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‘a close relationship based on grammar or meaning, between two parts of a sentence or a larger piece of 

writing.’ When well-connected sentences create ‘smooth flow,’ that is, one sentence leading easily to the next 

sentence, the reader will be able to follow a paragraph easily (Ruetten, 2003 : 18). Coherence, on the other 

hand, means ‘a reasonable connection or relation between ideas, arguments or statements’ (Marwick et al., 

2001 : 250). Additionally, discourse relations refers to an underlying principle of ordering which supports 

coherence. This mental order is generally perceived by readers, who expect how certain texts will develop. It 

is also known as ‘schema’ or ‘schemata’ (plural form). There are some examples of the schematic pattern: 

situation-problem-solution, response-evaluation/result, reason-result, or general-particular. Writers should 

make the discourse relations of texts, which mean the way different parts relate to one another in order to 

control amount of support that they give readers. Sometimes certain words or phrases can be written to build 

the discourse relations or let the text speak for itself. In this case, the text should provide enough schemata for 

readers to interpret the texts.  

To make a text make sense, Thornbury (2005 : 60 – 62) argues that teachers should have student 

writers learn to write coherently.  First, before writing, students need to specifically acknowledge the kind of 

text, the purpose of the text and the reader. Ideally, the writers need to clearly know who will read and 

respond to their text. This can be their classmates, teachers, or even themselves. They should be reminded 

about the role of teachers as readers, not correctors. Second, teachers should challenge students to try to 

connect sentences in different ways. Definitely, such conjuncts as so, therefore, finally, etc can be used. They 

can also use this means…, this is why…, because of this…, despite this…, etc.  Finally, the topic should be 

spelled out lexically and early on in the text. The writer should thoroughly consider the topic and try to write a 

topic sentence or a thesis statement.  

 

Six areas of writing  

 

To have a clearer view of writing domains, Hyhand (2002 : 2) includes the focuses on six areas: 

language structures; text functions; creative expression; composing processes; content; and genre and contexts 

of writing. The details are shown below. 

1.  Language structures.  According to Hyland (2003 : 3 – 4), the language structure method directs 

students to apply their knowledge of linguistics, vocabulary, syntax, and cohesive devices to produce a writing 

essay. This method of teaching writing focuses on four stages: (1) Certain grammar and vocabulary on a text 

are usually taught to the students (familarisation); (2) Substitution tables help students practice fixed patterns 

(controlled writing); (3) Students imitate model texts (guided writing); (4) Students write an essay by using 
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the patterns they have developed. Similarly, Phinit-Akson (2004 : 107) supports the application of 

‘tagmemics’ in helping EFL learners to write better English structure, citing that functions and form are 

focused and this method can become ‘an effective teaching tool in the writing classroom’ (p.119). It can also 

help students eliminate syntactic errors. Students are expected to memorise the tagmemic formulas so that 

they can substitute the formulated units with words. An example is illustrated below:  

 

 

 

 

Phinit-Akson explains that ‘a transitive clause (tCl) consists of a subject slot (S) [filled by a noun 

phrase (N)]; a predicate slot (P) [filled by a transitive verb (tv)]; an object slot (O) [filled by a noun phrase 

(N)]; an optional location slot (L) [filled by a relater-axis (RA)]; and an optional temporal slot (T) [filled by a 

temporal phrase (tem)]. The mark + means that this slot or unit is necessary to produce an acceptably syntactic 

sentence, while the mark +/- refers to the unit can be optional. There are also many more formulas, such as 

intransitive clause and equational clause (clauses with verb be) (p.116). However, Phinit-Akson (p.118) 

concedes that the application of tagmemics should be a supplementary material for traditional approaches at 

early stage of the teaching English writing. 

In my opinion, this method may impede students’ writing ability because of their fear of mistakes. 

They may have more stress trying not to produce errors in their writing tasks. Likewise, their teacher would 

spend too much time correcting errors. How to generate ideas and organise them is not focused, accordingly. 

This point of view is supported by Hyland (2003 : 5), who also criticises that this method of teaching writing 

hinders students from analysing real texts by themselves because they are exposed to certain patterns 

presented in short fragments. Moreover, students do not really communicate through writing but are trained to 

write with the most accurate language. In fact, ‘students need an understanding of how words, sentences, and 

larger discourse structures can shape and express the meanings they want to convey.’  

 2. Text functions. Also known as ‘current traditional rhetoric’ or functional approach,’ the text 

function-oriented method teaches students to be aware of communicative functions of particular language 

forms (Hyland, 2003 : 6 – 7).  A successful writer is taught to write with well-organisational patterns, 

including topic sentences, supporting details and transitional signals. Each paragraph can be fit in certain 

functional units, just as sentences in the language structure approach, where syntactic knowledge can help 

students imitate sentences through particular patterns. For example, a popular writing textbook may show its 

contents, such as narrative, description, definitions, exemplification, classification, comparison and contrast, 

tCl   =   +S:N          +Ptv           +O:N          +/-L:RA                      +/- T:tem 

             +Tamarine +smashed   +the ball    +/- across the court       +/- yesterday. 
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cause and effect, etc. Hyland argues that students may not be able to convey their purpose and personal 

experiences in their writing because their focus is on forms or functions. Likewise, Horowitz (Hamp-Lyons, 

1991 : 80) asserts that ‘categories and subcategories of the tasks’ similar to ‘text functions.’ Those refer to 1) 

Display familiarity with a concept (definition, example, significance, physical description and 

function/purpose); 2) Display familiarity with the relation between/among concepts (similarities and 

differences and cause and result); 3) Display familiarity with a process (process and narration); and 4) Display 

familiarity with argumentation (general argument, ascribed argument and critical thinking).  

3. Creative expression. According to the expressivism approach (as cited in Hyland, 2003 : 8 – 10), 

every student has an innate ability of writing. In the classroom they are encouraged to express their personal 

experience meaningfully through written texts without any assessment. Teachers try not to present their views, 

or models on topics before writing tasks. The free expression aims to help student discover their own writing 

style.  However, some L2 students may find this method difficult because their ‘cultural backgrounds, social 

consequences and communicative purposes’ are ignored.  

4. Content. The writing tasks are personalised and conceptualised through themes and topics of 

interest, about which students are assigned to write (Hyland, 2003 : 15). To facilitate students, teachers 

usually build up students’ schema by having them read texts on which certain topics are integrated, so that 

students are exposed to knowledge of ‘the topics, vocabulary, grammar, organisational patterns, interactional 

devices and so on’. The rhetorical and structural knowledge on what they read familiarise students with 

specific genres of the texts they are about to write. The focus on the structure, composing skills and creation 

of specific texts generate the contexts and the content which are relevant and significant for students. This 

content-oriented method can also solve the problem of students’ different language competence because the 

various amount of reading passages can be given to students according to the levels of their abilities.  

  5. Genre and context of writing. For the genre and context writing, students have a purpose to 

communicate with their readers, conveying what they want to ‘tell’ the readers by using appropriate discourse 

and context (Hyland, 2003 : 18; Tribble, 1997 : 46). A particular purpose leads students to a particular 

structure as well as lower-level features, such as grammar and vocabulary (Thornbury, 2005 : 95). For 

example, the following texts can be categorised into different genres according to their purposes, type of 

audience, grammar points, vocabulary, formality and so forth: sales letter, essay, menu, lecture, editorial, 

song, chat, article, film review, memo, etc. The genre orientation, however, has been criticised as ‘running the 

risk of a static, decontexturalised pedagogy.’ An inexperienced teacher may be neither resourceful enough to 

present a variety of appropriate genres nor careful enough to contextualise the language. Therefore, the genre 

model is presented as rigid templates and forms. Furthermore, Swales (2002 : 58) includes that the genre 
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analysis owes its development to various studies, such as situational approaches, discourse analysis, 

communicative purposes, sociolinguistics, etc. A task is written according to its communicative purposes; that 

will influence ‘structure, style, content and intended audience.’  Yan (2005 : 27) also introduces Badger and 

White’s process-genre model in teaching writing. Students should consider purposes and forms before writing 

a task. It is a combination of the process writing, where students have to follow the steps in the processes, and 

the genre writing. Students need to think about the purpose for writing each task and decide what appropriate 

structure would go with it. By doing so, students will be familiar with certain genre and its various language 

in the moves and strategies (Henry & Roseberry, 2007 : 185). 

6. Composing processes / process approach / process writing / writing process. The composing 

process approach is dominant in the methods of teaching writing today (Hyland, 2003 : 11 – 14). This method 

treats students as producers of the writing and teachers guide them with steps of the writing processes, 

including selecting, prewriting, composing, drafting, reviewing (by writers, peers, or teachers), revising, 

proofreading and editing, evaluating, publishing and following up on tasks. Though Ożarska (2008 : 33) 

presents lesser processes, that is, generating ideas, drafting, evaluating, redrafting and error correction, the 

main processes remain similar. In addition, Gardner and Johnson (as cited in North Central Regional 

Educational Laboratory, 2008) define the stages of the process writing approach as follows: “Writing is a fluid 

process created by writers as they work. Accomplished writers move back and forth between the stages of the 

process, both consciously and unconsciously. Young writers, however, benefit from the structure and security 

of following the writing process in their writing.  Eight stages are included: prewriting, drafting, rereading, 

sharing with a peer reviser, revising, editing, writing final draft and publishing.” 

Most of the time, the stages of the process writing are named differently but the definitions are quite 

similar. Piolat and Polissier proposed five main types of composing processes: planning, translating, 

executing, evaluating and revising (as cited in Hormazbal, 2008).  

The English I and II foundation courses determined the following stages or steps for its instruction in 

writing English:  

1. Prewriting: Students started to know the topic of their writing task by reading a passage relevant 

to the topic, and then they used what they read and their schema knowledge to make an outline, 

which was more like answering questions to generate ideas.  

2. Drafting: Students wrote an essay following what they elicited on their outlines.  

3. Editing: Teachers marked or graded their writing and gave feedback on both correction symbols 

on students’ work and face-to-face communication (if needed). However, the means of delivering 

the feedback to students depended on individual teachers’ dictates.  
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4. Revising: Students revised their drafts according to their teachers’ comments or feedback. 

Students might repeat the last three stages back and forth until their final draft was completed. 

Due to time constraints, they revised two drafts for each task in both Term 1 and Term 2.  

Since the process writing approach was mainly adopted for the instruction in writing lessons for the 

English I and II foundation courses, more investigations on this approach were summarised below. 

 

The process writing approach 

 

The process writing or the process approach emphasises teaching writing by the process of a written 

task being produced, not the product (Hormazbal, 2008; Hyland, 2002; Hyland, 2003 : 11; LinezingStat, 2010; 

Lipkewich, 2008) . In other words, students learn how to write English during the process of prewriting, 

drafting, revising, evaluating and publishing. They do not only focus on a complete version of their writing, 

but they also learn how to improve their writing all the time as the process still goes on.  

 

Features  

 

Many models have been proposed to explain the approach. Noticeably, the terms for stages or steps in 

the process are called differently but their descriptions are similar. Educators also describe the process writing 

as recursive and complex. ‘In other words, although there are identifiable stages in the composition of most 

extended texts, typical writers will revisit some of these stages many times before a text is complete’ (Tribble, 

1997 : 38).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: the writing process 

Source: LinezingStat (2010). http://www2.pylusd.k12.ca.us/glk/jlaurich/Images/writing_process.gif 
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Figure 2.1 shows how each stage interacts to one another. First, the prewriting stage demands a writer 

to plan, choose a topic, identify an audience and purpose, brainstorm ideas, and organise information to be 

written. While a student is planning for an essay, he or she may start to draft writing ideas in sentences and 

paragraphs. The double-headed arrow implies that students can go back and forth for both stages when they 

feel that their draft is not effective enough, they start the prewriting stage all over again. Then, while drafting, 

students can either edit their own writing, have a peer review or a group review. The purpose is to improve 

their writing in terms of organising ideas. The next process is to proofread their writing by mostly checking 

mechanics. Finally, students decide how they want to present their work to the audience.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2: The writing process 

Source: Apex Learning. (2008). www.beyondbooks.com/law81/index.asp 

 

 Figure 2.2 also envisages the writing process, adding details of what should be under consideration 

while students are in the process of writing. Though some stages, such as responding, 6-traits student-assessed 

and closure, are added, the core stages remain the same. Only one stage is missing from any other models—

publishing. It might be assumed that the author of this model wants to focus only on the process itself.  
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Figure 2.3: Diagram of process writing by White and Arndt (1991) 

Source: Hormazbal, 2008. www.scielo.cl/scielo.php?pid=S0716-112007000100015&script=sci_arttext. 

 

Figure 2.3 shows a model that proposes a framework for teachers and students to realise that the 

process writing is recursive, not linear. The re-viewing stage is put in the middle of the loop of the other 

stages. That means the writer at all stages may come back and forth to review their writing.  

 Next, let us have a closer look at each stage of the process writing. Before the prewriting stage, a 

good writer should consider the audience and purpose, whose importance is portrayed below.  

 

Audience and purpose 

 

 ‘Audience and purpose are always the key in any communication act’ (Murray, 2006 : 29). Knowing 

the audience before writing, a writer is able to select an appropriate strategy to plan, tone to take and facts to 

include. It also helps a writer to obtain the mood for writing (White, 2001 : 71). The audience for most 

students is their class teacher, of whom they need to have an understanding of expectations and prior 

knowledge. This will affect the content of the writing, accordingly (Swales & Feak, 2009 : 9). Usually, if a 

writer assumes that the readers know more than he/she does, the purpose is to instruct. The writer, then, 

explains thoroughly to the readers by giving a lot of evidence (Meyers, 2005 : 5). If the readers know more 

than the writer, the common purpose is to display familiarity, expertise and intelligence. The following is also 

the list of possible purposes for writing (Sokolik, 1996: ‘to share special knowledge or experience with 

readers; to convince readers to change their minds about a controversial topic; to entertain readers with 

humour or elegant writing; and to show what the writer has learned from the reading’ (p.26). Additionally, 
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White (2001 : 65) adds more purposes: to inform, to make a request, to persuade, to express feelings and to 

express ideas. After the audience and purpose of a written task has been realised, a writer is ready to explore 

ideas in the next step: prewriting/outlining.  

 

Prewriting/outlining  

 

This stage refers to generating ideas for writing by brainstorming; reading literature; creating life 

maps, webs and story charts; developing word banks; deciding on form, audience, voice, and purpose as well 

as through teacher motivation (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2008). The stage also refers to 

‘planning’ which means that students create ideas for a purpose that they know what to write and think about 

the best way to organise ideas and this organisation governs a function of the topic to be expressed to the 

audience (Hormazbal, 2008). Tribble (1997 : 104) quoted Hedge’s two items to consider for the prewriting 

stage: the purpose and the audience. These two items, then, govern the genre which will impose the text. In 

the very first stage of writing, teachers play an important role constructing inspiration among students so that 

they have some ideas to write. Sources of inspiration can be from magazines, newspapers, periodicals, CD-

ROM, an interview based on students’ topic, media, experiences, dreams, discussion and brainstorming, role 

playing, research, imagination, personal interest inventories or class interest inventory (Lipkewich, 2008).   

Some students find the stage of outlining the most difficult because they do not really have any idea 

to write about. Murray & Moore (2006 : 21) emphasise an aspect of psychological processes, such as 

motivation, creativity and the conditions for engaged action. Teachers should encourage students to seek 

‘effort-reward probability,’ which refers to positive intrinsic needs in students—for example, an urge to write 

for compliments from peers or raters. However, most students may find that difficult to activate themselves. 

Instead, extrinsic rewards, such as grades, are initiated, which Murray & Moore (2006 : 24) do not approve 

because students may feel controlled or manipulated. One way to build motivation is to help students achieve 

progress in each step of the writing process. For the prewriting step, teachers may help them elicit the ideas by 

the following techniques (Langan, 2010 : 17 – 24; Ruetten, 2003 : 204 – 205; Sokolik, 1996 : 2 – 8; Veit & 

Gould, 2004 : 19 – 25). 

 1. Free writing: Students scribble on a piece of paper about the assigned topic, freely expressing 

anything at all that comes into their mind without considering about grammar, organisation or content. This 

method is also supported by White and Arndt citing that the fast writing helps students deal with the overall 

purpose in writing. While writing things on a piece of paper, they seem to structure, organise and reorganise 

text in order to present these ideas in an acceptable way (as cited in Hormazbal, 2008). Sokolik (1996 : 4) 
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maintains another benefit of free writing, saying that it is ‘nonediting’ so the writer only writes without 

stoppage. Practicing free writing often will help eliminate the habit of writing and stopping to edit. ‘It is an 

exercise in bring together the process of producing words and putting them down on the page.’ 

2. Journaling: Using their own written records, students may extract some ideas concerning the topic. 

By doing so, they may come up with an idea, develop it and turn it into a polished writing task. Sokolik (1996 

: 8) argues that keeping a journal is similar to writing experiments. A writer can be creative, analytical, and 

even angry as he/she writes. A journal is like a personal record, for which students write anything, mostly 

their own stories. The sense of being controlled subsides and students’ autonomy increases. They, then, 

express their ideas, which they can draw for writing a written task later. Students do not have to spend much 

time trying to understand or estimate the ideas any longer. 

3. Image streaming: Students need to transplant themselves to another place or time and 

describe from a first person point of view. This may be similar to ‘free writing’ in terms of students’ 

uncontrolled expression of writing. With no corrections of language elements or writing rules, they seem 

braver to write something.  

4. Listing or clustering: After acknowledging a topic, students make a list of words or phrases that 

flash into their mind. The list can be as lengthy as possible. Then, items on the list will be categorised or 

grouped according to the content in order to form paragraphs and supporting details. Clustering is similar to 

listing, but listed words or phrases are put in circles, which can be lined with more circles to show relationship 

of ideas like branches of trees (Meyers, 2005 : 7). 

5. Visualising: This method is concerned with all visual practices, such as films, TV programmes, 

pictures, graphic designs, etc. After watching or looking, students may gain some ideas for their writing. Still, 

students need to create their own ideas and start to make an outline.  

6. Brainstorming: This can be done individually or as a group. Considering about the topic, students 

can organise their ideas by webbing, mind-mapping or clustering so that the ideas will be immediately 

transferred to an outline.  

7. Questioning: White (2001 : 75) argues that another way to develop ideas for writing is to ask six 

questions like reporters, who call ‘the five Ws and H”: Who? What? When? Where? Why? How? Definitely, 

a writer does not need to ask questions with all the six question words, but the questions which he/she is 

capable of answering according the given topic. The answers can be grouped, and then provide some ideas.  

8. Making a Venn diagramme: This will help when writing a compare & contrast mode. First, we 

have to draw two big overlapping circles. Next, an overlapping area is for similarities the two things we are 

comparing have. Then, we list the differences in the two outer circles (as shown in Figure 2.4). 
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Living in a dormitory              Living off-campus                              

 
                            Differences                   Similarities                   Differences  

Figure 2.4: a Venn diagramme  

Source: Ruetten, 2003 : 207 

 

9. Reading passages: Another effective way to generate ideas for writing is to read a passage whose 

content or topic is similar to the theme students are about to write. This not only activates students’ 

background knowledge, but it also helps make them aware of the meaning of the writing. Reading passages 

provide several functions: formulate and reorganise ideas and feelings; understand the topic thoroughly and 

recognise authors’ stylistic devices, such as their introductions, supporting details, conclusions, ways of 

presenting; and developing a point, their use of transitions and their choice of language to achieve a particular 

tone (Langan, 2010 : 438; Ruetten, 2003 : xvii; Sokolik, 1996 : 19).  

Every reader has his/her own style of reading. The same text may be perceived differently. Rereading 

is one way to help a reader extract an actual meaning the author (of the reading text) intended to convey. They 

also stress ‘the active nature of reading and writing: readers do much more than retrieve information, and 

writers do not simply transcribe facts and ideas from useful sources.’ The writer should combine individual 

creativity from the text he/she reads to interaction with others when they start to write. Thus, a practice to 

interpret texts is vital for a writer before writing (Veit & Gould, 2004 : 40 – 44). Audience is the first thing a 

writer should consider. When reading different texts, a writer should notice that good texts should 

communicate to an audience, either in general or in particular. A writer may need to add history background 

or adapt language and content to suit readers. Another thing to consider is tacit knowledge, which refers to an 

experience writers and readers share—that is ‘how much a writer can safely assume that readers understand 

without explanation.’ For example, a word DVD is generally well-known for everyone nowadays. Introducing 

-walk to class
-eat in cafeteria 
-meet people easily
-noisy

-drive to school
-cook for myself

-difficult to make friends 
-quiet 

-cost  
-have 
roommate 
-free to do 
things 
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the concept of this to students, teachers will help them establish awareness of ambiguity in their writing. The 

next thing to consider is context, a situation to which the text is written to respond, and that helps us to 

understand it. A reader’s success depends not only on knowledge and language ability, but also his/her 

familiarity with context and the writer’s ability to assess the needs and expectations of a particular audience. 

Good readers should be alert and flexible when seeing unknown texts. They should think about a certain 

context before interpreting because reading is as creative a process as writing. Finally, the reader should 

consider efferent and aesthetic approaches. An efferent stance refers to literal meaning of the text; an 

aesthetic stance means that readers create unique personal engagement with the text—usually referring to a 

work of literature. In reading exercises, teachers should challenge students’ ability to interpret both literal and 

inferential meanings. What Langan (2010 : 439 – 440) proposes in his book ‘Exploring writing: Sentences and 

paragraph’ can be adopted when a teacher wishes to build up an exercise for reading to help his/her students 

become a competent writer. First, there should be vocabulary in context questions to help students expand 

their knowledge of word choice. Second, reading comprehension questions should require students to 

recognise a subject or topic, determine the thesis statement or main ideas, identify important supporting 

details, and make inferences. Third, discussion questions should be created to help students deal with 

structure, style and tone, apart from the content. Finally, writing assignments should be provided to suggest 

the prewriting step. Sometimes students may be asked to write in response to images from the passage or to 

writing prompts. By doing so, they will have an opportunity to develop their writing skills for their own work 

later on.  

To help teachers handle with different students, Bereiter and Scardamalia (as cited in Hyland, 2003 : 

11) propose the knowledge-telling and knowledge-transforming models. The first model explains that the 

beginning writers seem to do less for every step in the writing process, whereas ‘the latter shows how skilled 

writers use the writing task to analyse problems, reflect on the task, and set goals to actively rework thoughts 

to change both their text and ideas’ (p. 12). Tribble (1997 : 107) also illustrates systematic preparation for 

writing, which provides three guidelines: 1) generating activities for creating ideas by discussing in groups; 2) 

focusing activities for helping writers to identify priorities in what they have to say; 3) structuring activities 

for reviewing the organisation of texts to achieve effective communication with potential readers.  

 

Drafting/composing 

  

‘Drafting’ or ‘composing’ is the next stage to ‘prewriting.’ There is no clear-cut difference between 

these two words. Tribble (1997 : 112) quoted Harris as saying that it was the point ‘at which the writer begins 
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to translate plans and ideas into provision text.’ Simply, students have to start writing their ideas outlined in 

the earlier stage. Piolat and Polissier (as cited in Hormazbal, 2008) maintain that drafting refers to 

‘translating,’ that is, writing translation of ideas which are converted into words, sentences, paragraphs and 

text. Mental translation of ideas into a linguistic form means selecting syntactic forms, words, and spelling.’ 

Hormazbal also quoted White and Arndt as saying that drafting is the transition from writer-based thought 

into reader-based text. White also introduces a mnemonic to help students produce ideas: A DAD CAN. It 

refers to A-associate the theme with something else; D-define it; A-apply the ideas; D-describe it; C-compare 

it with something else; A-argue for or against the subject; and N-narrate the development or history of it (as 

cited in Tribble (1997 : 113 – 114). However, Tribble criticised that was too specific and inflexible and 

reasoned that composition was not an isolated activity but only one part of a cycle. Therefore, during the 

composition, writers are dynamically to interact with ‘1) the argument they are trying to develop or the 

perception they are trying to share; 2) their understanding of the expectations of their probable reader; and 3) 

their appreciation of other similar texts that precede the one they are currently composing.’ In addition, 

Tribble proposes a think-aloud practice during the composing stage. Close to decoding their mental processes, 

students are to either orally utter ideas in their mind during writing, or record them for later (p.40). ‘When 

creating a text, a writer needs to focus on rhetorical and organisational issues. Then, he/she need to pay 

attention to grammatical accuracy’ (Ruetten, 2003 : xv). 

When drafting, students write their ideas on paper. They write without concerns for conventions. 

Written work does not have to be neat; it is a 'sloppy copy' (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 

2008). Though students have an outline or ideas for writing in an acceptable way, they still struggle to start 

writing their very first draft. Lipkewich (2008) then proposes the following tips:  

1. Students should be selective in the ideas on their outline.  They do not have to include 

everything that was in the prewriting, but pick the best ideas that relate to each other and the topic.  

2. Students need to write non-stop. They should not stop to think about accuracy of grammar, word 

choice or organisation for now. Revising and editing come later.     

3. Students should not count words while writing. When they feel that they have completed the ideas, 

they are then ready to go to the next stage. Before going to the next stage, make sure that students have 

enough content to work with.  If they feel that they are lacking content, they need to go back to the prewriting 

for more ideas and details.   

In addition to the tips to start drafting, students should realise that good writing should be concise, 

forceful, correct and polished (White, 2001 : 5). To write a concise essay, they should use as fewer words as 

possible; avoid redundancy or needless repetition; avoid needless qualification, such as not need to use 
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adverbs of degree with ‘absolute’ or ‘unique’; and write direct to the point without padding (p.11). The 

student writers also need to practice how to make their statements forceful by giving clear explanation or 

specific examples; using the active voice; avoiding ‘it’ or ‘there’ to begin a sentence; and avoiding vague 

language, jargon and cliché (p.24).  

 

Revising/editing 

 

 After completing the first draft, students are to edit and revise their written work. Many definitions 

have been made for this stage; they all share the concept of making changes in the written draft both in surface 

and cognitive levels to improve all elements in a writer’s work. Hormazbal (2008) maintains that this stage is 

called ‘evaluating’ which means that ‘the writer will judge what he/she thought about and what he/she 

translated. The writer can ask himself/herself if ideas or projects are satisfying. The writer examines if the 

written output is appropriate in terms of content, organisation, sentences, words, and spelling. Then they go to 

the process of ‘revising,’ which means transformation for the purpose of correction that follows the detection 

by the writer of inadequacy in his/her ideas or in his/her writing. Murrey (2006 : 23) presents the following 

questions for students to ask themselves before revising: ‘When and how do you use a semi-colon? What is a 

personal pronoun? What is the antecedent? What is subject-verb agreement? What are the essential elements 

of a sentence? What are the sentences using the passive and active voices like? What is the difference in 

meaning between the two? What is a topic sentence? These questions are for testing students’ knowledge of 

grammar and punctuation. If they failed to answer most of them, teachers would need to review those 

structure items in the writing lessons. Additionally, Tribble (1997 : 38) asserts that revising refers to 

reorganising, shifting emphasis, and focusing information and style for your readership; whereas editing refers 

to checking grammar, lexis and surface features, such as punctuation, spelling, layout, quotation conventions 

and references. Thus, the writer will change the ideas or writing in terms of content, organisation, sentences, 

words, and spelling.’ Similarly, Lipkewich (2008) maintains that revising is making decisions about how 

students want to improve their writing, considering the writing from a different point of view, figuring out 

places where the writing could be clearer, more interesting, more informative and more convincing. The 

ARRR method is proposed to make four types changes.  

 1. Adding: To add whatever students think that readers need to know. 

 2. Rearranging: To rearrange the information in the most logical and most effective order.  

 3. Removing: To remove extra details or unnecessary information.  

 4. Replacing: To replace some words or details for clearer or stronger expressions.  
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 Lipkewich (2008) and Thornbury (2005 : 62) also propose a ‘Read Around Group’ practice or RAG 

for purpose of helping students editing their work. The steps are shown below:  

‘1. Put three to five students of various abilities in a group.  

2. Make sure there are no names on the pieces of writing.   

3. In each group, everyone reads each paper once.  Nothing is written on the papers. This is the first 

read.    

4. During the first read, on a separate piece of paper, each person puts them on a scale of 1-4 (4 - 

outstanding, 3 - above average, 2 - acceptable, 1 - insufficient). Students also write comments about each 

piece for later discussions with the group.  

5. Students discuss why they assigned the mark that they did.’  

Staying in the same group, students then revise the anonymous work during a second reading. They 

can either read each paper and mark suggestions on it, or read the piece as a group and mark the 

group's suggestions on each paper.’ The read-aloud practice is similar to what Langan (2010 : 27) proposes, 

which is one of the revision steps: 1) set aside the first draft for a while to freshen up the thought; 2) work 

from typed or printed text because the writer can see the essay as a whole; 3) read aloud the draft so that the 

sensibility of meanings could be heard; and 4) write additional thoughts and changes above the lines of the 

margins of the paper. The writer should remember to start with revising content and follow by revising 

sentences.  

 Following are the questions students may ask themselves in order to check their essays when revising 

(Hormazbal, 2008; Tribble, 1997 : 115 – 116): Am I sharing my impressions clearly enough with my reader? 

Have I missed out any important points of information? Does it sound smooth when you read it out loud? Are 

all events in a logical order? Do they show sensible relationship? Is the purpose of the writing clearly 

conveyed? Are words or phrases precise for descriptions? Does the vocabulary need to be made stronger at 

any point? Is the train of thought clear? Are there any tangents? Are the verbs used various throughout the 

writing? Can I rearrange any sets of sentences to make the writing clearer or more interesting? Is there any 

redundancy? Is the introduction motivating the readers? Is the conclusion powerful to strike the readers to 

think? Do supporting details support only the topic sentence of that paragraph? Are transitional markers used 

throughout the writing? Are the thesis statement and topic sentences clear and related?  And lastly, are all 

sentences complete or are there any sentence fragments?  

 Moreover, White (2001 : 29) suggests ways to correct and polish writing work by listing grammar 

items and punctuations for students to consider during the revising process. They must be careful or watchful 

for the following: subject-verb agreement, pronoun references, parallel construction, misplaced modifiers, 
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casual speech, fragments, run-on sentences, comma splices, and the use of semicolons, colons, hyphens, 

dashes and apostrophes (p.52).  

For the revising/editing step, the students who enrolled in the foundation English I and II courses 

needed more help from class teachers for fear that they would not be able to revise or edit the work by 

themselves. They were guided by their teachers so that they could see the elements they needed to consider. 

Teachers, then, checked and gave feedback, which guided students to focus and revisit mistakes or what was 

commented. The results from this present study may prove whether the assumption is right or not. Probably, 

students should have been pushed to revise the drafts by themselves by applying some of the practice 

proposed above: the read-aloud protocols, the self-revision questions, or the read around group.  

 

Evaluation/feedback 

 

The last step in the process writing is teachers’ evaluation. It is true that the aim of the process is to 

provide a context, where students can write in a target language and develop cognitive relationship between 

the writing skills and their application. Assessing a written work, nonetheless, can be viewed as product-

oriented, instead of promoting the process. Many educators and researchers in this field, then, have proposed 

several concepts of evaluation of written tasks. They suggest which elements in writing should or should not 

be focused during an evaluation.  

The evaluation of writing tasks should be compatible with the instruction so that it is more 

meaningful and useful for both teachers and learners. This concept was proposed in a book “Assessing second 

language writing in academic contexts” edited by Hamp-Lyons (1991 : 2). One of the authors from the book 

found that students who had had the highest points from a placement test could not sometimes gain as high 

grades as those who had had average or lower ones from the test. The author, then, concludes that writing 

ability is not only task-specific, but also discipline-specific. The writing ability of each student may be 

different when doing different tasks. One task cannot be measured to figure out the student’s readiness to 

write various writing assignments (p. 72). An important role of the teacher is to give feedback to students; 

however, form should be checked at the very last stage of the process (Hyland, 2003 : 12). For instance, 

Tribble (1997 : 159) argues that effective evaluation should provide three kinds of feedback to writers: 1) the 

accuracy and appropriateness of language use; 2) the relevance and clarity of content; and in case of writing 

for an entertainment piece 3) the interestingness of text. Similarly, McGarrell & Verbeem (2007 : 229) 

propose two kinds of feedback: evaluative and formative feedback. Evaluative feedback, similar to the first of 

Tribble’s, emphasises sentence-level errors and takes the accuracy of form as improvement of writing tasks. 
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Teachers who give this kind of feedback are traditional and product-oriented. On the other hand, those who 

focus on formative feedback are considerate of developing students’ writing process. It helps promote 

students’ thinking skills and motivation to write. Formative feedback requires teachers to ask questions that 

allow students to think of the appropriateness or accuracy by themselves; to prioritise content over form; to 

avoid evaluative statements, such as ‘good’ or ‘excellent’; and to make comments personalised (p.234).  

The rating in order to reveal feedback to students is another process that is vital in this method of 

teaching English writing. Many studies and academic articles reveal components or elements for rating or 

grading a completed written work. The elements or categories for rating a writing work are differently 

included depending on each rater. Ballyard & Clanchy in their article “Assessment by misconception” (Hamp-

Lyons, 1991 : 20) proposed three common  problems in writing: problems with surface language accuracy, 

problems with rhetorical styles or how ideas are structured and presented and problems with culturally 

divergent opinion to knowledge. They explained more on the third, saying that Asian students seemed to 

plagiarise well-known or well respected authors for their writing work, especially for argumentation (p.31). 

The reason was that they were not taught to take stance in an argument, to find evidence to support their views 

and to make a conclusion. They rather believed in thoughts set by authorities (p.32). Chalaysap (2005 : 23), 

furthermore, divided the rating into five categories: content, organisation, vocabulary, language use and 

mechanics. The content referred to the ideas expressed in written forms, which were written with supporting 

details in a readable organisation. Vocabulary was simply defined as words and word choice which expressed 

meaning of the written task, whereas language use concluded ability to write different types of sentences and 

awareness of errors, such as subject-verb agreement, tenses, word order, articles, pronouns, fragments, run-on 

sentences and word omission. Finally, mechanics referred to how well students could write with correct 

capitalisation, punctuation, spelling and paragraphing. This approach, widely adopted over recent years, 

makes use of multiple yardsticks; therefore, a teacher does not assess a written text on a single dimension, but 

as the result of the combination of various skills and knowledge (Tribble, 1997 : 130). 

Similarly, Schaefer (2008 : 472) adapted several researchers’ categories for the study called “Rater 

bias patterns in an EFL writing assessment.” Those categories were (1) content, (2) organisation, (3) language 

use, (4) mechanics, (5) style and quality, and (6) fluency. The first four categories were similar to those of 

Chalaysap’s; however, the others were different only for the terms. The meanings were quite similar. Schaefer 

defined ‘style and quality’ as varied vocabulary use and word choice used in appropriate and natural way (p. 

493). In addition, ‘fluency’ referred to the length of an essay. Students’ work would be rated for their 

adequate sentences to support the topic requirement and to express their ideas. In a study conducted by Eckes 

(2008 : 157), several categories for grading written essays were reported. ‘Milanovic et al. assembled a 
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strikingly heterogeneous list of 11 essay elements which raters focused on: length, legibility, grammar, 

structure, communicative effectiveness, tone, vocabulary, spelling, content, task realisation, and punctuation.’ 

Another element was added for Milanovic’s study, that is, communicative effectiveness and tone. Though 

Eckes did not elaborate on the details of these elements, presumably they were more or less similar to how a 

writer organised and selected word choice so that he/she could communicate certain messages to readers. In 

addition, Sakyi (as cited in Eckes, 2008 : 158) suggested that ‘the most frequently mentioned elements 

referred to rhetorical organisation (e.g., introductory statements, cohesion, fulfillment of the writing task), 

expression of ideas (e.g., logic, argumentation, clarity), and accuracy and fluency of English grammar and 

vocabulary).’ Similarly, Sesnan (2001 : 140) argues that a teacher should mark two aspects of an essay: 1) the 

mechanical features, such as spelling, punctuation, and grammar; and 2) the content, such as the facts, the 

logic and the arguments. Other than that, Eckes reveals the categories the samples—teachers—reported they 

used for grading (p.163):  

1. ‘Fluency: the degree of which the text can be read fluently 

2. Train of thought: the degree to which the train of thought can be followed 

3. Structure: the degree to which the text is structured 

4. Completeness: the degree to which all of the points specified in the task description are dealt 

with. 

5. Description: the degree to which the information contained in the prompt, such as a table or 

diagram, is summarised. 

6. Argumentation: the degree to which points of view/personal considerations are recognizable. 

7. Syntax: the degree to which the text exhibits a range of cohesive elements and syntactic 

structures. 

8. Vocabulary: the degree to which the vocabulary is varied and precise. 

9. Correctness: the degree to which the text contains morphosyntactic, lexical, or orthographical 

errors.  

Not only the elements should a teacher or a rater have in mind when grading, but also they need to 

consider the main purpose. Some argue that if students’ ability to write was the most important, surface level 

of structure should be ignored. Others prioritise both ideas and content and the mechanics features in a written 

work. In the article “Holistic assessment: what goes on in the rater’s mind,” Vaughan (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 

113) quoted several researchers as saying ‘if a rater takes too much time, he/she may well be influenced by 

‘tangential or irrelevant qualities;’ therefore, the raters should keep up a steady pace of about 400 words per 

minute.’ The rater should also be careful not to grade writing works on irrelevant characteristics, including 
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handwriting, word choice, length of essay and spelling errors. These are not true writing ability. Sesnan (2001 

: 140), on the contrary, proposes that an essay should be marked for the mechanical features and the content, 

each of which is equally weighed for marks. In the beginning, one kind of error should be checked so that 

students will not be discouraged by pages covered in red ink. For example, capital letters are marked for the 

first essay. In the second one, capital letters and spelling are marked, and so on.  

Murray & Moore (2006 : 43 – 45) argue that positive feedback is much more effective than the 

negative one, from which defensive writers seem to keep their eyes away. Moreover, harsh feedback may lose 

students’ confidence (Craswell, 2005 : 16). Good teachers should focus on the work and try to be selective in 

giving feedback. It must not sound as if the personality or characteristics of students were being criticised; 

otherwise, this may lead to students’ misconception rooted in red pen marks (Pino-Silva, 2007 : 326). They 

may have a mindset of the fact that the more red pen marks, the lesser competent in English they have 

become. This is one of the causes that discourage students to write. They must not be passive dealing with 

feedback. Teachers should point out the following guidelines to students so that they will be able to make the 

most use of feedback:  

1. Pay attention to all feedback. It is an important opportunity to improve you work. 

2. Look for feedback in all steps of writing. Do not wait until the final draft; otherwise, it will be 

harder to correct in case too many mistakes are figured out. 

3. Inform teachers of what kind of feedback you are looking for.  

4. Analyse feedback calmly and objectively. Think what needs to be done to correct or improve your 

writing, according to the feedback.  

In addition to teachers giving feedback, many studies and researchers have confirmed effectiveness of 

a peer review. Thongrin (2001 : 119) found in her study that the samples showed positive attitude towards 

peer- and teacher-corrected writing. Ożarska (2008 : 31) even specified that feedback from a peer review was 

more advantageous than those from teachers.  

Considerably, this way of editing students’ writing work should have been concluded in my research 

design; however, I found limitations in both method and research methodology. Firstly, no significant 

improvement was revealed provided the comparison of the English achievement of the control and 

experimental groups (Thongrin, 2001 : 124). Works of the control group were corrected and commented by a 

teacher while that of the experimental groups were reviewed by their peers and by the writers themselves. 

Secondly, though the students revealed that the peer-correction technique helped them study English better 

and recognise frequent mistakes in their writing, they admitted that the process of peer review was time-

consuming and made them feel embarrassed (p. 127). Thongrin (p. 124) clarified for the first limitation, 
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saying that it might be caused by the different class times—one in the morning and the other in the 

afternoon—and the minimal size of the students—18 in each group. Ożarska (2008 : 31), however, suggested 

a strategy of making a peer review more effective: to have one group focus on only an element or category for 

grading and to have other groups focus on other elements. For example, a group might focus on only 

vocabulary and the other on grammar. Suzuki (2008 : 209) also investigated self and peer revisions from 1) 

think-aloud protocols of self revisions, 2) transcriptions of discussions during peer revisions and 3) changes 

students made to written work. The results showed that more episodes of negotiation—referring to elements 

of writing discussed—were recorded during peer revisions. The peer revisions also had more metatalk than 

self revisions. That might mean that students discussed about elements of their writing work to revise it or to 

change some elements to make it better. The author also found that twice as many text changes occurred 

during self revisions. They seemed to focus on word choice or grammar. North Central Regional Educational 

Laboratory (2008) maintains that ‘Students share and make suggestions for improvement: asking who, what, 

when, where, why, and how questions about parts of the story the peer does not understand; looking for better 

words; and talking about how to make the work better.’ Then, students revise their work by improving the 

narration, writing additions, imagery and details, and edit for mechanics and spelling. To make the most use 

of peer review, Meyers (2005 : 36 – 37) asserts that peer revision should focus on the content of the draft, not 

grammar and mechanics. The following are the guidelines for successful peer review: 1) Open with a positive 

statement; 2) Look carefully for a clear topic sentence, the unity of the draft, the logical organisation, and the 

flow of ideas and sentences; 3) Politely specify suggestions for making improvements; and 4) Do not interrupt 

as your partner comments and do jot down comments for judging how to revise the draft later. 

It seems that the bias against peer revision might be merely personal proposition. Having reviewed a 

number of its advantages, the research of this present study found that it was fair to ask students’ opinion on 

this topic, and also had a thought to revisit the concept for the next material to be developed after this present 

study’s results were revealed. Apart from peer revision to be considered for the foundation English courses, 

there is another way to evaluate written work. Hu (2007 : 77) introduces the self-assessment of students’ own 

progress. Students are to evaluate their performance by filling in the ‘Continuous Self-Assessment Grid,’ 

whose three assessment categories include ‘not yet fulfilled,’ ‘fulfilled’ and ‘exceeded.’ The form needs to be 

carried out regularly. This, therefore, can raise students’ awareness of work fulfillment. By the self-

assessment activity, students would develop their autonomy and self-regulated learning.  

To sum up, as for the writing lessons of the foundation English I and II courses, the team teachers 

concluded four categories to be graded: vocabulary, grammar, content and organisation. Though there were 

lesser categories than other researchers, all of them contained all elements necessary for grading. First, 
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‘vocabulary’ referred to meaningful words and word choice. Second, ‘grammar’ included both syntactic rules 

and mechanics, referring to sentences, subject-verb agreement, tenses, parts of speech, word order, articles, 

pronouns, fragments, run-on sentences, punctuation, spelling and comma splices. Third, ‘content’ referred to 

ideas which were relevant to the topic given and which could be conveyed and developed through out an 

essay. Finally, organization referred to a logical order of the narration, transitional markers and paragraphing.  

 

Weight  

 

 The weight of each category in rating is another area worth a discussion. The researcher wished to 

find out what weights would be viewed as appropriate by students themselves. The foundation English I and II 

courses, however, weighted differently: four points for content, two for grammar; two for vocabulary, and the 

other two for organisation. On the other hand, a study by Schaefer (2008 : 473) showed  the use of ‘Multi-

faceted Rasch measuerment’ (MFRM), of which each category was equally weighted. MFRM rated in scales. 

For example, for all categories the rater must put the quality of an essay into six levels: 6 for excellent; 5 for 

good; 4 for fair; 3 for barely adequate; 2 for poor; and 1 for very poor. Kondo-Brown (as cited in Schaefer, 

2008 : 473) questioned the equality of each weight since some scales had different weights. It has been 

pointed out that the weight of the rating shows the importance of each category. Each rater also weighed the 

elements for grading differently though preliminary trainings had been provided (Eckes, 2008 : 158). The 

variability and inconsistency in rating or grading are inevitable. A solution is to illustrate the clearest 

guideline to raters. The foundation English I and II courses, therefore, had set up criteria for teachers to 

follow. Even though the courses’ outlines mentioned that each category carried different weight, the question 

might arise for some students. This was what this present study aimed to find out when Schaefer’s study (p. 

448) revealed that most raters seemed to severely rate grammar. They also seemed to rate some categories 

more strictly and the others more leniently, and vice versa. Therefore, this present study might figure out how 

students with a good or poor ability in English felt towards the grading of their teachers since Schaefer also 

revealed that raters tended to be more severe or lenient towards students with higher ability than those with a 

lower one (p.465).   

 

Error analysis  

 

 In the process writing, error analysis is an area into which many researchers have investigated to find 

an appropriate method of teaching English writing. A study that focuses on the error analysis was conducted 



34 
 

by Kao-urai (2003 : 153). The study figured out the most frequent grammatical, syntactic and lexical errors 

made by thirty samples. According to the findings, a class teacher could set up extra exercises that help 

students tackle those errors and both the teachers and students could be aware of the errors during the process 

writing. The results of this study coincided with those found by Pongpairoj (2002 : 69). The data was 

collected from a hundred first-year students in a Thai state university. Using the contrastive and error analysis, 

the author verified the importance of learners’ acknowledgement of the differences between the mother 

tongue and the learnt foreign language. This proposition, however, does not seem to fit the mainstream for 

teaching English language: learning a foreign language to use and communicate. The author also claimed that 

the problems found in students’ writing could guide teachers or curriculum planners to appropriately choose 

teaching materials or methods. This view is supported by Henry & Roseberry (2007 : 185), whose study on 

error analysis found that students mainly had usage errors, not grammar. They suggested teachers assist 

students one case at a time when a problem arose. Moreover, the use of learners’ dictionary can help solve the 

problem because students can learn a variety of usage of each word with different shades of meaning. 

The error analysis focuses mainly on finding a way to improve grammar usage. Obviously, the 

grammar translation approach would be adopted in order to eliminate student’s errors. In fact, teachers should 

promptly correct students’ mistakes when needed, not to plan lessons to teach form. That will hinder students 

from writing practice, which is the most promising way to teach English writing (Chinawong, 2000 : 9). Since 

the emphasis of the writing process is to develop student’s writing ability, anything else apart from the writing 

skills is sometimes criticised for its ineffectiveness. The researcher of this present study believes that the 

instruction of the process itself provides sufficient practicality of compositions for students. What’s more, the 

teaching needs to focus on other elements in writing in order to ready students to be competent writers.  

  

Other elements  

 

Materials: Another successful way to motivate students to write relies on materials (Ożarska, 2008 : 

32). Materials which are ready to use do not really exist. Teachers should develop the material to meet the 

need of students. What they have to do is to review each section of a book and select only the content that will 

be applied to different students. Tribble (1997 : 41) expresses concerns over the availability of the material 

that applies the writing process. Teachers should be aware of the fact that some materials may contain very 

few activities for wring as processes, which may turn out to be merely a practice of language form.  

Topics: In the case of foundation English I and II courses, students were treated as homogeneous in 

terms of needs. One way to motivate them was to select relevant topics for their writing tasks. Those topics 
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were ‘someone I admire’ and ‘happiest memories’ for the English I course, and ‘Hiroko, my pen friend’ and 

‘film reviews’ for the English II course. The team teachers thought that they all lay within the scope of 

students’ interests and were challenging enough. It was believed that students would gain benefits from the 

topics, accordingly (Ożarska, 2008 : 33). Another aspect of topics was reported by Bridgeman & Carson 

(Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 75). The ten topic types were offered for writing tasks in 190 academic departments at 

34 universities: 1) personal essay, 2) sequential or chronological description, 3) spatial or functional 

description, 4) compare and contrast, 5) compare and contrast plus take a position, 6) extrapolation, 7) 

argumentation with audience designation, 8) describe and interpret a graph or chart, 9) summarise a passage 

and 10) summarise a passage and analyse/assess the point of view. However, Horowitz, the author of the 

article, argued that these were not topics from the same categories. Topic 1 should have been a genre, not a 

topic, whereas some others, such as Topics 4, 5 and 7, should have been categorised under rhetorical modes. 

In fact, the cause and effect mode was missing. Having studied the author’s comments on insensibility of the 

topics being categorised, the researcher of the present study separated the topic for writing from the kind of 

tasks to be added on its survey questionnaire. The topic referred to a subject students write about, such as my 

family, my dream job, tourist attractions, my hometown, favourite food and so on. The kind of tasks referred 

to the format of how the content of the topic was communicated or it could be called genre of the texts, such 

as songs, letters, journals or film reviews. Another benefit of setting a topic was concluded by Ballard & 

Clanchy (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 30). When a teacher showed a clear expectation that students’ writing should 

be clearly focused on a set topic, they would try to draw the ideas dealing fully with the topic’s central 

concerns. That implied a notion of relevance.  

Timing: Ożarska (2008 : 31) shows concerns over the stress students may have over time constraints, 

claiming that ‘the stages of the process approach usually require more time than seems available.’ The author 

then suggests that first drafts be produced in pairs or small groups, which may take a 90-minute session. 

Another class may be devoted to the first draft based on feedback and revision and finally the final draft is 

completed and graded. Group work or pair work seem to eliminate the problem; however, when students need 

to write their own drafts, some of them may be reluctant to begin since they are dependent on their buddy at 

the first draft. This problem can be alleviated by adopting timed essay tests (Hu, 2007 : 79). Though Hu refers 

to a test in a class time to gauge students’ writing proficiency, the time allotted during the writing process can 

also provide pressure to students to some extent. Time pressure may activate students to finish their 

assignments and to solve the problem of unpredictable outcomes as irresponsible students may produce 

without timing rules. Furthermore, timed essays are more frequently required in institutions of higher 

education. Students may be accustomed to the practice for their own benefits in the future. Other than that, 
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Murray & Moore (2006 : 14 – 15) maintain that ‘short bursts and long swathes’ can be both productive and 

unproductive. For some writers, finishing an essay in a short period of time can activate some ideas to pop 

under pressure; however, this only works when they are familiar with this practice. They should outline and 

organise ideas beforehand and deliberately write to complete the task during a small specified period of time. 

On the other hand, planning to write in a long period of time can result in a well-organised, most accurate 

essay. It may lead to ‘burnout, exhaustion and in some case a sense of isolation that is difficult to climb out 

once it is over.’ Additionally, time allotment often depends on other burdens for which students are 

responsible—for example, reports for other subjects, extra tutorial classes, courses to study, etc. The best way 

to deal with timeframe for writing work is to plan well because each writer has a different style. However, the 

application of time pressure also causes limitations to the process writing which is illustrated in the next 

subheading.  

 

Limitations 

 

The process writing is not only viewed as totally advantageous for practicing writing, but it also has 

some limitations. Walker & Riu (2008 : 18 – 19) point out the incoherence between the process approach to 

teaching and assessment through a timed essay. Teachers may fall into this pitfall by applying time pressure 

during the drafting stage. Though ‘there was nothing to support the hypothesis that students would write better 

without a time restriction,’ evaluating a final written product automatically requires a writer to restrict to use 

of form and cognitive resources rather than ‘the ability of the writer to make use of all available resources, 

including social interactions, to create a text that appropriately meets the needs of the audience and fulfils a 

communicative goal’ (Cushing, 2002 : 178). The process of creating appropriate content in a writing task 

should be viewed as a recursive, interactive, communicative and social activity.  

Moreover, Tribble (1997 : 41) argues that the availability of teaching materials for the process writing 

may be limited. A material selected may carry some activities on the process writing, but teachers need to 

keep in mind to what extent the material promotes the development of students as writers. When the process 

writing encourages students to creatively write, many materials which mostly adopt the Presentation, Practice, 

Production (PPP) model may have a main focus on specific linguistic form. Another limitation is concerned 

over whether the process writing can be adopted in all settings of the writing instruction. Some students may 

find it applicable in terms of developing thinking skills, whereas others, especially ESL ones, may apply the 

process writing differently (p.42). 
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Relevant studies in writing English 

 

Studies conducted in Thailand 

 

 Apart from the studies cited above, a number of studies conducted in Thailand was investigated in 

order to find out similarities, differences, an insight into EFL writing or significant findings they might 

provide to the present study. They also provided interesting findings to be adapted in developing the 

instruments for this study. The researcher hoped that with quite similar backgrounds of samples—Thai 

students—the applications or interpretations of their findings would yield empirical results in the end.  

There were studies that showed low ability in writing performed by Asian college students. One 

example presented in this chapter was a study by Chalaysap (2005 : 23 – 24), who found that writing skills 

correlated to the other skills at a moderate level of significance. The majority of 198 samples from 8 faculties 

show their writing ability at fair and poor levels for nearly all of the elements in writing: content, organisation, 

vocabulary, language use and mechanics. Also reported were the weaknesses of all elements, which might be 

useful for a design of the teaching method for writing, as follows: 

1. Content: Students had sufficient ideas about the designated topics but they failed to give details. 

2. Organisation: Though the main ideas were acknowledged, they were not well presented. The 

order of the content was well-organised but more supporting details needed to be added.  

3. Vocabulary: Students had narrow scope of words. They often misused word choice, expressions 

and meaning.  

4. Language use: Students needed to improve their writing simple and complex sentences. Other 

errors fell under the following items: subject-verb agreement, tenses, word order, articles, 

pronouns, fragments, run-on sentences and word omission. 

5. Mechanics: The errors were found in capitalisation, punctuation, spelling and paragraphing. 

Despite different levels of its samples and those of the present study, the instruction of writing 

proposed by Sangthong et al. (2003 : 57) could be worth a discussion. In the study, twenty-nine secondary 

students were asked to collect their own portfolios. At a final period of the study, students were tested by 

writing freely about the information in their portfolios. The author would like to focus on the writing 

development process. The processes were divided into three steps. First, in the pre-writing step students 

showed some anxiety with what to write about; however, after a month of the experiment the students were 

accustomed to the instruction, exploring more information for their writing. Second, in the while-writing step 

the students utilised the information gathered from their own portfolios and class discussions in their writing. 
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They were able to construct their writing using words, expressions and structures they had studied. Finally, in 

the post-writing step the students were supposed to revise their essays; nevertheless, the students revealed in 

an interview that they rarely rechecked their essays. They thought that the draft they wrote was the final 

complete essay. The students showed their satisfaction of this instruction at a high level, eventually. They 

were confident when they had some information filed in their portfolios to write about.  

There was also another study that investigated English writing ability and writing strategies in groups 

of high and low proficiency in the fourth year English major students (Meejang, 2000). Forty students with 

low and high English proficiency, twenty for each group, were asked to write essays in limited times, and to 

fill in a survey questionnaire. The author made three conclusions according to the writing process. First, in the 

pre-writing step the students generated ideas after they read the topics or the prompts by scribbling 

ungrammatical or incomplete sentences. During the second step, the students showed that they adopted nearly 

all of the strategies at a moderate level. They tended to write Thai sentences before translating them into 

English later on. During the final step, the students moderately adopted all of the writing strategies. That 

showed they knew of their weaknesses. They revealed on the questionnaire their number one weakness was 

the knowledge of grammar, vocabulary and expressions. Other than that, the author also found that the 

students in both groups had a significant difference in adopting the writing strategies at a statistical level of 

.05 (p.91 – 92). In terms of writing ability, Vessakosol (2001 : 161) also found similar results from the study 

‘Evaluation of the English writing ability of the graduates in English.’ The samples of this study were thirty-

five fourth-year English major students who were asked to write essays for both business and academic fields. 

For business essays, the writing elements, from which students earned good grades, were form, ideas and 

content; while language usage was poorly graded. On the contrary, for academic essays, students earned good 

grades on language usage but poor grades on ideas and content.  

In addition to students’ ability, Baker (2005 : 5) investigated students’ learning strategies in an 

academic writing course. Those strategies included using English (all four skills); using English writing; 

editing writing; editing writing for meaning and content; editing writing for organisation; editing writing for 

grammar, spelling, punctuation and word choice; using English to generate ideas for writing, notes and 

outlines; using English to write a first draft; using Thai to generate ideas for writing, notes and outlines; using 

Thai to write a fist draft; using translation to help with writing; using a dictionary to help with word choice; 

reading feedback; trying to remember feedback; finding a quiet place to work; applying English writing to 

other English and non-English subjects; and spending time in class discussing and preparing topics for 

writing. The study’s samples were 54 students from Silpakorn University. According to the results, the 

samples showed positive attitude towards most learning strategies. Both successful and less successful 
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students also had positive perception of the learning strategies; however, those who adopted them more often 

tended to be more successful. Moreover, they tended to do the following strategies to be successful than the 

less successful ones: editing their work at every step in the writing process and writing or using English 

frequently.  Baker concluded that explicit teaching promoted students’ success in English writing (p.38).  

 

Studies conducted in foreign countries 

 

Many studies conducted in foreign countries have figured out many elements in ESL writing. Some 

of them provided the findings that specified Asian students who either took a course in an English-speaking 

country or in an Asian country. Some of the findings could not only explain the phenomenon found in this 

present study, but they also served as practical concepts adapted in the research instrument. 

Some studies focused on the writing process, in which each step was conducted by writers. Conner & 

Kramer (Belcher & Braine, 1995 : 155), for example, investigated the strategies of reading comprehension 

and process of writing and problem solving among five business students by analysing their written essays. 

Another objective was to find out the differences in the students’ task representation depending on their 

language skills and previous professional training and experience. They found that language proficiency might 

have affected the ESL students’ performance. Those with lower proficiency seemed to have difficulties in 

reading and writing processes. They also found that Asian students relied on texts they read and hesitated to 

argue their own point of view. That led to their lack of critical thinking (p.173). 

In the article “Consciousness raising and article pedagogy,” Master (Belcher & Braine, 1995 : 183) 

investigated another angle of the error analysis to find out Southeast Asian students’ most frequent 

grammatical and stylistic errors. Interestingly, the research methodology could raise consciousness among 

students when writing. Over four successive 3 – 4 week periods, the students were asked to write and discuss 

their grammatical errors, especially the use of articles. The author concluded that in writing lessons, article 

errors performed by the students significantly decreased over a relatively short period of time due to attention 

to the article system. ‘This attention was applied not through detailed explanations and exercises, but through 

constant feedback on the article errors in written summaries, brief classroom discussions and the keeping of 

an article error record sheet by each subject’ (p.201). 

Having applied a technique called ‘the think-aloud protocol analysis,’ Vaughan (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 

116) conducted a study which asked raters to grade six essays. They had to use a 6-point categorical rating 

scale. Following were the elements that proved the highest rating: a well-organised response to the topic that 

maintain a central focus; appropriate language to express ideas; a pattern of development; explanations or 
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illustrations to support assertions; a vocabulary that was well-suited to the context; a command of syntax 

within the ordinary range of standard written English; and grammar, punctuation and spelling that were almost 

always correct. The raters’ comments were categorised into some groups; however, only some were selected 

because they were applicable in the research instrument of the present study. Those comments categories were 

organisation, content, grammar, sentence structure and coherence. The others, which were omitted, were 

handwriting, figures of speech and editing skills. As the raters were asked to read aloud the essays they were 

grading and giving comments. Vaughan (p.118) could divide the reading into five styles: the single-focus 

approach (showing an intentional item to be checked); the ‘first impression dominates’ approach (showing 

first impression the raters had after reading an essay; the ‘two-category’ strategy (seemingly concentrating on 

only two categories when grading, such as organisation and grammar, content and grammar); the laughing 

rater (reacting emotionally with the papers in both positive and negative ways); and the grammar-oriented 

rater (focusing mainly on grammar items). Similarly, despite writing German as a foreign language, Eckes 

(2008 : 162 – 163) found six rater types which referred to different elements to be focused when marking like 

writing English as a foreign language. Those types included the syntax type, the correctness type, the structure 

type, the fluency type, the non-fluency type and the non-argumentation type. In this study, 65 raters, including 

52 women and 13 men, had been trained and monitored on scoring guidelines from 2002 to 2004. They were 

asked to rate the importance of each criterion of writing assessment (details under the subheading 

Evaluation/feedback) on a four-point scale: less important, important, very important, and extremely 

important. The data was analysed by means of the Two-faced Rasch measurement and the two-mode 

clustering. Moreover, Eckes also found that ‘none of the types divided their attention evenly across the 

complete set of criteria; later, each type seemed to attend to a different subset of criteria. Compared across 

rater types, there was evidence of complementary scoring foci. For example, the focus of the fluency type was 

exclusively on overall impression criteria, whereas the syntax type focused on criteria primarily referring to 

task realisation and to linguistic realisation’ (p.178).  

Another study that focused on an EFL writing assessment was conducted by Schaefer (2008). ‘The 

multi-faceted Rasch measurement (MFRM) was employed to figure out the rater bias patterns of native 

English-speaker raters when marking EFL essays. Forty raters marked 40 essays written by female Japanese 

university students on a single topic adapted from the TOEFL Test of Written English. The essays were 

assessed with a six-category rating scale: content, organisation, style and quality of expression, language use, 

mechanics, and fluency. MFRM revealed several recurring bias patterns among rater subgroups. ‘In rater-

category bias interactions, if content and/or organisation were rated severely, then language use and/or 

mechanics were rated leniently, and vice versa. In rater-writer bias interactions, there tended to be more severe 
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or lenient bias towards higher ability writers than lower ability writers. Some raters also rated higher ability 

writers more severely and lower ability writers more leniently than expected. This study has implications for 

issues of rater training in L2 writing assessment’ (p.465).  

Furthermore, there was a study that investigated students’ opinion on its programme called 

‘Academic Writing Skills’ by Hu (2007 : 81 – 82). The samples, 240 students, provided the data of their 

writing proficiency through time essay tests and a major writing project as well as the data of their opinion 

through a survey questionnaire. The author concluded that a majority of the samples perceived the programme 

positively and were impressed with their improved writing proficiency. Different learning styles, preference 

and strategies might account for negative response to the course revealed by a very small proportion of 

students (between 0.83 – 7.50%). Though some samples thought that some instructions were not helpful, they 

might find others useful to develop their writing skills. The sample also gave some suggestions to make the 

course better: more writing projects; extra lessons for academic text types, writing practice or vocabulary; 

more after-class teacher-student interaction; more exemplary essays; and fewer topics assigned by teachers. 

Hu also encouraged teachers to make use of publication of students’ work to promote ‘motivation, sense of 

achievement, audience awareness, quality of writing, mutual learning, and integration of process and product 

in writing instruction’ (p.83). 

The interesting results from the following study showed another important aspect of the writing 

process. Miller, Lindgren and Sullivan (2008 : 447) used computer keystroke logging to unlock the cognitive 

process while a student was completing a writing task. They concluded that individual cognitive make-up can 

occur when students replay the writing event. By doing so, they were able to reflect on and to evaluate their 

thoughts and actions during composing. Eventually, they might be aware of such writing elements as English 

grammar, vocabulary, discourse, and style. Lindgren suggested the ‘peer-based intervention’ activity, which 

students, with their peers, observe and profoundly discuss about their writing performances. This activity 

would trigger students’ awareness of ‘the linguistic and extralinguistic features necessary for text 

improvement and language and writing development’ (as cited in Miller et al.).  

In summary, the review of the related areas provided elements of the process writing to be included in 

the research instruments—for example, grading, weight, timing, feedback and so on. Also included were 

statements concerning the steps in writing. These were shown in the next chapter. The results from all studies 

provided analysis for discussions for the results found in the present study was discussed in the final chapter.  
 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 The main objective of this study was to find out students’ opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in English foundation courses; therefore, the research methodology fell under the instruments which 

required its samples to express their opinions. An attitudinal scale became a tool in a survey questionnaire to 

gather data. After reviewing literature in relevant fields, in this chapter the researcher elaborated on research 

procedures, the population and samples, research instruments, the construction of instruments, the data 

collection and the data analysis. 

 

Research procedures 

 

 In order to meet the objectives of the study, the researcher followed the procedures as shown below: 

 Step 1 Proposal and design: Since this study was sponsored by the Faculty of Education in Silpakorn 

University, the researcher was required to submit a proposal to seek for an approval from the faculty’s 

research committee. Then, the researcher reviewed all relevant literature, designed two research instruments 

and determined the population and samples.  

 Step 2 Conduct of the research: The researcher started collecting data as planned. The samples were 

asked to fill in the survey questionnaire and some of them were interviewed. The quantitative and qualitative 

data were analysed by means of the statistic and content analysis. The results were summarised and discussed 

later on.  

 Step 3 Final report: The results and any other information gathered during the first and second steps 

were reported. It consisted of five chapters: an introduction, literature review, methodology, results and 

conclusions, discussions and recommendations.  
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Population and samples  

 

Population : The population of this study was the first year students who enrolled in the English II 

course and had passed the English I course in the 2010 academic year. They were students from the two 

faculties of Silpakorn University at Sanam Chandra Palace campus located in Nakorn Pathom: the Faculty of 

Education and the Faculty of Engineering and Industrial Technology. The TEFL section of the Faculty of 

Education, where the researcher was one of the teaching team members, was in charge of teaching English 

foundation courses for both faculties. The students were asked to fill in a survey questionnaire and some of 

them were interviewed.  

 Samples: The samples were selected by means of the simple random sampling technique. The sample 

size of this study relied on the strategy offered by Kerlinger—10 – 15% of the number of population in 

thousands (as cited in Nilapan, 2006 : 116). However, the researcher decided to have the sample size of this 

study at 25% of the population since the whole population was 1,803 students. The decision was made 

according to the following reasons: (1) the whole population was not too large; (2) this study would maintain 

the most validity and reliability; and (3) all of the surveys delivered to class teachers might not be returned. 

Table 3.1 shows a number of students who enrolled in the English II course in the 2010 academic year. 

 

Table 3.1 Number of students who enrolled English II course. 

Faculty No of students Sample size (25%) 

Engineering and Industrial Technology 1,416 354 

Education 387 97 

Total 1,803 451 

 Source: SU webpage (http://reg.su.ac.th/register/home.asp) 

 

 For quantitative data: The samples were selected by means of the simple random sampling 

technique. The number of students and the classed selected were shown in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 on the next 

page. 
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Tables 3.2 Classes and number of students  in the Faculty of Education . 

Section  Number of students Selected*  Section  Number of students Selected*  

601 34 *  607 39  

602 39   608 46  

603 41 *  609 41 * 

604 -   610 31  

605 39 *  611 36  

606 41      

 

 First, the population was stratified into two groups according to the two faculties. The researcher 

randomly selected classrooms and then added up the number of the students to find the percentage points of 

all students (see Table 3.2). The number of classes selected was four, in which 155 students were given the 

survey.  The number represented 40.05% of the Education students.  

 

Table 3.3 Classes and number of students in the Faculty of Engineering . 

Section Number of students Selected*  Section Number of students Selected* 

901 37   921 30  

902 30   922 38  

903 40 *  923 35 * 

904 38 *  924 38 * 

905 22   925 35  

906 30   926 29  

907 35   927 38  

908 26   928 38 * 

909 39   929 41  

910 23   930 38  

911 29   931 31  

912 39 *  932 38  

913 37   933 36 * 

914 37 *  934 45  

915 40   935 34 * 

916 41 *  936 37  

917 39   937 36  

918 37   938 34  
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Section Number of students Selected*  Section Number of students Selected* 

919 38   939 36  

920 37 *  940 35  

 

 From Table 3.3, eleven classrooms with 452 students were randomly selected from the Faculty of 

Engineering. This number represented 31.92% of the students in this faculty. Since the researcher found that 

the number of the students in the Faculty of Education was high enough, another classroom was not then 

selected. It was expected that in the end of the data gathering the numbers in both faculties would represent 

the percentage point accepted to yield the validity and reliability of the research.  

  

For qualitative data: The other method of data collection was individual interviews and a focus 

group. For the individual interviews, three students from each faculty were selected by means of the non-

proportional stratified sampling technique. These represented the students whose English competence varied 

from top, average and to low levels. To illustrate, the researcher listed students in three groups: those from 

each faculty earning an A, those earning a B or C+ and those earning a D or D+ from the English I course. At 

that point, one student from each group was randomly selected. Therefore, six students were selected for the 

individual interviews. For the focus group, five representatives from both faculties were selected by means of 

the random sampling technique to form a focus group. So that the samples for this data collection could 

connect their responses to the quantitative data collection, the same classes selected for the survey 

questionnaire were randomly selected again.  

  

Research instruments 

 

 Two instruments were used to gather data for this study. Both were aimed to gain quantitative and 

qualitative information.  

1. A survey questionnaire: The survey consisted of three parts: the demographic data, the opinion on 

the instruction in writing English in the English I and II courses and students’ preferred method of being 

taught English writing. There was also an open-ended question to ask for additional comments from the 

respondents. However, this instrument was mainly aimed to gather quantitative data. 

2. An interview: The interview consisted of fifteen questions which paralleled to those in the survey 

questionnaire. It was aimed to gather qualitative data in both individual interviews and a focus group 

discussion.  
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Construction of instruments           

 

 In order to generate research instruments, an initial survey had been used to draw students’ responses, 

some of which were included in the questionnaire. The initial survey was comprised of four open-ended 

questions (see Appendix 3.1 Preliminary open-ended survey). These questions asked about students’ general 

opinion. The students could write as many responses as possible on the space provided. Question 1 tried to 

gain information about students’ problems concerning their writing skills. For Question 2, students were asked 

to reveal the roles of class teachers they expected in classrooms to help them. Question 3 asked about 

students’ favourite topics for writing tasks. Finally, Question 4 tried to draw the responses which students 

might want to propose a solution to their problems to their class teachers.  

After creating the four questions, the researcher selected students from two English I classes by 

means of the purposive sampling technique. One was the class of 35 Engineering students, and the other was 

the class of 33 Education students, all of whom were asked to fill in the survey. The results are presented in 

Table 3.4. 

 

Table 3.4 Results from preliminary survey 

Question Response Frequency 

1.  What problems do you have in 

writing English? 

 

Small scope of vocabulary  44 

Accuracy of grammar 43 

Unable to generate meaningful sentences  15 

Spelling  7 

No ideas to write about 7 

Not know many expressions / idioms  5 

Coherence  4 

No time to complete assignments  2 

Mechanism / punctuation 1 

2. How do you need your class 

teacher to help in order to 

diminish the problems? 

 

Focus on grammar  23 

Focus on vocabulary / idioms  20 

Teach how to write step-by-step 5 

Clarify marks of errors  4 

Give more writing exercises  3 



47 
 

Question Response Frequency 

Teach how to write sentences 3 

Teach slowly  2 

Create pleasant atmosphere during classes 2 

Speak Thai in classes 1 

Show a lot of examples of writing 1 

Teach how to organise ideas 1 

3. What topic do you prefer for 

writing tasks? (You may write 

more than one answer) 

 

 

Traveling  17 

Personal information 14 

Hometown  5 

Family  5 

Friends 4 

Environment, pets 2 

Human behaviour, entertainment, jobs, 

conversations in various situations, personal 

opinions, hobbies, model people, food 

1 

4. How do you prefer your teacher 

to teach writing lessons? These 

teaching methods would help you 

improve your writing skills and 

create positive atmosphere in your 

classroom.  

 

Give more new vocabulary  11 

Focus on grammar, structures before assigning tasks 11 

Use various activities and assign different kinds of 

tasks: role play, songs, quiz; integrate all skills  

10 

Have students practice writing by the process: 

prewriting, outline, drafts, teacher’s feedback, 

explanation of feedback  

10 

Give more tasks, have students write journal  7 

Teach how to write from easy to difficult principles   7 

Show good examples  6 

Create friendly, enjoyable classes 5 

Personalise topics, pointing out usefulness of 

writing for students’ future careers; let students 

create their own topics 

3 

Use variety of teaching aids; mark without grades; 2 
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Question Response Frequency 

teach how to translate 

Teach slowly; teach with a sense of humour; teach 

how to organise ideas; communicate in English all 

the time; communicate in Thai sometime; provide 

tutorial sessions for individual students 

1 

 

 According to Table 3.4, the answers from Question 1 “What problems do you have in writing?” 

contributed to the choices for Question 10 ‘Write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) to show the order of the importance of 

the following problems that you may have in writing’ on the questionnaire. The choices, written for the 

respondents to select, included vocabulary, grammar, spelling, ideas and content, idioms and expressions, 

coherence and punctuation. Other than that, the researcher added more choices possible to be problems in 

writing English: organisation, punctuation and transitional markers.  

 Question 2 ‘How do you need your class teacher to help in order to diminish the problems?’ 

contributed to the choices for Question 30 ‘Write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) to put in order the following items you 

prefer your teachers’ feedback to focus on’ on the questionnaire. The choices included grammar, vocabulary, 

organisation and content. The researcher also added other items in order to have a parallel pattern with 

Question 10 on the questionnaire. Moreover, other responses for Question 2 on the preliminary survey had 

been written as items for the attitudinal scale. Those items included ‘Teachers’ feedback is clear and easy to 

understand,’ and ‘I prefer my teacher to explain the feedback to me face-to-face.’  

 To gain ideas of students’ favourite topics for writing tasks, the researcher asked Question 3 ‘What 

topic do you prefer for writing tasks?’ on the preliminary survey. The applicable topics, included in Question 

12 on the survey questionnaire, were tourist attractions, hometown, family, friends, pets, entertainment, 

hobbies, jobs and food. The item ‘traveling’ was changed to ‘tourist attractions’ for fear that the first might be 

too wide and it might become a subtopic for ‘hobbies,’ whereas the topic ‘tourist attractions’ was specific 

enough. The researcher, in addition, added more topics, such as social problems, sports, politics, which 

showed a variety of choices with a broad range of possibilities. 

 The last question on the preliminary survey ‘How do you prefer your teacher to teach writing 

lessons?’ was aimed to draw students’ favourite teaching methods for writing English. The responses were 

used as items for the attitudinal scale. Those items included ‘The steps of writing in the material can improve 

my writing skills: reading, outlining, drafting, revising, and editing’ and ‘I want my teacher to teach me from 

the very beginning, such as how to construct sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc.’ 
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 After the results of the preliminary survey had been analysed, the researcher gained some information 

for generating statements or items for the survey questionnaire. In addition, the researcher searched similar 

studies for statements to be used in the questionnaire expected to fulfill useful information for this area of 

study. Details of the making of questions and statements are shown in Table 3.5 below. 

Table 3.5 Information drawn from other studies for constructing the survey questionnaire 

References Information drawn 

Grubbs & Jantarach (2007 : 

147 – 151)  

Questions from Tables 4, 6 and 7 

- How much time have you spent in a foreign country? 

- What was your last English grade in high school? 

- Have you ever studied at any language school? 

Demetriades (2002 : 97)  Items from Appendix A: the questionnaire EG332 Pre Research survey, participant 

profile  

- Number of writing courses taken at your university  

- Number of writing courses taken outside your university  

- Have you ever lived in an English speaking country? If yes, for how long? 

Hansen et. al. (2006 : 499)  Items from Appendix E: writing apprehension survey items with mean student rating 

- I feel confident in my ability to clearly express my ideas in writing 

- I enjoy writing 

- I’m nervous about writing 

- I am afraid of writing essays when I know they will be evaluated 

- I don’t like my compositions to be evaluated  

Tessema, K. A. (2005 : 28) Items from Appendix: Student feedback questionnaire 

- Work at each step was set up clearly  

- Some of the tasks were confusing  

Diab (2006 : 9)  Items from Appendix 1: Instructor questionnaire and response frequencies 

- When responding to the first draft, the teacher should always: point out errors in 

grammar, spelling, vocabulary choice, punctuation, organisation of the paper, the 

writing style and the ideas expressed 

Hamp-Lyons (1991 : 116)  Topics from Table 6.1 Categories of comments made by raters from the article 

‘Holistic assessment: What goes on in the rater’s mind?’ by Vaughan C (1991 : 111 – 

125)  

- Organisation 

- Content 

- Grammar 

- Coherence 
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  Some questions and items for constructing the survey questionnaire were drawn from other studies in 

the related field (see Table 3.5). For example, Grubbs and Jantarach (2007 : 147 – 150) and Demetriades 

(2002 : 97) presented in their studies various questions about background knowledge of learning English or 

time spent on exposure to English. They could be used for the part that asked about respondents’ demographic 

data. Other questions or items contributed to categories of questions or items could be adapted as well: time 

(period for each step or task, deadlines); procedures (reading to find schema, reading to help write an outline); 

how to give feedback (on every error, only on vocabulary / grammar / organisation / content, correction 

symbols); a number of tasks; materials (topics, reading passages,  difficulty); and grading (clear criteria, no 

grade, weights).  

 The survey questionnaire was then completed. At the same time, the researcher set up questions for 

the interview. They were drawn from the questions and items on the survey questionnaire, so that the data to 

be gathered would be parallel. In other words, the responses from the survey questionnaire might not be as 

clear in terms of qualitative data. The responses from the interview were hoped to fulfill clarifications needed. 

Before presenting the next step, the researcher would like to present steps in constructing the instruments as 

shown in Figure 3.1 on the next page.  

 

 
Figure 3.1: Steps in constructing the instruments 

Step 1 Gain questions and items from 
preliminary survey  and other studies

Step 2 Write survey questionnaire and 
interview schedule

Step 3 Translate instruments into Thai

Step 4 Test validity and reliability

Step 5 Revise instruments
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As can be seen on Figure 3.1, after the two instruments were constructed, they must be translated into 

Thai. The reason for this was that at the final stage of data collection, the samples would have to fill in the 

survey of their first language—Thai. The researcher had better change the instruments to the version mostly 

used at this step. Another reason was that the experts should see the instruments in the version they would be 

used for the most valid and reliable results.  

The next step was to test validity and reliability of the instruments. Details were shown below: 

1. Validity. The researcher asked three experts in the fields of statistics, research and Teaching 

English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) to test the content validity and IOC (Index of Item Objective 

Congruence). The experts had received both instruments. After that, the researcher studied their comments 

and results of the IOC (see Appendix 3.2) to make changes. Please note that the results were translated back 

into English for this report.  

The total average IOC results from the three experts were 0.92 and 0.98 for the survey questionnaire 

and the interview, respectively. They were at a high level. Therefore, the statements and the questions 

constructed for the instruments were valid. In other words, they were set to ask for the data, for which this 

study and its objectives were designed. However, some comments from the experts were also taken into 

account. The researcher decided to make changes later after considering the results of the reliability testing 

below. 

2. Reliability. The researcher had consulted with a statistics expert Asst Prof Dr Chaiyod 

Paiwitsiritham on how to test the reliability of the instruments. He recommended that only the attitudinal scale 

on Part 2 of the survey questionnaire be tested by a statistic method on the SPSS software called the 

Reliability Coefficients. Two classes of students were selected by the purposive sampling technique in the 

second term of the 2009 academic year; therefore, these samples would not be repeated for the actual data 

collection.  Though the results (see Appendix 3.3) showed that the discriminatory power was high at .7997, 

the expert figured out that the corrected item-total correlation of two items scored lower. The items were “I 

feel confused with the material” and “I am discouraged when earning low grades for writing tasks.” They 

were deleted and the score increased to .8385, accordingly. That enhanced the reliability of the instrument.  

Apparently, these two items should be removed because the experts testing the validity expressed 

their concerns as well on the IOC results. Other than that, no other serious comments were added, just a few 

word choice recommendations, which were corrected in the Thai version already.   

At the final step, the researcher could complete the two instruments, including a survey questionnaire 

and an interview. They were later on translated back into English for this report. An expert in translation 

checked all the instruments for the English and Thai versions. Furthermore, a native speaker proofread the 
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finished English version (see Appendix 3.4). Those experts were Asst Prof Sinn Paksuwan and Ajarn Roger 

Hooper. 

 

Data collection 

 

 The following steps were for collecting data: 

 1. The researcher sent official letters to the deans of the two faculties in order to seek their approvals. 

The letters notified that the samples would reveal their opinions by following three procedures: filling in the 

survey questionnaires, being interviewed individually and participating in a focus group. 

 2. After the permission for the data collection was approved, the researcher contacted the teachers 

whose classes were selected and informed them of dates, times and places they could pick up the survey 

questionnaire. The instrument was placed at the Education Office because these teachers, some of whom were 

part-time teachers, regularly turned up to sign their names on their teaching days.  

 3. Next, the researcher picked up the survey questionnaire left at the office by the class teachers. 

According to the tight schedule, some class teachers expressed that they had their students complete the 

questionnaire out of class time. As mentioned earlier, the data collection had been conducted at the end of the 

second term in 2011, considered the 2010 academic year, hence the time constraint for class teachers.  

 

Table 3.6 Number of returned surveys 

Faculty No of students 

No of 

surveys 

given 

No of 

surveys 

returned 

Percentage of 

surveys returned 

to no of students 

Education 387 155 139 35.92% 

Engineering and Industrial Technology 1,416 452 305 21.54% 

Total 1,803 607 444 24.63% 

 

 Table 3.6 shows the return rate of the survey given to the samples. As for the Faculty of Education, 

the percentage point of the surveys returned was high at 35.92%, much higher than expected. The Engineering 

students, on the other hand, returned 305 surveys, which was 21.54% of the total number. Finally, a number of 

444 surveys were returned, which accounted for 24.63% of all students who enrolled in the English II course 

in the 2010 academic year. The researcher had anticipated that not all of the surveys given might be returned. 
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The researcher did not precipitate the class teachers into collaborating in this step because the percentage 

point of the surveys returned was acceptable enough for the sampling design which was 25%. 

 

Data analysis  

 

 After the survey questionnaires had been returned from the samples, the data was transferred onto an 

SPSS file for the data analysis. The quantitative data was analysed by means of the frequencies, percentage 

points, mean ( ) and standard deviation (S.D). Moreover, other means were also used to compare the 

demographic data of the samples with their opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation 

courses as shown in Table 3.7. As for the qualitative data, the researcher adopted the content analysis. 

 

Table 3.7 Data analysis 

Instrument Detail Data analysis 

Survey questionnaire Part 1: demographic data  

Part 3: Students’ preferred method of being 

taught English writing 

- Frequencies 

- Percentage points 

Part 2: Opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in the English I and II courses 

(attitudinal scale) 

- Mean ( ) 

- Standard deviation (S.D.) 

Comparisons between the demographic data 

and the opinion  

- Mean ( ) 

- Standard deviation (S.D.) 

- t-Test 

- F-test (ANOVA) 

Interview  Open-ended questions  - Content analysis 

 

 To illustrate, the attitudinal scale was set up to ask for the samples’ level of satisfaction or 

appropriateness of items in 5 levels: strongly agree, agree, no opinion/unable to answer, disagree and strongly 

disagree. The mean score was analysed at five levels: 

 

  Mean  4.50 – 5.00  a very high level  

   3.50 – 4.49  a high level  

   2.50 – 3.49  a medium level 
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   1.50 – 2.49 a low level 

   1.00 – 1.49  a very low level   

  

The research design as shown above resulted in the finding of the data the researcher aimed to collect. 

It, then, was analysed as planned and was presented in the next chapter.  

 

 
 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

 Since this study included two instruments, this chapter reports the results which are divided into two 

headings: results from the survey questionnaires and results from the interview. The first heading consists of 

four subheadings, which refer to all the parts in the survey questionnaire. The last part is concerned with the 

comparisons between the demographic data of the samples and their opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in the two foundation English courses mentioned in the earlier chapters. Finally, the fourth 

subheading deals with the results drawn from individual interviews and a focus group. 

 

Objective 1. To study the students’ opinion towards the instruction in writing English in English 

foundation courses. 

Table 4.1 Material  

Statements  N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

The writing tasks are appropriate for my 

ability. 
443 1.00 5.00 3.6637 .76827 

The topic of each task is interesting.  441 1.00 5.00 3.7506 .67850 

The topics are relevant to real life 

situations. 
443 1.00 5.00 3.9436 .69189 

I need more teaching aids or material to 

help me write. 
439 1.00 5.00 3.7517 .87577 

The material was designed to eliminate 

whatever problems I had in writing. 
441 1.00 5.00 3.6304 .84846 

It is easy to follow steps in writing from 

the material.  
441 1.00 5.00 3.5329 .77426 

Valid N (listwise) 433     3.7121 .77285 

 

 According to Table 4.1, the respondents showed that their opinion on the material was at a high level 

( = 3.71, S.D. = .77). The mean score of the statement “The topics are relevant to real life situations” was 

3.94 (S.D. = .69). That became the highest mean of this category. The following are the statements in the 
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order of their mean scores “I need more teaching aids or material to help me write” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .86); 

“The topic of each task is interesting” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .68); “The writing tasks are appropriate for my 

ability” ( = 3.66, S.D. = .78); “The material was designed to eliminate whatever problems I had in writing” 

( = 3.63, S.D. = .85);  and “It is easy to follow steps in writing from the material” ( = 3.53, S.D. = .77). 

 

Table 4.2 Writing process 

 Statements N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

The steps of writing in the material can 

improve my writing skills: reading, 

outlining, drafting, revising and editing.  

443 1.00 5.00 3.9887 .80009 

The teaching method of writing in steps 

motivates me to write. 
440 1.00 5.00 3.6705 .85539 

I want my teacher to teach me from the 

very beginning, such as how to construct 

sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc.  

442 1.00 5.00 4.2534 .88271 

The reading passages help me to generate 

ideas to write.  
443 2.00 5.00 4.2190 .67227 

By using the outline questions, I can 

brainstorm useful ideas to write.  
443 1.00 5.00 4.2280 .68924 

Valid N (listwise) 439     4.0719 .77994 

 

 Table 4.2 shows the opinion of the respondents towards the writing process adopted in writing 

lessons of English I and II. All of the statements were ranked between 3.5 – 4.99 on the rating scale. The 

respondents, then, had the opinion at a high level ( = 4.07, S.D. = .78).  The last three statements, however, 

were ranked the highest mean in this category: “I want my teacher to teach me from the very beginning, such 

as how to construct sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc” ( = 4.25, S.D. = .88); “By using the outline 

questions, I can brainstorm useful ideas to write” ( = 4.23, S.D. = .69); and “The reading passages help me 

to generate ideas to write” ( = 4.22, S.D. = .67). The rest of the statements were ranked at the fourth and 

fifth places: “The steps of writing in the material can improve my writing skills: reading, outlining, drafting, 
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revising and editing” ( = 3.99, S.D. = .80); and “The teaching method of writing in steps motivates me to 

write” ( = 3.67, S.D. = .86). 

  

Table 4.3 Feedback 

 Statements N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Teachers’ feedback is clear and easy to 

understand. 
444 1.00 5.00 3.7207 .86748 

I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus 

on grammar and vocabulary. 
444 1.00 5.00 3.8221 .85645 

I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus 

on content and organisation. 
444 1.00 5.00 3.9617 .77830 

After my teacher’s checking, my writing 

skills show improvement. 
444 1.00 5.00 4.0225 .78325 

I prefer my teacher to explain the 

feedback to me face-to-face. 
443 1.00 5.00 3.8871 .86714 

I prefer a peer-review for my writing. 444 1.00 5.00 3.1036 .93735 

Valid N (listwise) 443     3.7529 .84832 

 

 From Table 4.3, the respondents had a high level of the opinion on feedback they received from their 

teachers during writing lessons of English I and II ( = 3.75, S.D. = .85). They showed that they agreed on 

nearly all statements in this category, except for the last one. The last statement “I prefer a peer-review for my 

writing” had the lowest mean in this category. It was at a medium level of the opinion ( = 3.10, S.D. = .94). 

The following are the statements written from the highest to the second lowest places: “After my teacher’s 

checking, my writing skills show improvement” ( = 4.02, S.D. = .78); “I prefer my teacher’s feedback to 

focus on content and organisation” ( = 3.96, S.D. = .78); “I prefer my teacher to explain the feedback to me 

face-to-face” ( = 3.89, S.D. = .87); “I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on grammar and vocabulary” (

 = 3.82, S.D. = .86); and “Teachers’ feedback is clear and easy to understand” ( = 3.72, S.D. = .87).  
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 Following are the results of the question that asked the respondents to write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) so as 

to put in order the items they preferred their teachers’ feedback to focus on (Tables 4.45 – 4.52). The 

conclusion is below Table 4.52. 

  

Table 4.4 Feedback: grammar 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 159.00 35.81 36.89 36.89 

  no 2 72.00 16.22 16.71 53.60 

  no 3 67.00 15.09 15.55 69.14 

  no 4 45.00 10.14 10.44 79.58 

  no 5 33.00 7.43 7.66 87.24 

  no 6 20.00 4.50 4.64 91.88 

  no 7 11.00 2.48 2.55 94.43 

  no 8 23.00 5.18 5.34 99.77 

  9 1.00 .23 .23 100.00 

  Total 431.00 97.07 100.00   

Missing   13.00 2.93     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.5 Feedback: vocabulary 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 70.00 15.77 16.32 16.32 

  no 2 98.00 22.07 22.84 39.16 

  no 3 66.00 14.86 15.38 54.55 

  no 4 66.00 14.86 15.38 69.93 

  no 5 56.00 12.61 13.05 82.98 

  no 6 35.00 7.88 8.16 91.14 

  no 7 24.00 5.41 5.59 96.74 

  no 8 14.00 3.15 3.26 100.00 

  Total 429.00 96.62 100.00   
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Missing   15.00 3.38     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.6 Feedback: organisation 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 32.00 7.21 7.44 7.44 

  no 2 107.00 24.10 24.88 32.33 

  no 3 79.00 17.79 18.37 50.70 

  no 4 65.00 14.64 15.12 65.81 

  no 5 67.00 15.09 15.58 81.40 

  no 6 45.00 10.14 10.47 91.86 

  no 7 24.00 5.41 5.58 97.44 

  no 8 11.00 2.48 2.56 100.00 

  Total 430.00 96.85 100.00   

Missing   14.00 3.15     

Total 444.00 100.00     

Table 4.7 Feedback: ideas and content 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 116 26.1 27.1 27.1 

  no 2 33 7.4 7.7 34.8 

  no 3 42 9.5 9.8 44.6 

  no 4 54 12.2 12.6 57.2 

  no 5 49 11.0 11.4 68.7 

  no 6 51 11.5 11.9 80.6 

  no 7 40 9.0 9.3 90.0 

  no 8 43 9.7 10.0 100.0 

  Total 428 96.4 100.0   

Missing   16 3.6     

Total 444.00 100.00     
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Table 4.8 Feedback: spelling 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 3.00 .68 .70 .70 

  no 2 39.00 8.78 9.13 9.84 

  no 3 72.00 16.22 16.86 26.70 

  no 4 61.00 13.74 14.29 40.98 

  no 5 71.00 15.99 16.63 57.61 

  no 6 62.00 13.96 14.52 72.13 

  no 7 62.00 13.96 14.52 86.65 

  no 8 57.00 12.84 13.35 100.00 

  Total 427.00 96.17 100.00   

Missing   17.00 3.83     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.9 Feedback: punctuation 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 2.00 .45 .47 .47 

  no 2 4.00 .90 .94 1.41 

  no 3 14.00 3.15 3.29 4.69 

  no 4 28.00 6.31 6.57 11.27 

  no 5 29.00 6.53 6.81 18.08 

  no 6 70.00 15.77 16.43 34.51 

  no 7 109.00 24.55 25.59 60.09 

  no 8 170.00 38.29 39.91 100.00 

  Total 426.00 95.95 100.00   

Missing   18.00 4.05     

Total 444.00 100.00     
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Table 4.10 Feedback: cohesive devices 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 5.00 1.13 1.17 1.17 

  no 2 10.00 2.25 2.34 3.50 

  no 3 29.00 6.53 6.78 10.28 

  no 4 43.00 9.68 10.05 20.33 

  no 5 66.00 14.86 15.42 35.75 

  no 6 80.00 18.02 18.69 54.44 

  no 7 126.00 28.38 29.44 83.88 

  no 8 69.00 15.54 16.12 100.00 

  Total 428.00 96.40 100.00   

Missing   16.00 3.60     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.11 Feedback: idioms 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 43.00 9.68 10.05 10.05 

  no 2 67.00 15.09 15.65 25.70 

  no 3 62.00 13.96 14.49 40.19 

  no 4 68.00 15.32 15.89 56.07 

  no 5 55.00 12.39 12.85 68.93 

  no 6 64.00 14.41 14.95 83.88 

  no 7 32.00 7.21 7.48 91.36 

  no 8 37.00 8.33 8.64 100.00 

  Total 428.00 96.40 100.00   

Missing   16.00 3.60     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

 Table 4.4 shows that ‘grammar’ was what a majority of the respondents preferred their teachers to 

focus on when grading. The item was ranked number one by 35.81% of the respondents while ‘ideas and 
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content’ was also ranked as number one (see Table 4.7). However, only 26.1% of the respondents gave 

priority to the latter as the major item for feedback.  

 Interestingly, a majority of the respondents ranked both ‘organisation’ and ‘vocabulary’ number two 

at 24.1% and 22.07%, respectively (see Tables 4.5 – 4.6). This reflects that they preferred these items to be 

the second most important for feedback.  

 For the middle places of the ranking, the respondents’ opinion dispersed. A majority of each item did 

not reach a quarter of the respondents. The item ‘spelling’ was ranked both third and fifth by 16.22% and 

15.99% of the respondents, respectively (see Table 4.8), while the item ‘idioms’ was ranked fourth by 15.32% 

of the respondents (see Table 4.11).  

 It was clear that most respondents wanted their teachers to give less feedback on the last two items: 

‘cohesive devices’ and ‘punctuation.’ Ranked seventh was the item ‘cohesive devices’ by 28.38% of the 

respondents (see Table 4.10), and ranked eighth was the item ‘punctuation’ by 38.29% of the respondents (see 

Table 4.9). The last item was also ranked the eighth place by the biggest group of the majority as compared to 

the majority of all items.  

 In conclusion, the following is the order of the items the respondents preferred their teachers’ 

feedback to focus on: grammar (35.81%), ideas and content (26.1%), organisation (24.1%), vocabulary 

(22.07%), spelling (16.22%), idioms (15.32%), cohesive devices (28.38%) and punctuation (38.29%).  

 Other than that, a respondent ranked each of the following items number nine: length of the written 

essay and formality of language. These were the items they set up by themselves. A respondent also gave 

additional comment on the feedback made by teachers: owing to the fact that language can be written 

differently, all different language use should have earned marks, not only one use accepted. 

  

Table 4.12 Number of tasks 

 Statement  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

A number of tasks is appropriate. 443 1.00 5.00 3.8375 .79918 

I want to have more writing 

exercises before I start writing an 

essay. 

420 1.00 5.00 3.5690 .92821 

Valid N (listwise) 420     3.7032 .86369 
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 Table 4.12 shows that the respondents were satisfied with the number of tasks at a high level ( = 

3.70, S.D. = .86). The mean scores of the two statements “The number of tasks is appropriate” and “I want to 

have more writing exercises before I start writing an essay” were 3.84 and 3.57 (S.D. < 1), respectively.   

 

Table 4.13 Timing  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

The time given for completing 

each task is adequate. 
442 1.00 5.00 3.7489 .86127 

Setting clear deadlines is 

appropriate for learning. 
443 1.00 5.00 4.0451 .75970 

My teacher provides sufficient 

time for each step of the writing 

process. 

440 1.00 5.00 3.8591 .83115 

Valid N (listwise) 439     3.8843 .81737 

 According to Table 4.13, all of the respondents’ opinion reached a high level of the rating scale ( = 

3.88, S.D. = .81). The statement “Setting clear deadlines is appropriate for learning” was ranked the highest in 

this category ( = 4.05, S.D. = .76). The second and the third places were the following statements: “My 

teacher provides sufficient time for each step of the writing process” ( = 3.86, S.D. = .83) and “The time 

given for completing each task is adequate” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .86). 

 

Table 4.14 Grading  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

The criteria for grading should be 

notified to students. 
442 1.00 5.00 4.2489 .74478 

It is fair for my teacher to deduct 

points for late work. 
443 1.00 5.00 3.5643 1.04309 

The points should be equally 

weighted among all elements: 

vocabulary, grammar, content and 

organisation. 

442 1.00 5.00 3.7059 .95685 

Valid N (listwise) 441     3.8397 .91490 
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 According to Table 4.14, the respondents showed that they had a high level of satisfaction with the 

grading ( = 3.84, S.D. = .91). The statement “the criteria for grading should be notified to students” 

received the highest mean in this category ( = 4.25, S.D. = .74). The statement “The points should be 

equally weighted among all elements: vocabulary, grammar, content and organisation” was ranked the second 

place with the mean at 3.71 (S.D. = .96). Though they gave their opinion at a high level on the statement “It is 

fair for my teacher to deduct points for late work” ( = 3.56, S.D. = 1.04), the mean was the lowest for this 

category. This was the only figure, whose S.D. was over 1.00. 

 

 Following are Tables 4.15 – 4.18 which show the weight of the points for each writing task. Those 

who were eligible to express their ideal weights must select 2 or 1 on the rating scale of the statement ‘The 

points should be equally weighted among all elements: vocabulary, grammar, content and organisation’ (see 

Table 4.14). That simply means they did not agree with the equal weight criteria. The conclusion of these 

items was written below Table 4.18. 

 

Table 4.15 Weight: vocabulary 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 1 pt 5.00 1.13 13.51 13.51 

  1.50 1.00 .23 2.70 16.22 

  2 pt 18.00 4.05 48.65 64.86 

  3 pt 10.00 2.25 27.03 91.89 

  4 pt 2.00 .45 5.41 97.30 

  7 pt 1.00 .23 2.70 100.00 

  Total 37.00 8.33 100.00   

Missing System 407.00 91.67     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.16 Weight: grammar 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 1 pt 7.00 1.58 18.92 18.92 

  2 pt 17.00 3.83 45.95 64.86 

  2.50 1.00 .23 2.70 67.57 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

  3 pt 11.00 2.48 29.73 97.30 

  4 pt 1.00 .23 2.70 100.00 

  Total 37.00 8.33 100.00   

Missing System 407.00 91.67     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.17 Weight: content 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 1 pt 4.00 .90 10.81 10.81 

  2 pt 6.00 1.35 16.22 27.03 

  2.50 1.00 .23 2.70 29.73 

  3 pt 14.00 3.15 37.84 67.57 

  4 pt 10.00 2.25 27.03 94.59 

  5 pt 1.00 .23 2.70 97.30 

  6 pt 1.00 .23 2.70 100.00 

  Total 37.00 8.33 100.00   

Missing System 407.00 91.67     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

Table 4.18 Weight: organisation 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 1 pt 3.00 .68 8.11 8.11 

  2 pt 16.00 3.60 43.24 51.35 

  2.50 1.00 .23 2.70 54.05 

  3 pt 16.00 3.60 43.24 97.30 

  4 pt 1.00 .23 2.70 100.00 

  Total 37.00 8.33 100.00   

Missing System 407.00 91.67     

Total 444.00 100.00     
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 There were 37 respondents (8.33% of the whole) who disagreed with an equal weight for all elements 

of writing. Out of ten points, they reflected their ideal weights as follows: vocabulary at 2 points, grammar at 

2 points, content at 3 points and organisation at 3 points. Table 4.15 shows that a majority of the 37 

respondents at 4.05% chose 2 points as a weight for vocabulary. Likewise, 3.83% of the 37 respondents chose 

2 points as a weight for grammar (see Table 4.16). Table 4.17 shows that a majority of the 37 respondents at 

3.15% chose 3 points as a weight for content. However, there were two groups of the majority of the 37 

respondents that chose both 2 and 3 points as weight for organisation (see Table 4. 18). The percentage points 

of the respondents were both 3.6%. The researcher, however, believed that the 3 point weight was more 

appropriate so as to make addition of the ideal weight at ten points.  

 

Table 4.19 Conclusion 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

After learning how to write from 

English I and II courses, I am 

confident about writing English 

essays. 

441 1.00 5.00 3.3605 .81139 

Valid N (listwise) 441         

 

 To the final statement (see Table 4.19), the respondents gave their opinion on their confidence about 

writing English essays after learning writing lessons from the English I and II courses at a medium level of 

satisfaction ( = 3.36, S.D. = .811).  That means they were not sure about their confidence in writing English 

essays because the mean was at the middle of the rating scale.  

 

 According to Table 4.20, the last question for this part asked the respondents to express their 

comment about the instruction of writing in English I and II. The comments are as follows:  

  

Table 4.20 Additional comments 

Comments Frequency 

- Teachers should start with very basic grammar, vocabulary, structure for writing skills 

because students have different background knowledge.  

16 

- Writing tasks should not be graded for point. Students should have freedom to write 7 
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Comments Frequency 

anything. Teachers only give advice to mistakes detected. By doing so, students may be more 

motivated.  

- There should be more tasks for practicing writing. Teachers should also teach punctuation 

and transitional markers. 

- There should be more writing tasks because the time allotted for each task was too long. 

5 

 

- Teachers should mark mistakes and also inform how to correct them; otherwise, the 

markings will be useless.  

4 

 

- Teachers should give guidelines or show many example writings before having students 

write their essays.  

4 

- Whether or not the essay makes sense depends on each student, who can generate his/her 

own idea to write. It’s better than being told what to write.  

3 

- Different teachers might have graded the same writing but given totally different marks. 3 

- Teachers created pleasant atmosphere in the class. That motivated me to learn.  

- The fact that teachers had good teaching techniques made me understand better. 

3 

- Teachers taught well focusing on grammar and vocabulary. They also discussed about 

everything, so it helped me understand better. 

- Teachers taught well but I couldn’t get what they taught due to my low proficiency.  

2 

- Grammar points should not have been focused on because students were under pressure all 

the time. The written essays were not effective, accordingly.  

2 

- Excellent lesson! The points given for tasks were fair enough. The topics for writing tasks 

were interesting. 

2 

- There should be more various teaching aids, such as songs.  2 

- Variety of writing tasks help elicit our ideas. 1 

- Teachers didn’t explain much. Students had to write on their own.  1 

- Teachers should spend more time elaborating on how to write. 1 

- Teachers should teach in Thai sometime.  1 

- Teachers should not stick to only their own writing style. They should accept that different 

words, which have similar meanings, can be used.  

1 

- There should have been only two tasks for the second term because of time constraint.  1 

- Some teachers should improve their method of teaching. They didn’t respond to students. 1 
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Comments Frequency 

How could students improve their writing?  

- Writing lessons should be taught in a separate time so that the weak students can learn and 

improve more.  

1 

- Students should be assigned to write tales based on their own imagination.  1 

- It’s hard to write expressions in English though I have ideas.  1 

- Students should be segregated according to their level of English proficiency. By doing so, 

students with low ability would feel comfortable enough to ask questions when they don’t 

understand.  

1 

- The task should be completed within the class time. Students should be assigned to gain 

information for their essay beforehand.  

1 

- Teachers should explain more clearly before giving assignments.  1 

- Studying the writing lessons in the English I and II courses helped me improve my writing 

skills. 

1 

 

  According to Table 4.20, a majority of the respondents preferred their teachers to begin writing 

lessons with teaching basic grammar, vocabulary and structure for writing skills. They reasoned that many 

students had different background knowledge of English. Other comments were that they preferred the writing 

tasks not to carry any points, citing that they might have been more motivated to write. Some also asked for 

more writing tasks. Noticeably, other comments were directly concerned with the teachers in terms of the way 

to create pleasant atmosphere while teaching, to give more example essays and to clarify mistakes to students. 

 

 Interview Another source of the findings of this study was drawn from interviews and a focus group. 

The interviewees responded to the open-ended questions on an interview. For the individual interviews, the 

researcher asked those questions.  The following are their opinions on the instruction of teaching writing.  

1. The writing material: The writing material referred to a handout, in which three parts of the 

writing exercises were included: a reading passage, exercises and questions for an outline. The students’ 

opinions were obviously split into three groups. First, the top students agreed that the reading passages were 

very helpful, giving guidelines or examples for writing tasks in the next step. They also liked the steps of 

writing guided by the material. Second, students in the middle group of grades thought both positively and 

negatively about the material, saying that the directions were easy to understand. However, the overall 
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material was appropriate. Finally, the lower students did not really consent to the level of difficulty of the 

material. They said some topics were not understandable because of the confusing directions and their lack of 

vocabulary.  

2. The length of the material: All of the students had a consensus on the length of the material, 

saying that a number of pages of the reading passages and the exercises were appropriate. They also agreed 

with a number of the writing tasks for both terms, that is, two tasks. However, some interviewees said that the 

exercises were not really useful because their teachers asked to skip them and rush to finish the outline 

questions.  

3. The reading passages: Two groups of the interviewees showed two opinions of the reading 

passages. First, the students who were individually interviewed supported the reading passages. Their reasons 

included that the passages acted as helpful guidelines for their writing. They, moreover, helped students create 

ideas to write and provided correct structure and word choice. Some students said that the passages helped 

them to start writing and understand unknown words. These students reflected negative opinions against the 

reading passages as well. They said some students misused the passages; they simply copied what was stated 

on the passages in their writing assignments. The others said that some texts contained too difficult words, 

which made it hard for the next steps, such as reading exercises and outlining, because students had not 

extracted any idea from the passages. An interviewee who gained an A from the English I course gave an 

interesting remark on this topic, stating that the reading passages were not really helpful for practicing writing, 

but only for reading skills. The main reason was that students could not copy the texts. They had to create 

their own sentences any way.  

In contrast, the interviewees from the focus group stated only one side of opinion. They did not 

support the reading passages for two reasons. First, the grammar and content were too difficult to understand. 

They could not gain anything after reading the text, and they had no idea to start their own writing, 

accordingly. The other reason was that some topics were not personalised enough.  

4. Level of difficulty: For the level of difficulty, there seemed to be concerns over students with 

low English competence. Though nearly all of the interviewees felt that the level of difficulty was appropriate, 

they said that some weak students found the material too difficult to understand. These students, as a result, 

copied their classmates’ work or asked someone else to complete the tasks for them. To be specific, those who 

got a C grade and lower grades said the writing lessons such as the English I course were easy,  but those in 

the English II course were too difficult. They admitted that if they found a task difficult, they would seek for 

help from their classmates. Similarly, the top students, who got an A grade, found the lessons easy enough to 

understand, but expressed their concerns that it might have been too difficult for others. They added when the 
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topics or reading passages were difficult, these weak students could not think of ideas to write about. Some of 

them, therefore, tried to search for information from the Internet, but it was hard for them not to plagiarise. 

They gave the reason to support the opinion that these weak students might have studied English in their late 

years in school. 

5. The process writing: The process writing refers to the steps, which were notified on the handout 

of the material. Students were asked to read a passage, to complete exercises, to answer questions for an 

outline diagram, to write a first draft, and to revise the draft marked by teachers. A hundred percent of the 

interviewees agreed that the process writing was effective in helping them write. The reason that received the 

most responses was that they would be aware their errors. This refers to the way their teachers marked their 

drafts and how the students reviewed the feedback marked on their papers. The other reason was that the 

outline questions helped students to start writing by drawing ideas and to set up an objective for the writing. 

On the contrary, some interviewees added that the process writing was not effective for weak students because 

these students had no foundation English writing skills. They did not know how to write grammatical 

sentences. The fact that they were taught how to generate ideas by the process writing was useless as they 

could not generate a sentence to begin with. Another opinion included the appropriateness of the amount of 

the drafts—two before submitting the final one—and the most important step in the process writing, that is, 

revising.  

6. The focus for marking: After students completed reading exercises and answered outline 

questions, another step in the process writing was checking or marking from their class teachers. Students’ 

outlines, first drafts or second drafts would be marked with comments or feedback left in red pen, so that 

students could correct whatever was suggested by the teachers. The question for this step was “What element 

do you want your teacher to focus on when marking?” These four elements consisted of (1) grammar, (2) 

vocabulary, (3) organisation and (4) ideas and content. Disregarding the interviewees’ English I grades, the 

interviewees’ opinions could be divided into three groups. The first group wanted their teachers to focus 

marking grammar and vocabulary. Some wanted to learn how to write English sentences in a formal style; the 

others wanted to know only how to generate grammatical sentences. On the other hand, those who were not in 

favour of the focus on grammar and vocabulary said that it was hard to remain accuracy on these two 

elements. They, then, should not have been emphasised.  

Receiving similar amount of responses, the second group preferred content and ideas to be checked. 

They said that it was hard to generate ideas to start the writing. This element was more important than any 

other elements because there were no right or wrong ideas. Students, therefore, were not afraid of making 

mistakes concerning their ideas. The marks from content and ideas could also compensate with other mistakes 
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concerning grammar or vocabulary. Some interviewees, however, expressed an opposite opinions, saying that 

content and ideas should not have been focused on at all. The reason was that each person had different ideas. 

All of them should have been accepted any way. 

Finally, a few interviewees preferred their teachers to focus the marking on the organisation of their 

essays. They wanted to make their writing sound smoother and to avoid redundancy. In contrast, some 

interviewees found the organisation of essays not problematic, reasoning that most students translated Thai 

sentences into English sentences. Their Thai sentences should have sounded smooth enough, so teachers 

should have corrected other elements instead. However, an interviewee in the focus group preferred to focus 

on all four elements.  

7. Teachers’ feedback: This was another topic of the interviews that all of the interviewees agreed 

that it was helpful to their writing skills and helped improve their writing skills. The reason that a majority of 

the interviewees reflected was that teachers’ feedback helped them acknowledge errors concerning grammar, 

word choice and expressions. They became more careful about those mistakes when writing the next task 

because they could recognise errors they had repeatedly done. Students felt that their writing skills improved 

because of their capability of writing correct word choice, structure, expressions and coherence of the content. 

While reviewing the feedback, the students not only saw the mistakes, but they also knew how to correct 

them. Most teachers noted correct versions, with which students were very satisfied. However, some 

interviewees suggested that oral communication between teachers and students should have been conducted 

more among all teachers. Only some classes did this. They said that the feedback in written forms was not 

sufficient for students to understand what went wrong with their writing. They needed more explanation by 

teachers speaking face-to-face to them.  

8. A number of tasks and timing: When talking about a number of tasks, all students were 

satisfied with the two tasks in both the English I and II courses. One student in particular gave a reason to 

support his/her opinion, saying that in the English I course, students, who were freshmen, needed some time 

to adjust themselves in a new educational system. Two tasks were appropriate for beginners like them. 

Likewise, in the English II course, students were required to do more work in other courses in which they had 

to enroll. Therefore, it was suitable to remain the amount of tasks at two.  

Another point that the interviewees gave opinions for was about the timing for each step and between 

each task. The timeframe for each step was set up differently by the class teachers on condition that students 

could complete each task before major examinations. For example, the first task was to be completed before 

the midterm examination and the second task before the final examination. All of the interviewees were 

satisfied with the time teachers allotted to them for each step. Usually, they had about a week to complete 
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each step. They said that the deadlines for all steps were notified clearly, so it was easy to catch up. Only a 

few said that some teachers did not set up deadlines clearly. As a result, they could not meet the deadlines 

because they were not pushed hard enough to finish the tasks.  

When the interviewees were asked to give an opinion on the deadlines for each task, their opinions 

split. This depended on their grades as well.  The first group, which consisted of students with the A, C, and 

C+ grades, had no problem completing their tasks on time. An interviewee added that a task could be easily 

done in a day. The seven-day timeframe for each task was more than enough, accordingly. However, the 

interviewees, who gained low grades from English I, were struggling to meet deadlines. They claimed that 

they did not have enough time to complete the task. They had other priorities from other subjects to do as 

well. They usually tried to finish writing an essay a day before the deadline. One student suggested that in 

case of late submission of work, marks should not have been subtracted. The reason was that it was really 

discouraging.  

9. Grading: When asked about teachers’ grading or marking, the interviewees gave different 

opinions. Some reported that the grading criteria were not explained by their class teachers. They did not 

know how they earned such points, especially when they compared the grades with their classmates’. 

However, they seemed satisfied with the ten-point grading for each task. It was noticeable that all of the 

interviewees said that their teachers had the same grading standard, which was clear and fair to all students. 

Some even added that their teachers orally explained the grading as well.  

To the question “How do you prefer the weight of the points to be for the four elements: grammar; 

vocabulary; content and ideas; and organisation?,” the interviewees showed three different opinions. First, 

some interviewees preferred to put more weight on content and ideas, reasoning that there would not be right 

or wrong ideas since it depended on personal opinion. The second group would like teachers to weigh more 

points for grammar because this was the most important element, whereas the other group preferred that all 

elements should have been equally weighed. They said that all of them were equally important.  

12.  Final opinion and suggestions: Finally, the interviewees were asked if the method of teaching 

writing in the English I and II courses helped improve their writing skills. A majority of the interviewees said 

that their writing skills had improved because of the instruction in English writing in the two courses. The 

interviewees earning all levels of grades agreed that the process writing was effective in providing correct 

steps for writing. They also learned about their errors and more new words because of teachers’ feedback, 

which pointed out grammar rules to them. They felt that they were more confident to write English texts. The 

writing lessons in both courses gave them an opportunity to practice writing, which they had never had before. 

They also knew the way to generate ideas for their writing by searching for more information from other 
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sources. An A student, however, was not satisfied with the instruction, saying that the writing skills had not 

really improved.  

Though a majority of the interviewees agreed that the method of teaching writing helped improve 

their writing skills, they expressed concerns over students with low English competence. According to the 

interviewees who gained the A, C and C+ grades, this instruction in English writing was not effective for 

weak students who did not have any grammatical knowledge at all. They might have had some ideas on what 

to write about; however, the main problem was that they had no idea how to generate grammatical sentences. 

They asked other classmates who were better at English to complete tasks for them, accordingly.  

Moreover, the focus group expressed several students’ problems for the writing lessons. First, they 

seemed to translate Thai into English word for word. As a result, their written English sentences did not really 

make sense. Second, some students did not have any idea how to answer the outline questions. Finally, some 

students were afraid of class teachers, so a peer review might have been a solution; however, an interviewee 

promptly contradicted the idea, saying that not all students were confident enough to give comments to 

classmates. The idea of a peer review should not be encouraged at all.  

 

To sum up, the interviewees eventually gave the following suggestions to close the interview 

sessions:  

- After marking and leaving feedback on students’ papers, teachers should once again explain face-

to-face to students, so that they would know what is wrong with their writing and how to correct 

errors. A majority of the interviewees gave this suggestion.  

- Nearly all of the interviewees suggested that at the very beginning of the courses, grammar rules 

or structures be taught or reviewed. Extra tutorial classes could be provided instead of teaching 

these in a regular class. Students with low English competence would be able to write correct 

sentences. Once they know of the steps in the process writing, they would not have problems 

writing by themselves. This would also help solve the problem of students copying others’ work.  

- Teachers should be friendlier to students and should speak Thai when explaining feedback 

because there is no point if students do not understand what the explanation is about.  

- Before a task is assigned, general mistakes or most repeated errors should be presented to 

students.  

- A glossary of new words should be concluded at the end of each reading passage. 

- Teachers should conclude all correction symbols to students and all teachers should use the same 

symbols too.  
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Objective 2. To study the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction in writing English. 

 

Table 4.21 Text functions 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 48.00 10.81 11.43 11.43 

  second 49.00 11.04 11.67 23.10 

  third 69.00 15.54 16.43 39.52 

  fourth 76.00 17.12 18.10 57.62 

  fifth 69.00 15.54 16.43 74.05 

  sixth 49.00 11.04 11.67 85.71 

  seventh 58.00 13.06 13.81 99.52 

  eighth 2.00 .45 .48 100.00 

  Total 420.00 94.59 100.00   

Missing System 24.00 5.41     

Total 444.00 100.00     

 

 According to Table 4.21, a majority of the respondents ranked ‘Text functions’ number four. The 

percentage points of the respondents were 17.12% while an equal percentage points at 15.54% ranked this 

method of teaching writing English at number three and five.  

 

Table 4.22 Composing process 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 73.00 16.44 17.22 17.22 

  second 52.00 11.71 12.26 29.48 

  third 65.00 14.64 15.33 44.81 

  fourth 71.00 15.99 16.75 61.56 

  fifth 71.00 15.99 16.75 78.30 

  sixth 70.00 15.77 16.51 94.81 

  seventh 21.00 4.73 4.95 99.76 

  eighth 1.00 .23 .24 100.00 

  Total 424.00 95.50 100.00   
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Missing System 20.00 4.50     

Total 444.00 100.00     

  

Table 4.22 shows that most of the respondents (16.44%) selected ‘composing processes’ as their most 

favourite method of teaching writing. An equal number of them (16.75%), however, selected it as their fourth 

and fifth most favourite method.  

 

Table 4.23 Project-based writing 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 11.00 2.48 2.59 2.59 

  second 29.00 6.53 6.84 9.43 

  third 34.00 7.66 8.02 17.45 

  fourth 56.00 12.61 13.21 30.66 

  fifth 72.00 16.22 16.98 47.64 

  sixth 73.00 16.44 17.22 64.86 

  seventh 145.00 32.66 34.20 99.06 

  eighth 4.00 .90 .94 100.00 

  Total 424.00 95.50 100.00   

Missing System 20.00 4.50     

Total 444.00 100.00     

  

Table 4.23 shows that a majority of the respondents (32.66%) ranked ‘project-based writing’ seventh 

which was the last place. The second and the third most of the respondents ranked this method sixth and fifth 

respectively. The eighth place was optional if the respondents added their own method of teaching writing.  

 

Table 4.24 Language structure 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 87.00 19.59 20.67 20.67 

  second 77.00 17.34 18.29 38.95 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

  third 67.00 15.09 15.91 54.87 

  fourth 68.00 15.32 16.15 71.02 

  fifth 44.00 9.91 10.45 81.47 

  sixth 55.00 12.39 13.06 94.54 

  seventh 23.00 5.18 5.46 100.00 

  Total 421.00 94.82 100.00   

Missing System 23.00 5.18     

Total 444.00 100.00     

  

According to Table 4.24, a majority of the respondents at 19.59% ranked ‘language structure’ number 

one. In addition, 17.34% of them ranked this method of teaching writing English number two.  

 

Table 4.25 Content 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 58.00 13.06 13.65 13.65 

  second 85.00 19.14 20.00 33.65 

  third 81.00 18.24 19.06 52.71 

  fourth 62.00 13.96 14.59 67.29 

  fifth 72.00 16.22 16.94 84.24 

  sixth 42.00 9.46 9.88 94.12 

  seventh 24.00 5.41 5.65 99.76 

  eighth 1.00 .23 .24 100.00 

  Total 425.00 95.72 100.00   

Missing System 19.00 4.28     

Total 444.00 100.00     

  

According to Table 4.25, a majority of the respondents at 19.14% ranked ‘content’ number two. In 

addition, 18.24% of them ranked this method of teaching writing English number three.  
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Table 4.26 Creative expression 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 114.00 25.68 26.82 26.82 

  second 56.00 12.61 13.18 40.00 

  third 52.00 11.71 12.24 52.24 

  fourth 34.00 7.66 8.00 60.24 

  fifth 39.00 8.78 9.18 69.41 

  sixth 56.00 12.61 13.18 82.59 

  seventh 71.00 15.99 16.71 99.29 

  eighth 3.00 .68 .71 100.00 

  Total 425.00 95.72 100.00   

Missing System 19.00 4.28     

Total 444.00 100.00     

  

Table 4.26 shows that a majority of the respondents (25.68%) ranked ‘creative expression’ first 

whereas the second most of them ranked this method seventh. This may mean that they either liked to be 

taught with this method or don’t like this method at all.  

 

Table 4.27 Creative expression 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid first 31.00 6.98 7.31 7.31 

  second 79.00 17.79 18.63 25.94 

  third 56.00 12.61 13.21 39.15 

  fourth 56.00 12.61 13.21 52.36 

  fifth 56.00 12.61 13.21 65.57 

  sixth 75.00 16.89 17.69 83.25 

  seventh 68.00 15.32 16.04 99.29 

  eighth 3.00 .68 .71 100.00 

  Total 424.00 95.50 100.00   

Missing System 20.00 4.50     

Total 444.00 100.00     
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 Table 4.27 shows that a majority of the respondents (17.79%) ranked ‘genre’ second. The second 

most of the respondents ranked this method sixth.  

 

Table 4.28 Order of students’ preferred method of being taught English writing 

Ranking  

Interval ranking 1 Interval ranking 2 Interval ranking 3 

Method of teaching 

English writing 
% 

Method of teaching 

English writing 
% 

Method of teaching 

English writing 
% 

1 Creative expression (1) 25.68 Language structure (1) 19.59 Composing 

processes (1) 

16.44 

2 Content (1) 19.14 Genre (1)  17.79 Language structure (2)  17.34 

3 Content (2) 18.24 Text functions (2) 15.54   

4 Text functions (1) 17.12 Composing processes 

(2) 

15.99   

5 composing processes (2) 15.99 Text functions (2) 15.54   

6 Genre (2)  16.89 Project-based writing 

(2) 

16.44   

7 Project-based writing (1) 32.66 Creative expression 

(2) 

15.99   

 

 Table 4.28 shows the conclusion of the method of teaching writing English the respondents preferred 

to be taught. Column 1 shows the ranking, into which the respondents put each method of teaching writing 

English. For the other columns, the researcher tried to illustrate the interval ranking. For example, there were 

three interval ranks that the majority of the respondents ranked number one: creative expression, language 

structure and composing processes. The percentage points referred to the number of the respondents and the 

numbers 1 and 2 in the parentheses referred to the most and second most respondents that chose each method. 

For example, most respondents ranked ‘creative expression’ number one whereas the second most ranked 

number seven.  

 To sum up, the ranking of the most preferred method of teaching writing was (1) creative expression, 

(2) language structure, (3) composing processes, (4) content, (5) genre, (6) text functions and (7) project-

based writing.  
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Interview For the interview and the focus group, when asked about their favourite kinds of writing, 

the students seemed to show a majority of interests in writing journals and essays. Those who were in favour 

of writing journals reasoned that writing their own journals did not require too much emphasis on grammar, 

nor were they asked to search for information outside classrooms. All they needed to write was their own 

ideas. On the other hand, those who were in favour of writing essays claimed that they had been familiar with 

this kind of writing; therefore, it was more workable for them to practice writing essays. The preferred 

methods for practicing English writing included poems, advertisements and letters. The researcher noticed 

that nearly all of the students with the A, C, and C+ grades preferred to write journals, while the students with 

lower grades preferred to practice writing essays.  

 

 

Objective 3. To compare the demographic data of SU first year students with their opinion towards the 

instruction in writing English in English foundation courses. 

 

Table 4.29 Number of samples  

  Faculty Major Sex 

English I 

grade 

Mid-term 

grade 

How long have 

you been in an 

English speaking 

country? 

When did 

you start 

studying 

English? 

How long have 

you studied 

English in a 

language school? 

Have you 

ever studied 

writing 

outside SU? 

N Valid 444 438 430 443 437 444 442 441 440 

  Missing 0 6 14 1 7 0 2 3 4 

 

Table 4.29 shows the number of the samples’ responses for the first nine questions, which asked 

about general background of the respondents. There were 444 samples in this study; however, not all of them 

gave responses to all the questions. For instance, a few respondents, about 14 of them, failed to identify their 

sexes.  

  

Table 4.30 Faculties 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Education 139 31.3 31.31 31.3 

  Engineering 305 68.7 68.69 100.0 

  Total 444 100.0 100.00   
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From Table 4.30, 305 students from the Faculty of Engineering were selected as samples, which 

accounted for 68.7% of all samples. For the Faculty of Education 139 students were selected (31.3%). The 

samples were selected by the simple random sampling technique from two faculties: ‘Education’ and 

‘Engineering and Industrial Technology.’ The number of each faculty was not equal due to the unequal total 

numbers of the faculties.  

 

Table 4.31 Majors 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid English 32 7.21 7.32 7.32 

  Social Studies 23 5.18 5.26 12.59 

  Early Childhood 28 6.31 6.41 18.99 

  Sport Science 7 1.58 1.60 20.59 

  Psychology 28 6.31 6.41 27.00 

  Education for Human 

Development 
18 4.05 4.12 31.12 

  Bioprocess Engineering 9 2.03 2.09 33.15 

  Food Technology 32 7.21 7.32 40.36 

  Bio Technology 19 4.28 4.32 44.64 

  Industrial Engineering 13 2.93 2.97 47.57 

  Mechanical Engineering 21 4.73 4.76 52.30 

  Chemical Engineering 20 4.50 4.61 56.80 

  Electronic 30 6.76 6.81 63.56 

 Engineering Business 46 10.36 10.41 73.92 

 Petro & Polymeric Materials 37 8.33 8.37 82.25 

 Management Engineering & 

Logis 
56 12.61 12.68 94.86 

 Advanced Materials & Nano 

Technology 
18 

4.05 
4.12 98.91 

  Total 437 98.42 100.00   

Missing System 7 1.58   100.00  

Total 444 100.00     
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 In Table 4.31, of all majors from both the Faculties of Education and Engineering, the respondents 

were from seventeen majors. A majority of them (12.61%) majored in Management Engineering and Logis. 

The second and third most were the respondents from the Engineering Business and Petro & Polymeric 

Materials at 10.36% and 8.33%, respectively.  

 

Table 4.32 Gender  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid male 149 33.56 34.65 34.7 

  female 277 62.39 64.42 99.1 

Missing System 18 4.05     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 Table 4.32 shows the number of genders of the respondents. Most of them were female (62.39%). 

The rest of them were male, which accounted for 33.56%. 

 

Table 4.33 English I grades 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid A 62 13.96 14.00 14.00 

  B+ 46 10.36 10.38 24.38 

  B 72 16.22 16.25 40.63 

  C+ 78 17.57 17.61 58.24 

  C 81 18.24 18.28 76.52 

  D+ 70 15.77 15.80 92.33 

  D 34 7.66 7.67 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing System 1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 Table 4.33 shows the respondents’ grades in the English I course, which they earned in the previous 

term. A majority of the respondents gained the grades clustering in the middle of the scale, which referred to 

the grades B, C+ and C. A majority of the respondents (18.24%), however, had a C grade. 
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Table 4.34 English II mid-term grades 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 72 and higher 16 3.59 3.53 3.40 

  67-71 24 5.41 5.49 8.81 

  63-66 24 5.41 5.49 14.22 

  58-62 50 11.26 11.44 25.48 

  54-57 44 9.91 10.07 35.39 

  49-53 44 9.91 10.07 45.30 

  45-48 56 12.61 12.81 57.91 

 lower than 45 179 40.32 40.96 98.23 

  Total 437 98.42 100.00 100.00  

Missing   7 1.58     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 Table 4.34 shows that most of the respondents received the English II grades lower than 45 points. 

The figure was 179 students or 12.61%. On the other hand, the least respondents gained the top score, which 

was 72 points and higher. The figure was 16 students or 3.59%. 

 

Table 4.35 How long have you ever stayed in an English-speaking country? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid never 430 96.85 96.85 96.8 

  1-3 months 10 2.25 2.25 99.1 

  7-11 months 2 .45 .45 99.5 

  1 year or 

longer 
2 .45 .45 100.0 

  Total 444 100.00 100.00   

 

 According to Table 4.35, most of the respondents at 96.85% never stayed in any English-speaking 

country. Only a few of them at 2.25% stayed in a country, where English was used as a native language, for a 

month to three months. Very few of them stayed in the country for more than 7 months.  
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Table 4.36 When did you start studying English? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid pre-school 30 6.76 6.79 6.8 

  kindergarten 193 43.47 43.67 50.5 

  grade 1 85 19.14 19.23 69.7 

  grade 4 128 28.83 28.96 98.6 

  Secondary  6 1.35 1.36 100.0 

  Total 442 99.55 100.00   

Missing   2 .45     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 Table 4.36 shows the period respondents started studying English. A majority of respondents 

(43.47%) started their first English lesson in school at the kindergarten level, whereas another group of most 

respondents at 28.83% commenced their English lesson at Grade 4 level.  

 

Table 4.37 How long have you ever had special English classes in a language school? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid never 208 46.85 47.17 47.2 

  1-3 months 98 22.07 22.22 69.4 

  4-6 months 37 8.33 8.39 77.8 

  7-11 months 20 4.50 4.54 82.3 

  1 year or 

longer 
78 17.57 17.69 100.0 

  Total 441 99.32 100.00   

Missing   3 .68     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.38 Have long have you ever had special English writing courses outside Silpakorn University?  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid never 382 86.04 86.82 86.82 

  1-3 months 22 4.95 5.00 91.82 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

  4-6 months 5 1.13 1.14 92.95 

  7-11 months 1 .23 .23 93.18 

  1 year or 

longer 
30 6.76 6.82 100.00 

  Total 440 99.10 100.00   

Missing   4 .90     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 Table 4.37 and Table 4.38 show the information about respondents’ participation in special English 

courses outside Silpakorn University. Nearly half of the respondents (46.85%) said that they never took any 

special English classes in a language school. However, another half of them reported that they had had special 

English classes in various periods ranging from a month to a year. To be specific to special English writing 

courses in a language school, a large amount of respondents at 86.04% never took any courses. A few of them 

at 6.76%, however, took an English writing course for a year or longer.  

 

Table 4.39 Problem: Ungrammatical writing 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 162 36.49 37.41 37.41 

  no 2 122 27.48 28.18 65.59 

  no 3 69 15.54 15.94 81.52 

  no 4 33 7.43 7.62 89.15 

  no 5 29 6.53 6.70 95.84 

  no 6 7 1.58 1.62 97.46 

  no 7 5 1.13 1.15 98.61 

  no 8 6 1.35 1.39 100.00 

  Total 433 97.52 100.00   

Missing   11 2.48     

Total 444 100.00     
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 Table 4.40 Problem: Not knowing many words 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 180 40.54 41.47 41.47 

  no 2 103 23.20 23.73 65.21 

  no 3 46 10.36 10.60 75.81 

  no 4 38 8.56 8.76 84.56 

  no 5 26 5.86 5.99 90.55 

  no 6 17 3.83 3.92 94.47 

  no 7 14 3.15 3.23 97.70 

  no 8 10 2.25 2.30 100.00 

  Total 434 97.75 100.00   

Missing   10 2.25     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 In the next question, respondents were asked to write Numbers 1 – 8 (or 9) to show the order of the 

importance of the problems they might have in writing. Remarkably, there were two problems that 

respondents seemed to choose as Number 1 and 2. Table 4.39 shows that 36.49% of respondents chose writing 

ungrammatically as their top problem. In fact, about a quarter of respondents chose this item as their second 

most important problem when writing English. These results corresponded well with the data from Table 4.40, 

where vocabulary was ranked the top problem the respondents were having. The number of 40.54 percentage 

points almost accounted for half of the respondents, who felt that they did not know enough words for writing 

English. The second place was chosen by nearly a quarter of all respondents.  

 

Table 4.41 Problem: Unable to organise ideas 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 20 4.50 4.64 4.64 

  no 2 44 9.91 10.21 14.85 

  no 3 54 12.16 12.53 27.38 

  no 4 54 12.16 12.53 39.91 

  no 5 66 14.86 15.31 55.22 

  no 6 69 15.54 16.01 71.23 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

  no 7 102 22.97 23.67 94.90 

  no 8 21 4.73 4.87 99.77 

  no 9 1 .23 .23 100.00 

  Total 431 97.07 100.00   

Missing   13 2.93     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.42 Problem: Have no ideas to write 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 27 6.08 6.26 6.26 

  no 2 22 4.95 5.10 11.37 

  no 3 44 9.91 10.21 21.58 

  no 4 39 8.78 9.05 30.63 

  no 5 29 6.53 6.73 37.35 

  no 6 46 10.36 10.67 48.03 

  no 7 54 12.16 12.53 60.56 

  no 8 167 37.61 38.75 99.30 

  no 9 3 .68 .70 100.00 

  Total 431 97.07 100.00   

Missing   13 2.93     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 The rest of the problem items did not reveal remarkable results. A majority of the respondents at 

22.97% (Table 4.41) ranked ‘inability to organise ideas’ as the seventh place, while the similar number of 

them ranked the same item various positions from Numbers 3 to 6. Similarly, the majority of respondents at 

37.61% (Table 4.42) did not prioritise ‘having no ideas to write’ as their problem in writing English. Most of 

them ranked this problem at the low ends of Numbers 6 – 8.  
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Table 4.43 Problem: Misspell 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 8 1.80 1.86 1.86 

  no 2 43 9.68 9.98 11.83 

  no 3 75 16.89 17.40 29.23 

  no 4 75 16.89 17.40 46.64 

  no 5 74 16.67 17.17 63.81 

  no 6 67 15.09 15.55 79.35 

  no 7 53 11.94 12.30 91.65 

  no 8 36 8.11 8.35 100.00 

  Total 431 97.07 100.00   

Missing   13 2.93     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.44 Problem: Punctuate incorrectly 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 3 .68 .70 .70 

  no 2 7 1.58 1.63 2.33 

  no 3 10 2.25 2.33 4.65 

  no 4 18 4.05 4.19 8.84 

  no 5 45 10.14 10.47 19.30 

  no 6 87 19.59 20.23 39.53 

  no 7 104 23.42 24.19 63.72 

  no 8 154 34.68 35.81 99.53 

  no 9 2 .45 .47 100.00 

  Total 430 96.85 100.00   

Missing   14 3.15     

Total 444 100.00     

 

 The opinions of respondents dispersed for the problem ‘Misspelling’ (Table 4.43). About 15% of 

them ranked this item as the third, fourth, fifth and sixth important problem. More than half of respondents 
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said that they could not punctuate correctly; however, they chose this item as the least important problem at 

Numbers 7 and 8.  

 

Table 4.45 Problem: Not know words or phrases for linking ideas 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 4 .90 .93 .93 

  no 2 33 7.43 7.64 8.56 

  no 3 60 13.51 13.89 22.45 

  no 4 83 18.69 19.21 41.67 

  no 5 92 20.72 21.30 62.96 

  no 6 78 17.57 18.06 81.02 

  no 7 59 13.29 13.66 94.68 

  no 8 23 5.18 5.32 100.00 

  Total 432 97.30 100.00   

Missing   12 2.70     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.46 Problem: Not know idioms or expressions 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid no 1 29 6.53 6.71 6.71 

  no 2 59 13.29 13.66 20.37 

  no 3 72 16.22 16.67 37.04 

  no 4 91 20.50 21.06 58.10 

  no 5 73 16.44 16.90 75.00 

  no 6 60 13.51 13.89 88.89 

  no 7 38 8.56 8.80 97.69 

  no 8 9 2.03 2.08 99.77 

  no 9 1 .23 .23 100.00 

  Total 432 97.30 100.00   

Missing   12 2.70     

Total 444 100.00     
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Table 4.47 No problem in writing at all 

  Frequency Percent 

Missing   444 100.00 

 

 Again, Tables 4.45 and 4.46 do not show a remarkable majority of opinions. Similar percentage 

points of respondents ranked the problems ‘not knowing words or phrases for linking ideas’ (or simply 

transitional signals) and ‘not knowing idioms or expressions’ as dispersed places ranging from Numbers 3 to 

6. Finally, none of the respondents checked the last box that said ‘I had no problem in writing at all (see Table 

4.47).  

 

  The next question was ‘To practice writing English, which of the following tasks do you like? There 

were nine writing tasks for respondents to choose by checking in boxes. The tenth box was left blank for their 

own ideas. Respondents could check as many boxes as they liked. Below are the tables of the results followed 

by the conclusive paragraph.  

 

Table 4.48 Favourite task: Essays 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 152 34.23 34.31 34.31 

  no 291 65.54 65.69 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.49 Favourite task: Journals 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 210 47.30 47.40 47.40 

  no 233 52.48 52.60 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     
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Table 4.50 Favourite task: Letters 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 56 12.61 12.64 12.64 

  no 387 87.16 87.36 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.51 Favourite task: Advertisements 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 75 16.89 16.93 16.93 

  no 368 82.88 83.07 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.52 Favourite task: Poems 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 25 5.63 5.64 5.64 

  no 418 94.14 94.36 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.53 Favourite task: Conversations 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 152 34.23 34.31 34.31 

  no 291 65.54 65.69 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.54 Favourite task: Editorials 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 17 3.83 3.84 3.84 

  no 426 95.95 96.16 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.55 Favourite task: Plays/short stories 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 61 13.74 13.77 13.77 

  no 382 86.04 86.23 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.56 Favourite task: Reports on own interesting topic (research) 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 131 29.50 29.57 29.57 

  no 312 70.27 70.43 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

  

A majority of the respondents did not choose all of the items, leaving the boxes of some items blank. 

The percentage points of the ‘yes’ box were more than ‘no.’ However, of all writing tasks, journals seemed to 

be the most favourite task for the respondents as it was selected by 47.3% (see Table 4.49). The second most 
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favourite tasks fell under ‘essays’ and ‘conversations’ at an equal percentage points at 34.23% (see Tables 

4.48 and 4.53). On the other hand, the least favourite three writing tasks were ‘letters,’ ‘poems,’ and 

‘editorials’ at 12.61%, 5.63% and 3.84% respectively (see Tables 4.50, 4.52 and 4.54).  

Other than the listed writing tasks, the respondent also expressed their own favourite tasks on the 

blank, including ‘music and songs,’ ‘science and technology,’ ‘nature.’ The first task was tallied by the most 

respondents at 3; however, some of them were regarded as topics, not writing tasks. Two respondents wrote 

they did not like any of the listed tasks.  

 

 Following are the tables that respond to the next question: Which of the following topics do you like 

to write about? The respondents could choose more than one choice. The concluded results are below the last 

table of this question.  

 

Table 4.57 Favourite topic: Environment 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 74 16.67 16.70 16.70 

  no 369 83.11 83.30 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.58 Favourite topic: Hometown 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 92 20.72 20.77 20.77 

  no 351 79.05 79.23 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     
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Table 4.59 Favourite topic: Social problems  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 33 7.4 7.4 7.4 

  no 410 92.3 92.6 100.0 

  Total 443 99.8 100.0   

Missing   1 .2     

Total 444 100.0     

 

Table 4.60 Favourite topic: Hobbies 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 151 34.0 34.1 34.1 

  no 292 65.8 65.9 100.0 

  Total 443 99.8 100.0   

Missing   1 .2     

Total 444 100.0     

 

Table 4.61 Favourite topic: Entertainment 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 136 30.63 30.70 30.70 

  no 307 69.14 69.30 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.62 Favourite topic: Sports 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 91 20.50 20.54 20.54 

  no 352 79.28 79.46 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.63 Favourite topic: Pets 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 170 38.29 38.37 38.37 

  no 273 61.49 61.63 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.64 Favourite topic: Friends 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 169 38.06 38.15 38.15 

  no 274 61.71 61.85 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.65 Favourite topic: Food 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 147 33.11 33.18 33.18 

  no 296 66.67 66.82 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.66 Favourite topic: Jobs 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 101 22.75 22.80 22.80 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

  no 342 77.03 77.20 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.67 Favourite topic: Family 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 178 40.09 40.18 40.18 

  no 265 59.68 59.82 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.68 Favourite topic: Politics 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 21 4.73 4.74 4.74 

  no 422 95.05 95.26 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     

 

Table 4.69 Favourite topic: Tourist attractions 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid yes 205 46.17 46.28 46.28 

  no 238 53.60 53.72 100.00 

  Total 443 99.77 100.00   

Missing   1 .23     

Total 444 100.00     
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 More than half, or nearly all in some items, of the respondents chose ‘no’ for all of the listed topics. 

That meant a majority of the respondents did not select each topic as their favourite ones for writing. When 

the researcher took at a closer look at each item, Table 4.69 on the topic of ‘tourist attractions’ showed that a 

nearly equal number of the respondents selected and did not select the topic at 46.17% and 53.6%, 

respectively. Therefore, the topic was ranked the top most favourite topic. The second and the third places 

included ‘family’ at 40.09% and ‘pets’ at 38.29% (see Tables 4.67 and 4.63). Conversely, the three least 

favourite topics were ‘environment’ at 16.67%, ‘social problems’ at 7.4% and ‘politics’ at 4.73% (see Tables 

4.57, 4.59 and 4.68).  

 There was only one respondent that filled in the blank to express his/her own topic. The suggested 

topic was ‘games.’  

Interview For the interview and the focus group, no matter what grade they gained for the English I 

course, the majority of the students preferred to practice writing about real life situations. Some of them 

specified that the following topics would be appropriate for them to write because it was easy to gather ideas: 

personal information, families, my study, pets, sports, entertainment, food, future careers and music. Some of 

them also reflected that the topics on the writing material were personalised and suitable for the various level 

of English competence of students. However, a majority of the students in the focus group gave a different 

point of view, saying that the topics on the writing material were not personalised enough. They suggested 

that students write about their own stories in a journal. By doing so, students with lower English competence 

would be able to practice using grammar and to generate ideas because the topic was easy enough.     

 

Comparisons between demographic data and opinion 

 

 For this subheading, the data was analysed in order to find significant differences between the 

opinion on the instruction in writing English in the two foundation courses and the demographic data. The 

opinion was divided into seven variables: the material, writing process, feedback, a number of tasks, timing, 

grading and total opinion. The results are shown below. 

 

Table 4.70 Difference between the opinion and the two faculties 

Variable Faculty n Mean SD t p 

Material 
Education 139 3.75 .49 

1.084 .279 
Engineering 304 3.69 .44 

Writing process Education 139 4.16 .52 2.433* .015 
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Variable Faculty n Mean SD t p 

Engineering 304 4.03 .52 

Feedback 
Education 139 3.82 .48 

1.939 .053 
Engineering 305 3.72 .52 

Number of tasks 
Education 139 3.89 .68 

3.737* .000 
Engineering 304 3.63 .70 

Timing 
Education 139 4.03 .72 

2.943* .003 
Engineering 304 3.82 .68 

Grading 
Education 139 3.94 .61 

2.384* .018 
Engineering 304 3.79 .61 

Total 
Education 139 3.92 .39 

3.123* .002 
Engineering 305 3.79 .39 

*significant level of .05 

 

According to Table 4.70, the opinion on the instruction in writing English in the two English 

foundation courses was compared to the two faculties. The material and feedback variables did not show any 

significant differences. However, the rest of the variables did. 

 As for the writing process, the Education students showed that they were satisfied with the writing 

process at a high level ( = 4.16, S.D. = .52). Likewise, the Engineering students showed their satisfaction 

towards this variable at a high level as well ( = 4.03, S.D. = .52). There was also a significant difference in 

the opinion concerning the writing process at a significant level of .05 (t=2.433, p=.015).  

 When considering a number of tasks, the researcher found both Education and Engineering students 

showed their satisfaction at a high level ( = 3.89, S.D. = .68 and  = 3.63, S.D. = .70, respectively), and 

there was also a significant difference in the opinion concerning a number of tasks at a significant level of .05 

(t=3.737, p=.000). 

 As for the timing variable, the t-Test statistical analysis showed that there was a difference between 

the opinion among the two faculties at a significant level of .05 (t=2.943, p=.003). Both Education and 

Engineering students showed their satisfaction at a high level ( = 4.03, S.D. = .72 and  = 3.82, S.D. = .68, 

respectively). 

 The students in the Faculties of Education and Engineering were highly satisfied with the grading. 

The mean scores were 3.94 (S.D. = .61) and 3.79 (S.D. = .61), respectively. The statistical analysis also 
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showed a significant difference between the opinion concerning the grading variable among the two faculties 

at a significant level of .05 (t=2.384, p=.018). 

 Finally, the total opinion on the instruction in writing English was notably different among the two 

faculties at a significant level of .05 (t=3.123, p=.002). Both Education and Engineering students showed their 

satisfaction at a high level ( = 3.92, S.D. = .39 and  = 3.79, S.D. = .39, respectively). 

 

Table 4.71 Difference between the opinion and majors 

Variable Sources of Variation SS df MS F p 

Material 

Between Groups 2.372 5 0.474 2.283* .046 

Within Groups 89.373 430 0.208 

Total 91.745 435  

Writing 

process 

Between Groups 4.174 5 0.835 3.115* .009 

Within Groups 115.249 430 0.268 

Total 119.422 435  

Feedback 

Between Groups 1.896 5 0.379 1.489 .192 

Within Groups 109.788 431 0.255 

Total 111.684 436  

Number of 

tasks 

Between Groups 10.295 5 2.059 4.260* .001 

Within Groups 207.831 430 0.483 

Total 218.126 435  

Timing 

Between Groups 13.281 5 2.656 5.710* 0.000 

Within Groups 200.009 430 0.465 

Total 213.290 435  

Grading 

Between Groups 3.313 5 0.663 1.778 0.116 

Within Groups 160.294 430 0.373 

Total 163.607 435  

Total 

Between Groups 3.292 5 0.658 4.329* 0.001 

Within Groups 65.553 431 0.152 

Total 68.846 436  

* significant level of .05 
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 According to Table 4.71, the opinion of the students in different major groups showed a statistically 

significant difference (F=4.329, p=.001). When considering each variable, the researcher found that those 

major groups had a statistical difference in their opinion concerning the following variables: the material 

(F=2.283, p=.046), the writing process (F= . , p=.009), a number of tasks (F=4.260, p=.001) and timing 

(F= . , p=.000). On the other hand, the opinion concerning the feedback and grading variables did not 

significantly differ among major groups with F= .  and p=.192 for the feedback, and F= .  and p=.116 

for grading. 

 For the first set of the variables, the researcher further analysed by means of the Multiple 

Comparisons on the LSD statistical analysis in order to seek differences among major groups. 

 

Table 4.72 Multiple comparisons of the opinion and major groups 

Variable Major Group M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Material 

Education (Thai, Eng, social) : M1      

Education (element, early child): M2 -0.09     

Education (sport science) : M3 0.34 0.42*    

Education (ed tech, ed for hu) : M4 0.24 0.33* -0.10   

Education (psychology) : M5 0.13 0.22 -0.20 -0.11  

Engineering : M6 0.12 0.20* -0.22 -0.12 -0.02 

Writing 

process 

Education (Thai, Eng, social) : M1      

Education (element, early child): M2 0.04     

Education (sport science) : M3 0.43* 0.39    

Education (ed tech, ed for hu) : M4 0.35* 0.30 -0.08   

Education (psychology) : M5 0.07 0.03 -0.36 -0.27  

Engineering : M6 0.23* 0.18 -0.20 -0.12 0.15 

Number 

of tasks 

Education (Thai, Eng, social) : M1      

Education (element, early child): M2 0.23     

Education (sport science) : M3 0.59* 0.36    

Education (ed tech, ed for hu) : M4 0.30 0.06 -0.29   

Education (psychology) : M5 0.02 -0.21 -0.57 -0.28  

Engineering : M6 0.39* 0.16 -0.20 0.09 0.37* 

Timing 
Education (Thai, Eng, social) : M1      

Education (element, early child): M2 -0.30     
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Variable Major Group M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Education (sport science) : M3 0.31 0.61*    

Education (ed tech, ed for hu) : M4 0.54* 0.84* 0.23   

Education (psychology) : M5 -0.15 0.14 -0.46 -0.70*  

Engineering : M6 0.21* 0.50* -0.10 -0.34* 0.36* 

Total 

Education (Thai, Eng, social) : M1      

Education (element, early child): M2 -0.06     

Education (sport science) : M3 0.30 0.36*    

Education (ed tech, ed for hu) : M4 0.26* 0.32* -0.04   

Education (psychology) : M5 0.05 0.11 -0.25 -0.21  

Engineering : M6 0.18* 0.24* -0.12 -0.08 0.13 

* significant level of .05 

 

 According to Table 4.72, the opinion concerning the material variable had a significant difference 

among all of the majors both in the Faculties of Education and Engineering. Similarly, there was also a 

significant difference in the opinion concerning the writing process and some majors in the Faculty of 

Education, namely Thai, English, Social Studies, Sport Science, Educational Technology and Education for 

Human Development, and the majors in the Faculty of Engineering.  

 The opinion concerning a number of tasks was significantly different among some educational 

majors, namely Thai, English, Social Studies and Sport Science, and the Engineering majors. Other than that, 

for this variable the Psychology students had the opinion significantly different from that of the Engineering 

students.  

 As for the timing variable, the opinion of the students majoring in Thai, English and Social Studies 

was significantly different from the students majoring in Educational Technology and Education for Human 

Development and those from the Faculty of Engineering. Moreover, the opinion of the students majoring in 

Elementary and Early Childhood was significantly different from the students majoring in Sport Science, 

Educational Technology and Education for Human Development and those from the Faculty of Engineering.  

 The opinion concerning timing of the students majoring in Educational Technology and Education for 

Human Development was significantly different from the students majoring in Psychology, and those from 

the Faculty of Engineering. The Psychology students also showed a significant difference in their opinion 

concerning timing from the Engineering students.  
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 Finally, the Thai, English and Social Studies students showed a significant difference in their total 

opinion from the Educational Technology and Education for Human Development students. Moreover, the 

Elementary and Early Childhood students showed a significant difference in their overall opinion from the 

Sport Science and Engineering students. The rest of them did not show any significant differences.  

 

Table 4.73 Difference between the opinion and genders  

Variable Sex n Mean SD t p 

Material 
Male 149 3.61 0.47 

-3.327* .001 
Female 276 3.77 0.45 

Writing process 
Male 149 3.95 0.51 

-3.862* .000 
Female 276 4.15 0.52 

Feedback 
Male 149 3.73 0.48 

-0.748 .455 
Female 277 3.77 0.52 

Number of tasks 
Male 149 3.64 0.68 

-1.389 .166 
Female 276 3.74 0.72 

Timing 
Male 149 3.77 0.73 

-2.388* .017 
Female 276 3.94 0.68 

Grading 
Male 149 3.75 0.62 

-2.042* .042 
Female 276 3.88 0.61 

Total 
Male 149 3.75 0.37 

-3.235* .001 
Female 277 3.88 0.41 

*significant difference of .05 

 

According to Table 4.73, the opinion on the instruction in writing English in the two English 

foundation courses was compared to the gender. The feedback and number of tasks variables did not show any 

significant differences (t=- . , p=.455 and t=-1.389, p=.166, respectively). However, the rest of the 

variables did, details as follows: 

 As for the material, the male students showed that they were satisfied with the material at a high level 

( = 3.61, S.D. = .47). Likewise, the female students showed their satisfaction towards this variable at a high 

level as well ( = 3.77, S.D. = .45). There was also a difference in the opinion concerning the material at a 

significant level of .05 (t=-3.327, p=.001).  
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 When considering the writing process, the researcher found both male and female students showed 

their satisfaction at a high level ( = 3.95, S.D. = .51 and  = 4.15, S.D. = .52, respectively), and there was 

also a difference in the opinion concerning the writing process at a significant level of .05 (t=-3.862, p=.000). 

 As for the timing variable, the t-Test statistical analysis showed that there was a difference between 

the opinion among the gender at a significant level of .05 (t=-2.388, p=.017). Both male and female students 

showed their satisfaction at a high level ( = 3.77, S.D. = .73 and  = 3.94, S.D. = .68, respectively). 

 The male and female students were highly satisfied with the grading. The mean scores were 3.75 

(S.D. = .62) and 3.88 (S.D. = .61), respectively. The statistical analysis also showed a difference between the 

opinion concerning the grading variable among the gender at a significant level of .05 (t=- . , p=.042). 

 Finally, the total opinion on the instruction in writing English was notably different among the gender 

at a significant level of .05 (t=-3.235, p=.001). Both male and female students showed their satisfaction at a 

high level ( = 3.75, S.D. = .37 and  = 3.88, S.D. = .41, respectively). 

 

Table 4.74 Difference between the opinion and English I grades 

Variable Sources of Variation SS df MS F p 

Material 

Between Groups 3.394 6 .566 2.766* .012 

Within Groups 88.956 435 .204 

Total 92.350 441  

Writing 

process 

Between Groups 4.093 6 .682 2.548* .020 

Within Groups 116.472 435 .268 

Total 120.564 441  

Feedback 

Between Groups 2.151 6 .359 1.411 .209 

Within Groups 110.807 435 .254 

Total 112.958 441  

Number of 

tasks 

Between Groups 2.550 6 .425 .854 .529 

Within Groups 216.342 435 .497 

Total 218.892 441  

Timing 

Between Groups 4.395 6 .733 1.506 .174 

Within Groups 211.587 435 .486 

Total 215.982 441  

Grading Between Groups 5.1336 6 .856 2.312* .033 
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Variable Sources of Variation SS df MS F p 

Within Groups 161.065 435 .370 

Total 166.202 441  

Total 

Between Groups 2.693 6 0.449 2.929* 

 

0.008 

 Within Groups 66.807 436 0.153 

Total 69.500 442  

*significant level of .05 

 

 According to Table 4.74, the opinion of the students in different English I grade groups showed a 

statistically significant difference (F=2.929, p=.008). When considering each variable, the researcher found 

that those grade groups had a statistical difference in their opinion concerning the following variables: the 

material (F=2.766, p=.012), the writing process (F=2.548, p=.020), and grading (F=2.312, p=.033). 

 Then, the researcher further analysed by means of the Multiple Comparisons on the LSD statistical 

analysis in order to seek differences among English I grade groups. 

 

Table 4.75 Multiple comparisons of the opinion and English I grade groups 

Variable English I Grade A B+ B C+ C D+ 

Material 

B+ -.073      

B  -.068 .005     

C+ -.087 -.014 -.019    

C .010 .083 .078 .096   

D+ .159* .232* .227* .246* .149*  

D .116 .189 .184 .203* .107 .043 

Writing 

B+ -.031      

B -.045 -.014     

C+ -.158 .127 -.113    

C .110 .141 .155 .268*   

D+ .098 .129 .143 .257* -.011  

D .095 .126 .140 .254* -.014 -.003 

Grading 

B+ -.066      

B .057 -.123     

C+ .039 .106 -.017    
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Variable English I Grade A B+ B C+ C D+ 

C .241* .308* .185 .202*   

D+ .226* .292* .169 187 -.015  

B+ -.066      

Total 

B+ -.035      

B -.008 .027     

C+ -.085 -.050 -.076    

C .089 .124 .098 .174*   

D+ .141* .176* .149* .226* .051  

D .101 .136 .109 .186* .012 -.040 

 

 According to Table 4.75, the D+ students showed that their opinion concerning the material variable 

had a significant difference from the A, B+, B, C+ students. Similarly, there was also a significant difference 

in the opinion concerning the material in the C+ students and the C, D+, D students.  

 The opinion concerning the writing process was significantly different between the C+ students and 

the C, D+, D students. The rest of them did not show any significant differences.  

 As for the grading variable, the C students showed that their opinion had a significant difference from 

the A, B+, C+ students. Other than that, the opinion of the D+ students was significantly different from that of 

the A, B+ students. 

 Finally, the D+ students showed a significant difference in their total opinion from the A, B+, B, C+, 

C students. Moreover, the C+ students showed a significant difference in their total opinion from the D+, D 

students. The rest of them did not show any significant differences.  

 

Table 4.76 Difference between the opinion and English II mid-term grades 

Variable Sources of 

Variation 

SS df MS F p 

Material 

Between Groups 1.768 4 0.442 2.154 

 

0.073 

 Within Groups 88.449 431 0.205 

Total 90.217 435  

Writing 

process 

Between Groups 2.646 4 0.662 2.459* 0.045 

Within Groups 115.976 431 0.269 
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Variable Sources of 

Variation 

SS df MS F p 

Total 118.622 435  

Feedback 

Between Groups 1.024 4 0.256 1.000 

 

0.407 

 Within Groups 110.507 432 0.256 

Total 111.531 436  

Number of 

tasks 

Between Groups 2.208 4 0.552 1.117 

 

0.348 

 Within Groups 212.918 431 0.494 

Total 215.126 435  

Timing 

Between Groups 0.873 4 0.218 0.443 

 

0.778 

 Within Groups 212.348 431 0.493 

Total 213.221 435  

Grading 

Between Groups 1.804 4 0.451 1.203 

 

0.309 

 Within Groups 161.520 431 0.375 

Total 163.324 435  

Total 

Between Groups 0.883 4 0.221 1.418 

 

0.227 

 Within Groups 67.274 432 0.156 

Total 68.157 436  

*significant level of .05 

 

 According to Table 4.76, the total opinion of the students did not show any difference among the 

groups of English II mid-term grades (F= . , p=. ). However, only the opinion concerning the writing 

process showed a significant difference among the grade groups (F=2. , p=.045).  

 Then, the researcher further analysed by means of the Multiple Comparisons on the LSD statistical 

analysis in order to seek differences among English II mid-term grade groups. 

 

 

Table 4.77 Multiple comparisons of the opinion and English II mid-term grade groups 

English II midterm score < 45 45-53 54-62 63-71 

45-53 points -. *    

54-62 points  -.  .    
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63-71 points -.  .  .   

72 and higher -. * -.  -.  -.  

*significant difference of .05 

 

 According to Table 4.77, the students who earned 45 points or lower showed a significant difference 

in the opinion concerning the writing process as compared to those with 72 points or higher. The rest of the 

comparisons did not show any significant differences.  

 

Table 4.78 Difference between the opinion and periods of stay in an English-speaking country 

Variable Sources of 

Variation 

SS df MS F p 

Material 

Between Groups 0.299 3 0.100 

0.475 

 

0.700 

 

Within Groups 92.095 439 0.210 

Total 92.394 442  

Writing 

process 

Between Groups 0.402 3 0.134 

0.490 

 

0.690 

 

Within Groups 120.237 439 0.274 

Total 120.639 442  

Feedback 

Between Groups 0.953 3 0.318 

1.245 

 

0.293 

 

Within Groups 112.349 440 0.255 

Total 113.302 443  

Number of 

tasks 

Between Groups 1.487 3 0.496 

1.001 

 

0.392 

 

Within Groups 217.489 439 0.495 

Total 218.976 442  

Timing 

Between Groups 2.926 3 0.975 

2.008 

 

0.112 

 

Within Groups 213.259 439 0.486 

Total 216.185 442  

Grading 

Between Groups 1.287 3 0.429 

1.141 

 

0.332 

 

Within Groups 165.171 439 0.376 

Total 166.458 442  

Total 
Between Groups 0.378 3 0.126 0.800 

 

0.494 

 Within Groups 69.175 440 0.157 



107 
 

Variable Sources of 

Variation 

SS df MS F p 

Total 69.553 443  

 

 According to Table 4.78, the total opinion of the students did not show any difference among the 

groups of different periods of stay in an English-speaking country (F=.800, p=.494). Likewise, each variable 

did not show any significant difference compared among the groups, either.  

 

Table 4.79 Difference between the opinion and periods of taking an English course in other institutions  

Variable SS df MS F p 

Material 

Between Groups 0.614 3 0.205 

0.985 

 

0.399 

 

Within Groups 90.414 435 0.208 

Total 91.028 438  

Writing process 

Between Groups 1.898 3 0.633 

2.337 

 

0.073 

 

Within Groups 117.772 435 0.271 

Total 119.670 438  

Feedback 

Between Groups 0.714 3 0.238 

0.932 

 

0.425 

 

Within Groups 111.451 436 0.256 

Total 112.165 439  

Number of tasks 

Between Groups 2.731 3 0.910 

1.841 

 

0.139 

 

Within Groups 215.068 435 0.494 

Total 217.798 438  

Timing 

Between Groups 3.372 3 1.124 

2.336 

 

0.073 

 

Within Groups 209.266 435 0.481 

Total 212.638 438  

Grading 

Between Groups 0.190 3 0.063 

0.167 

 

0.919 

 

Within Groups 164.570 435 0.378 

Total 164.759 438  

Total 

Between Groups 0.591 3 0.197 

1.254 

 

0.290 

 

Within Groups 68.523 436 0.157 

Total 69.114 439  
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 According to Table 4.79, the total opinion of the students did not show any difference among the 

groups of different periods of taking an English course in other institutions (F=.800, p=.494).  All of the 

variables did not also show any significant difference compared among the groups as well. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Presented in Chapter 4, all of the data gathered was analysed by means of the statistical analysis as 

planned. In this chapter, the data was then concluded and discussed. At the end of the chapter, some 

recommendations were made for further studies. The information in this chapter was presented according to 

the objectives of the study. 

 

Conclusions of the results 

 

 The results of this study were concluded according to the three objectives. They included 1) to find 

out the students’ opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses; 2) to find out the 

students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction in writing English; and 3) to compare the 

demographic data of Silpakorn University first year students with their opinion on the instruction in writing 

English in English foundation courses. Details are presented below: 

 

Objective 1: To find out the students’ opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation 

courses 

The samples were asked to give their opinions on several statements, in a rating scale, so that their 

opinion on the instruction in writing in the two courses could be measured. The opinion was also categorised 

into the following topics.  

 1. The material. All of the statements for this category were ranked at a high level of the rating scale. 

The mean for all statements was 3.71 (S.D. = .77). Following were the three top-ranked statements: “The 

topics are relevant to real life situations” was 3.94 (S.D. = .69); “I need more teaching aids or material to help 

me write” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .86); and “The topic of each task is interesting” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .68). For this 

variable, the samples ranked the following statement the least satisfied: “It is easy to follow steps in writing 

from the material” ( = 3.53, S.D. = .77). 

 Likewise, the results from the interviews and the focus groups showed that the overall opinion on the 

material was positive. They said that the reading passages were helpful to generate ideas as they acted like 

guidelines or examples. On the other hand, students with middle and low levels of grades claimed that some 

tasks were too difficult to understand due to confusing directions and their lack of vocabulary. 
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Moreover, all of the interviewees agreed that the length of the material was appropriate, talking about 

a number of the reading passages and the exercises. However, some interviewees said that the exercises were 

not really useful because their teachers skipped them and rushed to finish the outline questions.  

 2. The writing process. The samples had the opinion on the writing process at a high level ( = 4.07, 

S.D. = .78).  They were the most satisfied with the following statement in this category: “I want my teacher to 

teach me from the very beginning, such as how to construct sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc” ( = 

4.25, S.D. = .88). The second and third places included the following statements: “By using the outline 

questions, I can brainstorm useful ideas to write” ( = 4.23, S.D. = .69); and “The reading passages help me 

to generate ideas to write”, respectively. They also showed the lowest level of their opinion on the statement 

“The teaching method of writing in steps motivates me to write” ( = 3.67, S.D. = .86).  

Though the statistical data showed the samples’ opinion on the reading passages at a high level  ( = 

4.22, S.D. = .67), there were two different opinions from the interviewees. The first group supported the 

reading passages, reasoning that the passages provided correct structures, word choice and useful ideas for 

them to start writing. The other pointed out some negative views. First, some students might only copy the 

passages as their writing work. Second, difficult grammar and content might hinder students from generating 

ideas to write. Finally, some topics were not personalised enough.  

Furthermore, the statistical data seemed to match the results from the interviews in terms of other 

elements. All of the interviewees strongly agreed that the process writing was effective in helping them write, 

citing that they could realise their errors marked by their teachers. However, they were concerned that the 

process writing was not effective for low-graded students because they had no foundation English writing 

skills. They did not know how to write grammatical sentences. The fact that they were taught how to generate 

ideas by the process writing was useless as they could not generate a sentence.  

3. Feedback. The samples had a high level of the opinion on feedback they received from their 

teachers during writing lessons of English I and II ( = 3.75, S.D. = .85). Interestingly, the statement “I 

prefer a peer-review for my writing” had the lowest mean in this category. In fact, it was the lowest among all 

statements in this part of the survey questionnaire. It was at a medium level of the opinion ( = 3.10, S.D. = 

.94). The top three places fell upon the following statements: “After my teacher’s checking, my writing skills 

show improvement” ( = 4.02, S.D. = .78); “I prefer my teacher’s feedbacks to focus on content and 

organisation” ( = 3.96, S.D. = .78); and “I prefer my teacher to explain the feedbacks to me face-to-face”      

( = 3.89, S.D. = .87). 

 The results from the interviews were similar to those mentioned above. Most interviewees 

revealed that teachers’ feedback helped them acknowledge errors concerning grammar, word choice and 
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expressions. They became more aware of mistakes when writing the next task. Students felt that their writing 

skills improved because of their capability of writing correct word choice, structure, expressions and 

coherence of the content. However, some interviewees suggested that face-to-face communication between 

teachers and students be conducted more often among all teachers. They said that feedback in written forms 

was not sufficient as they wanted to know how correct the mistakes as well.  

 The next aspect of feedbacks the researcher wanted to find out was the samples’ preferred items, on 

which they wanted their teachers to focus. On the survey questionnaire, the samples were asked to write 

Number 1 – 8 (or 9). Following is the conclusion:  

 The order of the samples’ favourite items, on which they would like their teachers to focus when 

giving feedback: 

1. Grammar (35.81%) 

2. Ideas and content (26.1%) 

3. Organisation (24.1%) 

4. Vocabulary (22.07%) 

5. Spelling (16.22%) 

 

6. Idioms (15.32%) 

7. Cohesive devices (28.38%) 

8. Punctuation (38.29%) 

9. Length of essays / formality of the 

language (suggested by a few samples) 

 The results above corresponded with those from the interviews, from which there were two groups of 

opinions. The first group wanted their teachers to focus on marking grammar and vocabulary. They wanted to 

learn how to write English grammatical sentences. The other group preferred content and ideas to be checked 

and emphasised, citing that it was hard to generate ideas to start the writing. This element was more important 

than any other elements because there were no right or wrong ideas. Students, therefore, were not afraid of 

making mistakes concerning ideas. The marks from content and ideas could also compensate with other 

mistakes concerning grammar or vocabulary.  

4. A number of tasks. The samples showed their opinion on a number of tasks at a high level       ( = 

3.70, S.D. = .86). The mean scores of the two statements “A number of tasks is appropriate” and “I want to 

have more writing exercises before I start writing an essay” were 3.84 (S.D. = .80) and 3.57 (S.D. = .93), 

respectively.   

Similarly, the interviews were highly satisfied with a number of tasks, which were two for each term. 

Their reason was that in the English I course, students, who were freshmen, needed some time to adjust 

themselves in a new educational system. Two tasks were appropriate for beginners like them. Likewise, in the 

English II course, students were required to do more work in other courses they had to enroll. Therefore, it 

was suitable to remain the amount at two tasks.  
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5. Timing. The samples had a high level of their opinion on the timing variable ( = 3.88, S.D. = 

.81). The statement “Setting clear deadlines is appropriate for learning” was ranked the highest in this 

category ( = 4.05, S.D. = .76). The second and the third places were the following statements: “My teacher 

provides sufficient time for each step of the writing process” ( = 3.86, S.D. = .83) and “The time given for 

completing each task is adequate” ( = 3.75, S.D. = .86). 

Again, the results from the survey questionnaire corresponded to those from the interviews. The 

interviewees said that deadlines for all steps were notified clearly, so it was easy to catch up. Only a few said 

that some teachers did not set up deadlines clearly. As a result, they could not meet the deadlines because they 

were not pushed hard enough to finish the tasks. When asked about deadlines for each step, their opinions 

split according to their grades.  The first group, the A, C, C+ students, had no problem completing their tasks 

on time. Each step was approximately given a week to complete. On the other hand, the interviewees with low 

grades claimed that they did not have enough time to complete each task, citing they had other priorities from 

other subjects to do. They usually tried to finish writing an essay a day before a deadline. A student suggested 

that in case of late submission of work, marks should not have been subtracted. The reason was that it was 

really discouraging.  

 6. Grading. The samples’ opinion on the grading was at a high level ( = 3.84, S.D. = .91). The 

statement “the criteria for grading has been notified to students” received the highest mean in this category      

( = 4.25, S.D. = .74). The statement “The points should be equally weighted among all elements: 

vocabulary, grammar, content and organisation” was ranked the second place with the mean at 3.71 (S.D. = 

.96). Finally, the statement “It is fair for my teacher to deduct points for late work” was ranked the lowest 

place in this category ( = 3.56, S.D. = 1.04).  

For this variable, the samples’ opinion from the survey questionnaire corresponded to that from the 

interviews. They reached a consensus  on clear grading criteria being notified by class teachers.  It was 

noticeable that all of the interviewees said that their teachers had the same grading standard, which was clear 

and fair to all students.  

 The survey questionnaire also asked the samples to share their opinion on the weight for the elements 

of writing: vocabulary, grammar, ideas and content, and orginisation. They were asked to suggest their 

preferred weights if they did not agree with an equal weight adopted in the instruction in writing English of 

the English I and II courses. Only a few samples (8.33%) suggested their opinion on this topic. Following is 

their ideal weights: 

  Vocabulary   2 points 

  Grammar  2 points 
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  Ideas and content 3 points 

  Organisation  3 points 

The results from the interviews show similarity to the ideal weights mentioned above. If the 

interviewees were not satisfied with the equally weighted grading, some of them preferred to put more weight 

on content and ideas. The reason was that ideas depended on personal writers; therefore, they should not have 

been marked ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect.’ Others would like teachers to weigh more points for grammar because 

this was the most important element.  

 7. Conclusion. For the last statement, the researcher asked the samples to give their opinion on their 

confidence about writing English. The statement was “After learning how to write from English I and II 

courses, I am confident about writing English essays.” The samples showed their opinion at this statement at a 

medium level ( = 3.36, S.D. = .811).  That means they were not really confident about writing English 

essays because the mean was at the middle of the rating scale. 

  The samples also added their comments on the instruction in teaching writing in the English I and II 

courses in an open-ended question on the survey questionnaire. A majority of them preferred their teachers to 

begin writing lessons with teaching basic grammar, vocabulary and structure for writing skills. They reasoned 

that many students had different background knowledge of English. This corresponded to the results from the 

interviews. Though students agreed with the instruction in the writing process, their lack of knowledge of a 

basic sentential level would obstruct the improving of their writing skills. Other suggestions of the samples 

and the interviewees were concluded below:  

1. The following elements concerning writing skills should be taught or reviewed at the 

commencement of writing lessons: grammar, sentence structures, vocabulary, punctuation, 

transitional markers, etc. This also includes more writing exercises before writing an essay. 

2. Both good and bad examples of writing should be presented to students, so that they may learn 

general mistakes or sensible sentences.  

3. Reading passages prior to starting writing are useful. But, the level of difficulty should be for 

average students and there should be a glossary of new words concluded at the end of each 

passage, which students may use for their essays. 

4. Teachers should construct a pleasant, friendly atmosphere. They should speak Thai when 

teaching writing English because the lesson is difficult enough.  

5. All correction symbols, used by all teachers, should be notified to students. 

6. After marking students’ works, teachers should explain the errors face-to-face to students. They 

should also guide how to correct them as well. 
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7. Grammar points should not be focused when grading. In fact, points should not be a priority for 

students to focus. They should be activated to be able to generate ideas and write. 

 

Objective 2: To find out the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction in writing English 

 The samples revealed their preferred method of being taught English writing by putting Numbers 1 – 

7 to show the order of seven methods of teaching: the text functions, comprising process or the process 

writing, the project-based writing, language structure, the content approach, the creative expression and the 

genre approach. The following is the ranking of their preferred methods of teaching writing:  

1. Creative expression 

2. Language structure 

3. Composing process 

4. Content 

5. Genre 

6. Text functions 

7. Project-based writing 

Surprisingly, despite their high level of opinion on the instruction in writing English, students seemed 

to prefer writing without being evaluated. The method of ‘creative expression’, therefore, became their first 

choice because it was defined that ‘students are encouraged to express their thoughts through written texts 

without assessment. Students have freedom to write about anything they want’ on the survey questionnaire. 

They gave a reason in the interviews as well, saying that they preferred the writing tasks not to carry any 

points. They might have been more motivated to write, accordingly. 

The researcher had been thinking that the method of ‘language structure’ might have been students’ 

favourite because both qualitative and quantitative data revealed that students wanted their teachers to begin 

with teaching grammar, sentence structures, vocabulary or mechanics.  

 

Objective 3: To compare the demographic data of SU first year students with their opinion on the instruction 

in writing English in English foundation courses 

 The demographic data can be concluded below: 

  Majors and genders. The total amount of the samples was 444, including 305 Engineering students 

and 139 Education students. They were from seventeen majors. Nearly three quarters of the samples were 

female (62.39%), whereas 33.56% of the samples were male.  
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 English I and II grades. The majority of the samples earned grades in the middle of the scale, namely 

B, C+ and C, which represented a normal distribution of grading in the English I course. The percentage 

points of these grades were 16.22%, 17.57% and 18.24%, respectively, with the last one gained by most of the 

samples. The English II grades were not included at the time the samples were asked to fill in the survey 

questionnaires. Therefore, their mid-term grades were divided up into eight ranges, which represented the 

eight grades: A, B+, B, C+, C, D+, D and F. Half of the samples earned the grades at a low end of the scale. 

Most of them (40.32%) earned 45 points for lower, which referred to an F grade. The second most (12.61%) 

earned between 45 to 48 points, which referred to a D grade.  

 Exposition to English language. Nearly all of the samples (96.85%) never stayed in a country, whose 

official language was English. For those who had this experience, most of the samples (2.25%) stayed for a 

short period, one to three months. Nearly half of the samples (43.47%) started their first English lesson in 

school at the kindergarten level. On the other hand, the second most of the samples (28.83%) started at Grade 

4. Third, again about half of the samples (46.85%) never took a special course in a language school. For those 

who did, a majority of the samples (22.07%) spent less than three months learning in a language school, 

whereas the second most (17.57%) spent about a year or longer. Finally, a very large amount of the samples 

(86.04%) never took any writing courses outside SU. However, for those who took the course, 6.76% of the 

samples took an English writing course for a year or longer. 

 

 Then, the research compared the samples’ opinion on the instruction in writing English in the two 

foundation courses and their demographic data. The opinion was divided into seven variables: material, the 

writing process, feedbacks, a number of tasks, timing, grading and the total opinion. The statistical analysis 

included the mean, the standard deviation, t-Test and F-test (ANOVA). The conclusion for each variable is 

presented below. 

1. The two faculties. The Education students had the opinion different from that of the Engineering 

students at a significant level of .05 in the following variables: the writing process (t=2.433, p=.015), a 

number of tasks (t=3.737, p=.000), timing (t=2.943, p=.003) and grading (t=2.384, p=.018). Their total 

opinions were significantly different as well (t=3.123, p=.002). 

 2. Majors. The opinion concerning the following variables was different among different majors at a 

significant level of .05: the material (F=2.283, p=.046), the writing process (F= . , p=.009), a number of 

tasks (F=4.260, p=.001) and timing (F= . , p=.000). 
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 3. Genders. At a significant level of .05, the male students had the different opinion concerning the 

following variables from the females: the material (t=-3.327, p=.001), the writing process (t=-3.862, p=.000), 

timing (t=-2.388, p=.017), grading (t=- . , p=.042). Their total opinion was also different at a significant 

level of .05 as well (t=-3.235, p=.001). 

 4. English I grades. The samples’ English I grades had a statistical difference in the opinion 

concerning the following variables: the material (F=2.766, p=.012), the writing process (F=2.548, p=.020), 

grading (F=2.312, p=.033) and the total opinion (F=2.929, p=.008). 

 When analysed by means of the Multiple Comparisons, the results showed two interesting findings. 

The opinion, concerning the material, grading and the total opinion, of the D+ students was significantly 

different from that of the students who had earned higher grades (A, B+, B and C+). Moreover, the opinion, 

concerning the material, the writing process and the total opinion, of the C+ students was significantly 

different from that of the students who had earned lower grades (C, D+ and D).  

 5. English II mid-term grades. There was only a significant difference in this category. The opinion 

concerning the writing process showed a significant difference among the grade groups (F=2. , p=.045). 

When analysed by means of the Multiple Comparisons, the opinion concerning the writing process of 

the students who earned 45 points or lower showed a significant difference in that of those with 72 points or 

higher. 

 Interestingly, the findings of the comparisons in both English I and II grades showed one conclusion. 

Those who gained grades at the low grades might have a different opinion on the instruction in teaching 

writing in some variables, namely the material, grading and the writing process, from those who gained the 

top grades.  

 The abovementioned result was supported by results from the interviews. When asked about the 

difficulty level of the material, top-graded students agreed that the difficulty level was appropriate. However, 

they expressed their concerns over their low-graded classmates. These might have found reading passages 

difficult. They just copied the texts for their own writing or searched for more information from the Internet, 

which they ended up plagiarising them. Probably, these weak students might have started English courses in 

their schools late. The low-graded students themselves, on the other hand, admitted that they found reading 

passages difficult. It was, then, hard for them to follow further steps to complete writing tasks.  

 6. Periods of stay in an English-speaking country and periods of taking an English course in other 

institutions. There was no significant difference found in the samples’ opinion when compared to different 

periods of stay in an English-speaking country and periods of taking an English course in other institutions. 
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 Other than that, the samples also revealed their problems in writing English, putting Numbers 1 – 8 so 

as to show the order of the importance of problems they might have in writing English. The order could be 

categorised into three groups.  

1. it was really obvious that most of the samples chose vocabulary and grammar as their most 

important problems. A majority of the samples (40.54%) ranked ‘not knowing many words’ 

Number 1. This figure also represented the highest percentage points in all rankings of this 

question.  

2. The problems in the second category dealt with idioms and expressions, misspelling and 

transitional signals for coherence. Most of the samples ranked these topics in the middle of 

the order.  

3. The samples ranked the topics about organisation, ideas and punctuation at the low end of the 

order.  

 To be fair, the survey questionnaire also provided a box saying ‘I do not have any problem in writing 

English’ for the samples to check; however, no one at all checked the box. All of them showed that they had 

some problems in writing English in one way or another. 

 Finally, the samples showed their favourite tasks and topics by checking in as many boxes of tasks or 

topics as they liked. The following is the conclusion of the results: 

 The order of the samples’ favourite tasks for writing English: 

1. Journals (47.3%) 

2. Essays (34.23%) 

3. Conversations (34.23%) 

4. Reports on their own interesting 

topics or research (29.5%) 

5. Advertisements (16.89%) 

6. Plays/short stories (13.74%) 

7. Letters (12.61%) 

8. Poems (5.63%) 

9. Editorials (3.83%) 

10. Songs (suggested by 3 samples) 

 

The order of the samples’ favourite topics for writing English: 

1. Tourist attractions (46.17%) 

2. My family (40.09%) 

3. Pets (38.29%) 

4. Friends (38.06%) 

5. Hobbies (34.0%) 

6. Food (33.11%) 

7. Entertainment (30.63%) 

8. Jobs (22.75%) 

9. Hometowns (20.72%) 

10. Sports (20.5%) 

11. Environment (16.67%) 

12. Social problems (7.4%) 

13. Politics (4.73%) 

14. Games (suggested by a sample) 
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The results corresponded to those from the interviews and the focus group. They also revealed that 

topics about personal information were suitable for students to practice writing English because they were 

easy and personalised. Like the results from the survey questionnaire, the interviewees preferred to write 

about their families, study, pets, sports, entertainment, food, future careers and music. However, it was 

surprising that the most favourite topic from the survey questionnaire was tourist attractions (46.17%), while a 

majority of the interviewees preferred to write about their personal information. They might have meant 

writing about the attractions in their hometowns or the ones they knew of better.  

As for the favourite kind of writing tasks, most interviewees preferred journals and essays. The 

reason for the first was that they could write about their own stories, which neither required them to focus on 

grammar nor additional information to be searched outside classrooms. The second was chosen due to the 

interviewees’ familiarity with in writing lessons in their English I and II courses.  

 

Discussions of the results 

 

 Objective 1: To find out the students’ opinion on the instruction in writing English in English 

foundation courses 

 1. The material. All of the statements for this category were ranked at a high level of the rating scale. 

Likewise, the results from the interviews and the focus groups showed that the overall opinion on the material 

was positive. They said that the reading passages were helpful to generate ideas as they acted like guidelines 

or examples (Tribble, 1997 : 114). On the other hand, students with middle and low levels of grades claimed 

that some tasks were too difficult to understand due to confusing directions and their lack of vocabulary. This 

might be solved by designing various levels of difficulty for diverse abilities of students (Ożarska, 2008 : 32), 

and also by seeking students real needs in writing (Tribble, 1997 : 42). They might need to develop their 

thinking skills when writing, or simply want to write a grammatically accurate essay.  

Moreover, all of the interviewees agreed that the length of the material was appropriate, talking about 

a number of the reading passages and the exercises. However, some interviewees said that the exercises were 

not really useful because their teachers skipped them and rushed to finish answering questions for outlining.  

 2. The writing process. The samples had the opinion on the writing process at a high.  They were the 

most satisfied with the following statement in this category: “I want my teacher to teach me from the very 

beginning, such as how to construct sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc.” The second and third places 

included the following statements: “By using the outline questions, I can brainstorm useful ideas to write” and 

“The reading passages help me to generate ideas to write”, respectively. This is because students felt engaged 
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when introduced to familiar topics. Moreover, this activated their schema or background knowledge so that 

they could generate some ideas to write about (Ruetten, 2003 : xvii).  

They also showed the lowest level of their opinion on the statement “The teaching method of writing 

in steps motivates me to write.” Though the statistical data showed the samples’ opinion on the reading 

passages at a high level, there were two different opinions from the interviewees. The first group supported 

the reading passages, reasoning that the passages provided correct structures, word choice and useful ideas for 

them to start writing. The other pointed out some negative views. First, some students might only copy the 

passages as their writing work. Second, difficult grammar and content might hinder students from generating 

ideas to write. Finally, some topics were not personalised enough. Perhaps, what Veit & Gould (2004 : 40) 

propose in their book might explain these results. The students tended to imitate only the surface structure of 

texts. In fact, they should reread the text, activate their own ideas and write to interact with their readers. 

Perhaps, the students did not feel that the reading passages were helpful enough, nor did the instruction in 

writing in steps enable them to write better as they had expected, or perhaps the instruction itself did not 

engage students to generate the practice. That is why they still reflected problems with the reading passages.  

Furthermore, the statistical data seemed to match the results from the interviews in terms of other 

elements. All of the interviewees strongly agreed that the process writing was effective in helping them write 

(Baker, 2005 : 5), citing that they could realise their errors marked by their teachers. However, they were 

concerned that the process writing was not effective for low-graded students because they had no foundation 

English writing skills (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 57; Sesnan, 2001 : 136). They did not know how to write 

grammatical sentences. The fact that they were taught how to generate ideas by the process writing was 

useless as they could not generate accurate sentences.  

3. Feedback. The samples had a high level of the opinion on feedback they had received from their 

teachers during writing lessons of the English I and II courses . Interestingly, the statement “I prefer a peer-

review for my writing” had the lowest mean in this category. In fact, it was the lowest among all statements in 

this part of the survey questionnaire. This obviously contradicted the propositions of Miller et al. (2008 : 447), 

Thongrin (2001 : 119) and Ożarska (2008 : 31) who maintained that students showed positive attitudes 

towards peer- and teacher-corrected writing. The latter even suggested each peer group focus checking on one 

element, on which Thongrin even gave a limitation, saying that the practice was time-consuming. This is in 

favour of the results from the present study’s interviews which revealed that all interviewees did not support 

peer revision, citing that they did not have enough abilities to check their classmates’ work.  

The top three places fell upon the following statements: “After my teacher’s checking, my writing 

skills show improvement”; “I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on content and organisation”; and “I 
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prefer my teacher to explain the feedback to me face-to-face.” This was similar to the results from the 

interviews. Most interviewees revealed that teachers’ feedback helped them acknowledge errors concerning 

grammar, word choice and expressions (Henry & Roseberry, 2007 : 183). They became more aware of 

mistakes when writing the next task. Students felt that their writing skills improved because of their capability 

of writing correct word choice, structure, expressions and coherence of the content. However, some 

interviewees suggested that face-to-face communication between teachers and students be conducted more 

often among all teachers (Craswell, 2005 : 17; Hu, 2007 : 82). They said that feedback in written forms was 

not sufficient as they wanted to know how to correct the mistakes as well. This finding reaffirmed what 

Master (Belcher & Braine, 1995 : 183) concluded in his study: constant feedback and classroom discussions 

established consciousness of grammar elements. Therefore, more oral feedback is recommended to help 

improve students’ writing skills. Definitely, Suzuki (2008 : 209) would agree to the recommendation because 

verbal responses were focused on her study. The difference was that Suzuki studied self and peer revisions 

whereas the present study had adopted only teachers’ feedback. Though the samples did not really approve the 

peer review, verbal revisions by their peers might be useful to some extent because it was not as formal as 

written forms and weak students could gain benefits from the top ones.  

 Moreover, the next aspect of feedback the researcher wanted to find out was the samples’ preferred 

items, on which they wanted their teachers to focus. The following is the top three favourite items: grammar, 

ideas and content, and organisation.  

 The results above corresponded to those from the interviews, from which there were two groups of 

opinions. The first group wanted their teachers to focus on marking grammar and vocabulary (Chinawong, 

2000 : 9; Kao-urai, 2003 : 153). They wanted to learn how to write English grammatical sentences, and they 

probably preferred having as a few errors in their writing as possible (Diab, 2006 : 12). The other group 

preferred content and ideas to be checked and emphasised (Langan, 2010 : 11; Tessema, 2005 : 27; Tribble, 

1997 : 44; Vessakosol, 2001 : 178), citing that it was hard to generate ideas to start the writing. This element 

was more important than any other elements because there were no right or wrong ideas. Students, therefore, 

were not afraid of making mistakes concerning ideas. The marks from content and ideas could also 

compensate with other mistakes concerning grammar or vocabulary (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 20).  

4. A number of tasks. The samples showed their opinion on a number of tasks at a high level.       The 

top-two mean scores fell under the two statements “A number of tasks is appropriate” and “I want to have 

more writing exercises before I start writing an essay.” Similarly, the interviews were highly satisfied with a 
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number of tasks, which were two for each term. Their reason was that in the English I course, students, who 

were freshmen, needed some time to adjust themselves in a new educational system. Two tasks were 

appropriate for beginners like them. Likewise, in the English II course, students were required to do more 

work in other courses, in which they had to enroll. Therefore, it was suitable to remain the amount at two 

tasks. In fact, the number of tasks is not as important as all the steps in the process writing that provides an 

opportunity for students to practice. The more students practice writing, the more skillful they become. 

Writing is a skill, which one can learn to improve (Langan, 2010 : 10). 

5. Timing. The samples had a high level of their opinion on the timing variable. The statement 

“Setting clear deadlines is appropriate for learning” was ranked the highest in this category. The second and 

the third places were the following statements: “My teacher provides sufficient time for each step of the 

writing process” and “The time given for completing each task is adequate.” Again, the results from the 

survey questionnaire corresponded to those from the interviews. The interviewees said that deadlines for all 

steps were notified clearly, so it was easy to catch up. Only a few said that some teachers did not set up 

deadlines clearly. As a result, they could not meet the deadlines because they were not pushed hard enough to 

finish the tasks (Langan, 2010 : 11). Definitely, teachers’ roles of a controller and an organiser are effective in 

assisting learners (Watkins, 2005 : 16). When asked about deadlines for each step, their opinions split 

according to their grades.  The first group, the A, C, C+ students, had no problem completing their tasks on 

time. Each step was approximately given a week to complete. On the other hand, the interviewees with low 

grades claimed that they did not have enough time to complete each task, citing they had other priorities from 

other subjects to do. They usually tried to finish writing an essay a day before a deadline. According to 

Murray & Moore  (2006 : 14 – 15) time constraints might not have accounted for this but it depended on how 

students planned to allot their time to the tasks provided that they had other responsibilities from other courses 

as well. When these students had low English proficiency, they had difficulties with English vocabulary, 

grammar, syntax, and discourse-level reading and writing strategies (Belcher & Braine, 1995 : 171). Probably, 

that was a reason for that they could not meet deadlines. A student suggested that in case of late submission of 

work, marks should not have been subtracted. The reason was that it was really discouraging. As Ożarska 

(2008 : 31) argues that time constraints might cause stress in students, the results specified that only those 

with low English competence were affected probably due to their lack of self-discipline. A solution for this 

problem was introduced by Hu (2007 : 77). A self-assessment form for students to check their progress might 

help build students’ awareness of the work they need to fulfill.  

 6. Grading. The samples’ opinion on the grading was at a high level. The statement “the criteria for 

grading has been notified to students” received the highest mean in this category. The statement “The points 
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should be equally weighted among all elements: vocabulary, grammar, content and organisation” was ranked 

the second place. The practice was supported by Schaefer (2008 : 473). He proposes the use of ‘Multi-faceted 

Rasch measuerment’ (MFRM), of which each category was equally weighted.  

For this variable, the samples’ opinion from the survey questionnaire corresponded to that from the 

interviews. They reached a consensus on clear grading criteria being notified by class teachers.  It was 

noticeable that all of the interviewees said that their teachers had the same grading standard, which was clear 

and fair to all students. The finding of this study, however, was not similar to what Eckes (2008 : 158) found. 

He found that the variability and inconsistency in rating or grading are inevitable. A solution is to illustrate a 

clearest guideline to raters. In fact, the team teachers of the English I and II had been aware of that. We, 

therefore, had set up an orientation for all teachers, most of whom were part-time teachers, to ensure the same 

standard of grading. That seemed to be fruitful given the students’ opinion on the variable. 

 Next, the samples revealed their opinion on the weight for the elements of writing: vocabulary, 

grammar, ideas and content, and orginisation. They were asked to suggest their preferred weights if they did 

not agree with an equal weight adopted in the instruction in writing English of the English I and II courses. 

Only a few samples (8.33%) suggested their opinion on this topic. The following is their ideal weights: 

vocabulary at 2 points; grammar at 2 points; ideas and content at 3 points and organisation at 3 points. 

The results from the interviews show similarity to the ideal weights mentioned above. If the 

interviewees had not been satisfied with the equally weighted grading, some of them would have preferred to 

put more weight on ideas and content. The reason was that ideas depended on personal writers; as a result, 

they should not have been marked ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect.’ Coincidently, Fein (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 20) 

hypothesised that organisation and content were compensating in the L2 students. When they were not 

confident in language use, they might want to have more weight on ideas and content so that the holistic essay 

scores might increase.  

 7. Conclusion. For the last statement, the researcher asked the samples to give their opinion on their 

confidence about writing English. The statement was “After learning how to write from English I and II 

courses, I am confident about writing English essays.” The samples showed their opinion on this statement at 

a medium level.  That might mean that they were not really confident about writing English essays. On the 

contrary, Sangthong et al. (2003 : 57) found that their samples showed their satisfaction at a high level. They 

were more confident of writing. Probably, using portfolios as adopted in Sangthong’s study might account for 

students’ less anxiety when writing and more confidence in having ideas to write about.  

  The samples also added their comments on the instruction in teaching writing in the English I and II 

courses in an open-ended question on the survey questionnaire. A majority of them preferred their teachers to 
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begin writing lessons with teaching basic grammar, vocabulary and structure for writing skills (Chinokul, 

2011 : 239). In fact, ‘students need an understanding of how words, sentences, and larger discourse structures 

can shape and express the meanings they want to convey.’ Many students had different background 

knowledge of English. This corresponded to the results from the interviews. Though students agreed with the 

instruction in the writing process, their lack of knowledge of a basic sentential level would obstruct the 

improving of their writing skills. This method of teaching writing, however, was criticised by Hyland (2003 : 

5) as saying that it would hinder students from analysing real texts by themselves because they are exposed to 

certain patterns presented in short fragments. Moreover, students do not really communicate through writing 

but are trained to write with the most accurate language. 

  Other suggestions by the samples and the interviewees were concluded below:  

1. The following elements concerning writing skills should be taught or reviewed at the 

commencement of writing lessons: grammar, sentence structures, vocabulary, punctuation, 

transitional markers, etc. This also includes more writing exercises before writing an essay (Kao-

urai, 2003 : 153). The students, then, required teachers to apply language structure in teaching 

English writing to begin with (Hyland, 2003 : 3 – 4), which corresponded to Phinit-Akson’s 

proposition (2004 : 107) that functions and forms were an effective tool in writing English. 

2. Both good and bad examples of writing should be presented to students, so that they may learn 

general mistakes or sensible sentences (Hu, 2007 : 82).  

3. Reading passages prior to starting writing are useful (Veit & Gould, 2004 : 40). But, the level of 

difficulty should be for average students and there should be a glossary of new words concluded 

at the end of each passage (Ruetten, 2003 : xvii), which students may use for their essays. 

4. Teachers should construct a pleasant, friendly atmosphere. They should speak Thai when 

teaching writing English because the lesson is difficult enough.  

5. All correction symbols, used by all teachers, should be notified to students. 

6. After marking students’ works, teachers should explain the errors face-to-face to students. They 

should also guide how to correct them as well. 

7. Grammar points should not be focused when grading. In fact, students’ works should not be 

assessed at all because low points may discourage them to resume the further step. They should 

only be activated to be able to generate ideas and write. This suggestion did not, however, 

correspond to the concept presented by North Central Regional Educational Laboratory (2008). It 

said that students’ writing skills would not improve if their works were not assessed.  
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Objective 2: To find out the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction in writing English 

 The samples revealed their preferred method of being taught English writing in the following order: 

Creative expression, Language structure, Composing process, Content, Genre, Text functions, Project-based 

writing.  

Surprisingly, despite their high level of opinion on the instruction in writing English, students seemed 

to prefer writing without being evaluated. The method of ‘creative expression’ became their first choice 

because it was defined that ‘students are encouraged to express their thoughts through written texts without 

assessment.’ In the interviews, some interviewees said that they preferred the writing tasks not to carry any 

points. They might have been more motivated to write (Hyland, 2003 : 8 – 10). The idea was supported by 

Lipkewich (2008), who maintains ‘with no corrections of language elements or writing rules, learners seem 

braver to write something.’ Other than that, the results were supported by Sangthong et al. (2003 : 57), whose 

samples were free to choose any topic they wanted for their portfolios used as information for writing. The 

samples were also able to write freely at the final period of the experiment. Their achievement score was quite 

high.  

The researcher had been thinking that the method of ‘language structure’ might have been students’ 

favourite because both qualitative and quantitative data revealed that students wanted their teachers to begin 

with teaching grammar, sentence structures, vocabulary or mechanics. Sesnan (2001 : 141) explains that as 

soon as students are good at the mechanical aspects of language, they should be encouraged to use their own 

imagination to write creatively. However, a creatively-written essay can be obscured by bad grammar and 

spelling. Then arises a question ‘Do teachers wish to allow their students to enjoy writing freely without 

checking or marking as they requested in order to boost their morale?’ This perhaps may be answered in 

another future study.  

 

Objective 3: To compare the demographic data of SU first year students with their opinion on the instruction 

in writing English in English foundation courses 

 Interestingly, the findings of the comparisons in both English I and II grades showed one conclusion. 

Those who earned low grades might have had a different opinion on the instruction in teaching writing in 

some variables, namely the material, grading and the writing process, from those who earned high grades. 

Similarly, Pollitt & Hutchinson (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 89) also found a significant difference between the top 

and low students, but in terms of the ability in choosing topics for writing, whereas Meejang (2000 : 91 – 92) 

found that the low and top students had a significant difference in adopting the writing strategies in the writing 

process.  
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 The abovementioned result was supported by results from the interviews. When asked about the 

difficulty level of the material, top-graded students agreed that the difficulty level was appropriate. However, 

they expressed their concerns over their low-graded classmates. These might have found reading passages 

difficult. They just copied the texts for their own writing or searched for more information from the Internet, 

which they ended up plagiarising them (Hamp-Lyons, 1991 : 31). Probably, these weak students might have 

started English courses in their schools late. The low-graded students themselves, on the other hand, admitted 

that they found reading passages difficult. It was hard for them to follow further steps to complete writing 

tasks. This contradicts the concept of the content-based writing approach which enables teachers to solve the 

problem of students’ different language competence (Hyland, 2003 : 15).  However, the approach could solve 

the problem on condition that various amounts of reading passages can be given to students according to the 

levels of their abilities. The material in the foundation English I and II courses did not provide different levels 

of difficulty. That might have been the reason students did not really consent to the reading passages 

mentioned under the above topic Objective 2 the writing process.  

 As for the periods of stay in an English-speaking country and periods of taking an English course in 

other institutions, there was no significant difference found in the samples’ opinion when compared to 

different periods of stay in an English-speaking country and periods of taking an English course in other 

institutions. After reviewing literature, the researcher did not find any study that compared the same variables. 

Nonetheless, the study by Miller et al. (2008) revealed the closest results: ‘the year of writing did not affect 

quality or the length of the written text, or the total number of revisions made during the writing session’ 

(p.442).  

 Moreover, as for problems in writing the samples revealed those which could be categorised into 

three groups. First, it was really obvious that most of the samples chose vocabulary and grammar as their most 

important problems (Meejang, 2000 : 92; Vessakosol, 2001 : 161). A majority of the samples ranked ‘not 

knowing many words’ Number 1. This figure also represented the highest percentage points in all rankings of 

this question. The problems in the second category dealt with idioms and expressions, misspelling and 

transitional signals for coherence. Most of the samples ranked these topics in the middle of the order. Finally, 

the samples ranked the topics about organisation, ideas and punctuation at the low end of the order. Students’ 

problems in writing seemed similar to the results in Chalaysap’s study (2005 : 23 – 24), which categorised 

their problems into five elements: content, organisation, vocabulary, language use and mechanics. Likewise, 

the students’ problems in writing were universal as found in many Asian students studying overseas (Hamp-
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Lyons, 1991 : 20). Pongpairoj (2002 : 95) even argues that specific syntactic, morphological and word usage 

components found as problems in English writing should be taught to students in order to reduce them. For 

example, Danvivath (2003 : 137) proposes to teach passive voice in the following order 1) simple present, 2) 

simple past, 3) simple present with modals, 4) present perfective and 5) simple past with modals.  

 To be fair, the survey questionnaire also provided a box saying ‘I do not have any problem in writing 

English’ for the samples to check; however, no one at all checked the box. All of them showed that they had 

some problems in writing English in one way or another. The reason might be the fact that writing is received 

as one of the most difficult language skills. It is also difficult to be taught due to its complex process. Students 

have to generate their ideas and communicate them onto written or concrete forms (Chinakul, 2011 : 224).  

 Finally, the samples also revealed their favourite tasks and topics for practicing writing English. The 

three most favourite tasks for writing English were journals, essays and conversations while the three most 

favourite topics were tourist attractions, my family and pets.  

The results mentioned above corresponded to those from the interviews and the focus group. They 

also revealed that topics about personal information were suitable for students to practice writing English 

because they were easy and personalised (Fisher & Frey, 2004 : 10). Like the results from the survey 

questionnaire, the interviewees preferred to write about their families, study, pets, sports, entertainment, food, 

future careers and music. However, surprisingly the most favourite topic from the survey questionnaire was 

tourist attractions, while a majority of the interviewees preferred to write about their personal information. 

They might have meant writing about the attractions in their hometowns or the ones they knew of better. Hu 

(2007 : 82) argues though the instruction is acceptable, students still wish to suggest that fewer topics be 

assigned by teachers. Probably, they will become more motivating or confident to write about because it is the 

topic they chose by themselves.  

As for the favourite kind of writing tasks, most interviewees preferred journals and essays. The 

reason for the first was that they could write about their own stories, which neither required them to focus on 

grammar nor additional information to be searched outside classrooms. Moreover, keeping a journal will 

develop students’ habit of thinking on paper and how to generate ideas in the process of writing (Langan, 

2010 : 13; Ruetten, 2003 : 26). Writing journals also promotes students’ fluency, accuracy, confidence and 

positive opinion on using and studying English as they are exposed to English environment on condition that 

they are to write the journal everyday (Honsa & Ratanapinyowong, 2002 : 16). Another reason for the 

samples’ favourite choice for journals might be the fact that they would probably feel secure once their work 

would not be evaluated. Teachers, however, need to check on what students’ reflections on the lessons are 
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about. The second was chosen due to the interviewees’ familiarity with in writing lessons in their English I 

and II courses.  

 

 In conclusion, the process writing helped raise awareness of language errors, about which students 

had long worried. Having been assisted by teachers, students could recognise their most frequent problems. 

Still, students with lower English proficiency struggled to accomplish each step of the process. They 

suggested that basic structure be taught before the commencement of writing essays. Keeping a journal could 

be also assigned to familiarise students with the habit of thinking, the practice of writing and the process of 

writing. Though the students showed their satisfaction towards the instruction in writing English in the 

foundation English I and II courses at a high level, they were not confident enough to write without teachers’ 

assistance. One main cause might have been the fact that they were worried about being assessed as the results 

showed that they preferred to be taught to write freely without any evaluation from teachers—referring to the 

creative expression approach. Provided the conclusion of the results, the team teachers of the programme must 

come to a decision about which approach would meet their students’ needs: either an approach, which basic 

sentential level is taught at the start, or another, which requires no assessment but urges students to write 

without any pressure.  

 

Recommendations for further studies 

 

According to the findings from this study, the researcher would like to express the following 

recommendations: 

1. The team teachers at the TEFL section of the Faculty of Education should create lessons to develop 

students with lower English proficiency. This includes basic grammar, vocabulary, sentence structure, 

punctuation and transitional markers. Hopefully, they would be confident enough to start writing English for 

whatever kind the task may be. Not only language skills should the teachers focus on, they should also stage a 

lesson to improve these students’ self discipline or learning process, so that they need not to long for 

assistance from both teachers and classmates all the time.  

2. The creative expression should be adopted for the instruction of the English foundation courses; 

however, a research study should be conducted to find out its effectiveness and students’ opinion and 

achievement. The study is to also find out whether or not the assumption that students did not prefer being 

evaluated made by the present study was accurate.  
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3. In the light of students’ opinion on the instruction, the process writing can be developed to suit the 

students in a certain context. An R&D study should be conducted after the team teachers improve the 

following element in the material: 1) kinds of tasks being more various; 2) topics being more personalised; 

and 3) the difficulty of reading passages being appropriate to students’ various proficiency. The variety of 

feedback other than that from teachers could be implemented as well, such as self-revision and peer-revision, 

because many researchers argue that the practice can help improve students’ writing skills. Teachers also need 

to communicate face-to-face to explain their markings. Furthermore, in case of many teachers for the same 

course, standardised guidelines should be imposed and they should all be trained to implement exactly the 

same instruction in their classrooms.  
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Preliminary open-ended questions 

Opinion on the instruction in writing English in an English foundation course 

 

 This survey consists of four questions. Please write your answer for each question. Your responses 

will be very useful for improving methods of teaching English writing. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Write your answers in the space provided 

1. What problems do you have in writing English? 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. How do you need your class teacher to help in order to diminish the problems? 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. What topic do you prefer for writing tasks? (You may write more than one answer) 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. How do you prefer your teacher to teach writing lessons? These teaching methods would help 

you improve your writing skills and create positive atmosphere in your classroom. (Please 

elaborate details) 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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แบบสอบถาม 

ทัศนคติต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในชันเรียนวิชาภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐาน 

 

 แบบสอบถามนี ประกอบด้วย 5 ค ําถาม กรุณาตอบคําถามเพือแสดงความคิดเห็นของท่าน คําตอบของ

ท่านมีประโยชน์อย่างมากต่อการพัฒนาวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษของคณะศึกษาศาสตร์ ขอบคุณอย่างยิงใน

ความช่วยเหลือ 

 

กรุณาเขียนแสดงความคิดเห็นของนักศึกษาเอง 

1. นักศึกษาประสบปัญหาเรืองใดบ้างในการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. นักศึกษาต้องการให้อาจารย์ผู ้สอนช่วยเหลือในทางใดบาง เพือให้สามารถแก้ปัญหาข้างต้นได้ 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. นักศึกษาชอบหัวข้อใดสําหรับการเขียนบ้าง (เขียนได้มากกว่าหนึงหัวข้อ) 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. นักศึกษาอยากให้อาจารย์สอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษแก่นักศึกษาวิธีใด ซึงคิดว่าจะช่วยพัฒนาทักษะการเขียน

ของนักศึกษาเอง และทําให้มีบรรยากาศทีดีในการเรียนรู้ (กรุณาเขียนให้รายละเอียด)  

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Results of IOC for instruments 
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Results of IOC for the survey questionnaire 

Opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses 

 

 

Statements 
Experts  

IOC 
1 2 3 

Material  

1. The writing tasks are appropriate for my ability. +1 +1 +1 1 

2. The topic of each task is interesting.  +1 +1 0 0.66 

3. The topics are relevant to real life situations. +1 +1 +1 1 

4. I need more teaching aids or material to help me write. +1 +1 +1 1 

5. The material is designed to eliminate whatever problems I had in writing. +1 +1 +1 1 

6. It is easy to follow the steps in writing from the material.  +1 +1 +1 1 

7. I feel confused with the material. +1 0 -1 0 

Writing process 

8. The steps of writing in the material can improve my writing skills: reading, 

outlining, drafting, revising and editing. 

+1 +1 +1 1 

9. The teaching method of writing in steps motivates me to write. +1 +1 +1 1 

10. I want my teacher to teach me from the very beginning, such as how to 

construct sentences, how to use conjunctions, etc. 

+1 +1 +1 1 

11. The reading passages help me to generate ideas to write. +1 +1 +1 1 

12. By using the outline diagram, I can brainstorm useful ideas to write. +1 +1 +1 1 

Feedback 

13. Teachers’ feedback is clear and easy to understand. +1 +1 +1 1 

14. I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on grammar and vocabulary. +1 +1 +1 1 

15. I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on content and organisation.  +1 +1 +1 1 

16. After my teacher’s checking, my writing skills show improvement.  +1 +1 +1 1 

17. I prefer my teacher to explain the feedback to me face-to-face.  +1 +1 +1 1 

18. I prefer a peer-review for my writing.  +1 +1 +1 1 

19. Write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) to put in order the following items you prefer your 

teachers’ feedback to focus on.  (1 for the most preferable / 8/9 for the least)   

+1 +1 +1 1 
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Statements 
Experts  

IOC 
1 2 3 

___ grammar            ___ vocabulary             ___ organisation          ___ content 

       ___ spelling              ___ punctuation            ___ cohesive devices 

       ___ idioms               ___Other: ________________ 

Number of tasks 

20. The number of tasks is appropriate. [two for both English I and II] +1 +1 +1 1 

21. I want to have more writing exercises before I start writing an essay.    +1 +1 +1 1 

Timing 

22. The time given for completing each task is adequate.   +1 +1 +1 1 

23. Setting clear deadlines is appropriate for learning. +1 +1 +1 1 

24. My teacher provides sufficient time for each step of the writing process. +1 +1 +1 1 

Grading 

25. The criteria for grading should be notified to students. +1 +1 +1 1 

26. It is fair for my teacher to deduct points for late work.  +1 +1 +1 1 

27. I am discouraged when earning low grades for writing tasks. +1 0 -1 0 

28. The points should be equally weighted among all elements: vocabulary, 

grammar, content and organisation. 

+1 +1 +1 1 

29. If you disagree with Number 38 (Box 2 or 1 checked), write weighting points 

for the following elements as you would like them to be shared. 

vocabulary ____ points            grammar      ____ points 

content       ____ points            organisation ____ points (The total points must 

be 10.) 

+1 +1 +1 1 

Conclusion 

30. After learning how to write from English I and II courses, I am confident 

about writing English essays.  

+1 +1 +1 1 

31. Please write Number 1 – 7 for each of the following methods of teaching 

English writing in your order of preference. (1 for the most preferred / 7 for 

the least) 

___ Text functions: Students are taught to write with well-organised patterns, 

including topic sentences, supporting details, and transitional signals. Certain 

+1 +1 0 1 
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Statements 
Experts  

IOC 
1 2 3 

patterns are presented to show their particular features: narration, description, 

definition, exemplification, classification, comparison and contrast, cause and effect.  

___ Composing processes: Students are producers of a number of essays and teachers 

guide students to write through writing processes: selecting, prewriting, composing, 

drafting, revising, reviewing, proofreading and editing.  

___ Project-based writing: This method is similar to the writing processes method. 

Students are guided to research, write and edit their task and they have to complete 

project work on one topic they themselves select in a term. 

___Language structure: The method focuses on teaching grammar, vocabulary, 

syntax and cohesive devices. Using the patterns they have learned, students practice 

writing by substituting words or phrases from guided model sentences before writing 

an essay.   

___ Content: Before writing, students have to read some passages to become familiar 

with the topics, vocabulary, grammar, patterns or devices. Teachers will focus on 

structures, composing skills and creation of specific texts so that students can 

generate content that conforms to context.  

___ Creative expression: Students are encouraged to express their thoughts through 

written texts without assessment.  Students have freedom to write about anything 

they want.  

___ Genre: Students have to emphasise the needs of the readers. Teachers select a 

variety of genres for particular writing tasks according to their purposes, types of 

audience, grammar, vocabulary, formality: for example—sales letters, memos, 

editorials, songs, chats, articles, lectures, etc.  

Total 0.92 

Additional comments:  

- The topics of writing tasks should be restated to remind the samples.  

- There should ‘Other method of teaching’ the samples may want to suggest. 
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Results of IOC for the interview  

Opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses 

 

Statements 
Experts  

IOC 
1 2 3 

The following questions for both individual interviews and a focus group  

1. Please inform your faculty, major and your English I grade  +1 +1 +1 1 

2. Have you ever stayed in an English-speaking country? If so, for how long? +1 +1 +1 1 

3. When did you start studying English? +1 +1 +1 1 

4. Have you ever had special English classes in a language school? If so, for 

how long? 

+1 +1 0 0.66 

5. Have you ever had special English writing courses outside Silpakorn 

University? If so, for how long? 

+1 +1 +1 1 

6. What kind of writing task do you prefer? +1 +1 +1 1 

7. What topic do you like to write about in order to practice writing? +1 +1 +1 1 

8. Please state your opinion on the material. (difficulty, number of exercises, 

number of pages) 

+1 +1 +1 1 

9. What do you think about the reading passages prior to starting to write?  +1 +1 +1 1 

10. What is your opinion on the process writing: reading passages, outline, 

drafting, revising, editing? 

+1 +1 +1 1 

11. How do you feel about the checking or marking? (frequency, preciseness, 

focus on vocabulary / grammar / organisation / content, desired ways of 

checking, improvement after checking, feedbacks)  

+1 +1 +1 1 

12. What is your opinion on the number of tasks?   +1 +1 +1 1 

13. What is your opinion on the time frame? (time allotted for each task, time 

allotted for each step of the process writing)  

+1 +1 +1 1 

14. What do you think about the grading criteria? (preciseness, weights of points)  +1 +1 +1 1 

15. Please reveal your final opinion on the instruction in writing English. 

(Problems you had earlier diminished or not? Why or why not? Any preferred 

method of teaching to suggest?)  

+1 +1 +1 1 
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Statements 
Experts  

IOC 
1 2 3 

Total 0.98 

Additional comments: --none-- 
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APPENDIX 3.3 

Results of reliability testing 
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  R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

 

Item-total Statistics 

                 Scale           Scale            Corrected 

                 Mean          Variance      Item-            Alpha 

                if Item         if Item          Total            if Item 

                Deleted        Deleted        Correlation   Deleted 

EASYDIFF       102.3455        89.8599        .2069            .7980 

TTOPIC         102.4545        85.9562        .4854            .7875 

RELEVANT       102.1636        85.9172        .4625            .7880 

MORE           102.4727        85.5502        .3670            .7913 

HELP           102.5818        85.4700        .3795            .7907 

EASY           102.7636        88.9616        .2904            .7950 

CONFUSED       103.5091        96.0323       -.1908            .8197 

STEPS          102.1091        84.0990        .5520            .7836 

MOTIVAT        102.4182        84.7293        .4563            .7872 

EASSTART       101.9091        88.6768        .2127            .7986 

READING        102.0727        86.1798        .4140            .7897 

OUTLINE        101.9818        81.7589        .6522            .7779 

CLEAR          102.5455        88.5488        .2595            .7962 

GRAMVOC        102.3818        89.9441        .1445            .8015 

CONORGA        102.3091        88.6249        .2620            .7960 

IMPROVE        102.2182        85.7663        .4990            .7869 

FACE2FAC       102.3091        90.9582        .1176            .8014 

PEER           102.8182        91.1515        .0737            .8046 

NUMBER         102.5818        84.7293        .4696            .7867 

MOREEX         102.5636        85.9542        .3937            .7903 

OKTIME         102.3818        84.3145        .4907            .7857 

DEADLINE       102.0000        86.9630        .4146            .7903 
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TIMESTEP       102.2545        84.9340        .5235           .7854 

CRITERIA       101.7273        89.0909        .3289            .7941 

TARDY          102.4909        83.9212        .3872            .7903 

DISCOUR        103.2000        93.3481       -.0640            .8150 

WEIGHT         102.5091        88.4397        .1862            .8009 

CONFIDEN       102.8182        84.9293        .4811            .7865 

 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases =     55.0                    N of Items = 28 

Alpha =    .7997 
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R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 

(the items of ‘confused’ and ‘discouraged’ deleted) 

 

Item-total Statistics 

 

                 Scale           Scale          Corrected 

                 Mean          Variance     Item-              Alpha 

                if Item         if Item         Total              if Item 

                Deleted         Deleted       Correlation    Deleted 

EASYDIFF        96.8036        93.7244        .2437           .8372 

TTOPIC          96.9286        89.8130        .5251           .8285 

RELEVANT        96.6250        89.4023        .5195           .8283 

MORE            96.9286        90.3948        .3360           .8349 

HELP            97.0357        89.2351        .4070           .8319 

EASY            97.2321        92.4724        .3606           .8338 

STEPS           96.5714        88.3584        .5529           .8267 

MOTIVAT         96.8750        88.0750        .5109           .8278 

EASSTART        96.3750        93.0023        .2185           .8391 

READING         96.5536        90.9062        .3927           .8325 

OUTLINE         96.4464        85.4516        .6882           .8208 

CLEAR           97.0000        91.9273        .3201           .8350 

GRAMVOC        96.8571        93.9792        .1701           .8407 

CONORGA         96.7857        93.4442        .2371           .8377 

IMPROVE         96.6964        89.5971        .5410           .8280 

FACE2FAC        96.8036        95.7971        .0906           .8421 

PEER            97.3036        96.1789        .0424           .8452 

NUMBER          97.0536        88.1971        .5265           .8273 

MOREEX          97.0357        90.5805        .3794           .8329 

OKTIME          96.8571        88.0519        .5307           .8271 
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DEADLINE        96.4821        91.1269        .4328           .8314 

TIMESTEP        96.7321        89.2542        .5280           .8280 

CRITERIA        96.1964        93.2516        .3513           .8343 

TARDY           96.9821        88.1269        .3943           .8329 

WEIGHT          96.9821        94.3815        .1111           .8447 

CONFIDEN        97.2679        89.1451        .4745           .8294 

 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases =     56.0                    N of Items = 26 

Alpha       =    .8385 
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APPENDIX 3.4 

Instruments: survey questionnaire & interview  
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Questionnaire 

Opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses 

 

 This questionnaire consists of three parts. Please follow the instructions in each part. Your responses will be very 

useful for improving methods of teaching English writing. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

PART I: Demographic data 

Please check ( √ ) in the boxes or write your responses in the blanks provided. 

 

1. Faculty:   1. □ Education 2. □ Engineering   

2. Major: Education  1. □ Thai 2. □ English   3. □ Social Studies 4. □ Elementary 

5. □ Early Childhood  6. □ Sport Science      7. □ Ed Tech  

8. □ Psychology      9. □ Ed for Human Development  

     Engineering 10. □ Bioprocess En   11. □ Food Tech         12. □ Bio Tech  

13. □ Industrial En  14. □ Mechanical En 15. □ Chemical En      

16. □ Electronic   17. □ En Business  18. □ Petro & Polymeric 

19. □ Management En & Logis 20. □ Advanced Material & Nano Tech 

3. Sex:   1. □ Male 2. □ Female 

4. English I grade:  1. □ A  2. □ B+  3. □ B  4. □ C+   

5. □ C  6. □ D+   7. □ D  

5. English II mid-term grade from the exam taken on 23 Dec, 2010 (out of 100):   

1. □ 49 and lower  2. □ 50-54  3. □ 55-59 4. □ 60- 64 

5. □ 65-69 6. □70-74 7. □ 75-79  8. □ 80 and higher 

6. How long have you ever stayed in an English-speaking country? 

  1. □ never 2. □ 1-3 months 3. □ 4-6 months  

4. □ 7-11 months   5. □ longer than a year 

7. When did you start studying English? 

1. □ pre-school 2. □ kindergarten   3. □ Grade 1 – 3    

4. □ Grade 4 – 6  5. □ Grade 7 or higher 

8. How long have you ever had special English classes in a language school? 

  1. □ never 2. □ 1-3 months 3. □ 4-6 months  

4. □ 7-11 months   5. □ longer than a year 

9. How long have you ever had special English writing courses outside Silpakorn University?  

  1. □ never 2. □ 1-3 months 3. □ 4-6 months  

4. □ 7-11 months   5. □ longer than a year 
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10. Write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) to show the order of the importance of the following problems that you may have in 

writing  (1 for the most important  / 8/9 for the least)  

      ___Write ungrammatically ___Not know many words ___Unable to organise ideas 

      ___Have no ideas to write ___Misspell  ___Punctuate incorrectly    

  ___Not know many word/phrases for linking ideas             ___Not know idioms ___Other:____________ 

        (Do not write the numbers if you mark in this box)            □ I do not have problems in writing  

11. To practice writing English, which of the following tasks do you like? (You may choose more than one choice) 

1. □ essays  2. □ journals  3. □ letters  4. □ advertisements      

5. □ poems   6. □ conversations 7. □ editorials   8. □ plays/short stories 

9. □ reports on your own interesting topic (research)  10. □ Other:_________ 

12. Which of the following topics do you like to write about? (You many choose more than one choice)  

      1. □ environment  2. □ hometown  3. □ social problems  4. □ hobbies  

5. □ entertainment  6. □ sports  7. □ pets  8. □ friends     

9. □ food  10. □ jobs  11. □ family  12. □ politics  

13. □ tourist attractions     14. □ Other:_____________ 

 

PART II: Opinion on the instruction in writing English in the English I and II courses 

Please check ( √ )  in the boxes to respond to the following statements. They refer to the writing tasks you have been assigned 

for the writing lessons in English I and II courses during Terms 1/2010 and 2/2010.    

5 = strongly agree   

4 = agree   

3 = no opinion / unable to answer 

2 =  disagree   

1 =  strongly disagree 

Material  5 4 3 2 1 

13. The writing tasks are appropriate for my ability. 

14. The topic of each task is interesting. [English I topics: someone I admire, happiest memories 

// English II topics: Hiroko, my pen friend, film reviews] 

     

15. The topics are relevant to real life situations.      

16. I need more teaching aids or material to help me write.      

17. The material is designed to eliminate whatever problems I had in writing.      

18. It is easy to follow the steps in writing from the material.      

Writing process 5 4 3 2 1 

19. The steps of writing in the material can improve my writing skills: reading, outlining, 

drafting, revising and editing. 

20. The teaching method of writing in steps motivates me to write.      
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21. I want my teacher to teach me from the very beginning, such as how to construct sentences, 

how to use conjunctions, etc. 

     

22. The reading passages help me to generate ideas to write.      

23. By using the outline questions, I can brainstorm useful ideas to write.      

Feedback 5 4 3 2 1 

24. Teachers’ feedback is clear and easy to understand. 

25. I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on grammar and vocabulary. 

26. I prefer my teacher’s feedback to focus on content and organisation.       

27. After my teacher’s checking, my writing skills show improvement.  

28. I prefer my teacher to explain the feedback to me face-to-face.  

29. I prefer a peer-review for my writing.  

30. Write Number 1 – 8 (or 9) to put in order the following items you prefer your teachers’ feedback to focus on.  (1 for 

the most preferable / 8/9 for the least)   

___ grammar            ___ vocabulary             ___ organisation          ___ content 

___ spelling              ___ punctuation            ___ cohesive devices 

___ idioms                   ___Other: ________________ 

 

Number of tasks 5 4 3 2 1 

31. A number of tasks is appropriate. [two for both English I and II] 

32. I want to have more writing exercises before I start writing an essay.    

Timing  5 4 3 2 1 

33. The time given for completing each task is adequate.   

34. Setting clear deadlines is appropriate for learning. 

35. My teacher provides sufficient time for each step of the writing process. 

Grading  5 4 3 2 1 

36. The criteria for grading has been notified to students. 

37. It is fair for my teacher to deduct points for late work. 

38. The points should be equally weighted among all elements: vocabulary, grammar, content and 

organisation. 

39. If you disagree with Number 38 (Box 2 or 1 checked), write weighting points for the following elements as you 

would like them to be shared. 

vocabulary ____ points            grammar      ____ points 

content       ____ points            organisation ____ points (The total points must be 10.) 

Conclusion  5 4 3 2 1 

40. After learning how to write from English I and II courses, I am confident about writing 

English essays.  
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Please write your comment about the instruction of writing in English I and II: _____________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

PART III: Students’ preferred method of being taught English writing. 

Please write Number 1 – 7 (or 8) for each of  the following methods of teaching English writing in your order of preference. 

(1 for the most preferred / 7/8 for the least)  

 

___ Text functions: Students are taught to write with well-organised patterns, including topic sentences, supporting details, 

and transitional signals. Certain patterns are presented to show their particular features: narration, description, definition, 

exemplification, classification, comparison and contrast, cause and effect.  

 

 

___ Composing processes: Students are producers of a number of essays and teachers guide students to write through writing 

processes: selecting, prewriting, composing, drafting, revising, reviewing, proofreading and editing.  

 

 

___ Project-based writing: This method is similar to the writing processes method. Students are guided to research, write and 

edit their task and they have to complete project work on one topic they themselves select in a term. 

 

 

___Language structures: The method focuses on teaching grammar, vocabulary, syntax and cohesive devices. Using the 

patterns they have learned, students practice writing by substituting words or phrases from guided model sentences before 

writing an essay.   

 

 

___ Content: Before writing, students have to read some passages to become familiar with the topics, vocabulary, grammar, 

patterns or devices. Teachers will focus on structures, composing skills and creation of specific texts so that students can 

generate content that conforms to context.  

 

 

___ Creative expression: Students are encouraged to express their thoughts through written texts without assessment.  

Students have freedom to write about anything they want.  

 

 

___ Genre: Students have to emphasise the needs of the readers. Teachers select a variety of genres for particular writing 
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tasks according to their purposes, types of audience, grammar, vocabulary, formality: for example—sales letters, memos, 

editorials, songs, chats, articles, lectures, etc.  

 

 

___ Other suggested method: ____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Please identify the reason for the order: ____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

-----------------THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION ---------------------- 
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แบบสอบถาม 

ทัศนคติต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในชันเรียนวิชาภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐาน 

 

 แบบสอบถามนี ประกอบด้วย  ตอน กรุณากรอกข้อมูลตามคําสังในแต่ละตอน ความคิดเห็นของท่านมีประโยชน์อย่าง

มากต่อการพัฒนาวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษของคณะศึกษาศาสตร์ ขอบคุณอย่างยิ งในความช่วยเหลือ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

ตอนที  ข้อมูลส่วนตัว 

กรุณาทําเครืองหมาย ( √ ) ในกรอบสีเหลียมหรือเขียนข้อมูลในช่องว่าง 

1. คณะ:  1. □ ศึกษาศาสตร์   2. □ วิศวกรรมศาสตร์ฯ   

2. สาขาวิชา: ศึกษาศาสตร์  1. □ ภาษาไทย 2. □ ภาษาอังกฤษ    3. □ สังคม  4. □ ประถมศึกษา

  

5. □ ปฐมวัย 6. □ วิทย์ฯ กีฬา    7. □ เทคโนฯ การศึกษา 8. □ จิตวิทยา

  

9. □ การศึกษาเพือพัฒนามนุษย์ฯ 

วิศวกรรมศาสตร์ฯ 10. □ Bioprocess En   11. □ Food Tech         12. □ Bio Tech  

13. □ Industrial En  14. □ Mechanical En 15. □ Chemical En      

16. □ Electronic   17. □ En Business  18. □ Petro & Polymeric 

19. □ Management En & Logis 20. □ Advanced Material & Nano Tech 

3. เพศ:   1. □ ชาย    2. □ หญิง 

4. เกรดวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I:  1. □ A  2. □ B+  3. □ B  4. □ C+   

5. □ C  6. □ D+   7. □ D  

5. คะแนนกลางภาควิชาภาษาอังกฤษทีเพิงสอบเมือ 23 ธันวาคม  2553 (จากคะแนนเต็ม 100):   

1. □ 49 และตํากว่า   2. □ 50-54  3. □ 55-59 4. □ 60- 64 

5. □ 65-69  6. □ 70-74 7. □ 75-79  8. □ 80 และสูงกว่า 

6. ท่านเคยอาศัยอยู่ในประเทศทีใช้ภาษาอังกฤษเป็นภาษาหลักนานเท่าใด? 

 1. □ ไม่เคยเลย   2. □ 1-3 เดือน   3. □ 4-6 เดือน  

4. □ 7-11 เดือน      5. □ หนึงปี หรือนานกว่า 

7. ท่านเริมเรียนภาษาอังกฤษในโรงเรียนตั งแต่เมือใด? 

1. □ ชั นเตรียมอนุบาล  2. □ ชั นอนุบาล      3. □ ประถม 1 – 3  

4. □ ประถม 4 – 6    5. □ มัธยมศึกษาปีที 1 ขึ นไป    

8. ท่านเคยเรียนภาษาอังกฤษในโรงเรียนกวดวิชามานานเท่าใด? 

1. □ ไม่เคยเลย   2. □ 1-3 เดือน   3. □ 4-6 เดือน  

4. □ 7-11 เดือน      5. □ หนึงปี หรือนานกว่า 

9. ในขณะทีเรียนที ม. ศิลปากร ท่านเคยเรียนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษจากสถาบันอืนนานเท่าใด?  

1. □ ไม่เคยเลย   2. □ 1-3 เดือน   3. □ 4-6 เดือน  

4. □ 7-11 เดือน      5. □ หนึงปี หรือนานกว่า 
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10. โปรดเรียงล ําดับ 1 – 8 (หรือ 9) ต่อความสําคัญของปัญหาทีท่านอาจจะมีในการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ  

(1 คือปัญหาสําคัญทีสุด / 8/9 คือสําคัญน้อยทีสุด)  

___เขียนไม่ถูกหลักไวยากรณ์ ___รู้ศัพท์น้อย  ___เรียบเรียงความคิดไม่ได ้

___ไม่มีความคิดทีจะเขียน  ___สะกดผิดบ่อย  ___ไม่รู้เรืองเครืองหมายวรรคตอน    

___ไม่รู้ค ําเชือมประโยคหรือย่อหน้า ___ไม่รู้สํานวนทีถูกต้อง ___อืนๆ:____________ 

             (หากทําเครืองหมายในกรอบนี ไม่ต้องเรียงล ําดับ)            □ ข้าพเจ้าไม่มีปัญหาใด ๆ ในการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ  

11. ท่านชอบการเขียนลักษณะใดบ้าง เพือใช้ฝึกในวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ (สามารถเลือกได้มากกว่าหนึงข้อ) 

1. □ เรียงความ (essay) 2. □ บันทึกส่วนตัว (diary)         3. □ จดหมายต่าง ๆ 4. □ ค ําโฆษณาตามสือ      

5. □ โคลงกลอน        6. □ บทสนทนาในสถานการณ์ต่างๆ   7. □ วิพากษ์ข่าว 8. □ บทละคร/เรืองสั น 

9. □ รายงานในเรืองทีตนสนใจ (มีการหาข้อมูล)         10. □ อืนๆ:________________ 

12. ท่านชอบหัวข้อใดบ้างเพือการฝึกการเขียนในวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ (สามารถเลือกได้มากกว่าหนึงข้อ)  

     1. □ สิงแวดล้อม 2. □ บ้านเกิด 3. □ ปัญหาสังคม         4. □ งานอดิเรก 5. □ บันเทิง  

     6. □ กีฬา  7. □ สัตว์เลี ยง 8. □ เพือน         9. □ อาหาร  10. □ อาชีพ 

     11. □ ครอบครัว 12. □ การเมือง 13. □ สถานทีท่องเทียว    14. □ อืนๆ_____________ 

 

ตอนที 2: ทัศนคติต่อวิธีการสอนการเขียนในชันเรียนวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I และ II  

กรุณาทําเครืองหมาย ( √ ) ในช่องทีตรงกับความคิดเห็นของท่านมากทีสุด ข้อความด้านล่างนี อ้างถึง วิธีการสอนการเขียน และ

งานเขียนทีท่านได้เรียนในวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I (เมือภาคเรียนทีแล้ว / ) และวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ II (ในภาคเรียนนี / )  

 

   5 = เห็นด้วยอย่างยิง   

4 = เห็นด้วย   

3 = ไม่สามารถตอบได ้หรือไม่มีความเห็น    

2 = ไม่เห็นด้วย 

1 = ไม่เห็นด้วยอย่างยิง 

เอกสารประกอบงานเขียน 5 4 3 2 1 

13. งานเขียนมีระดับความยากง่ายเหมาะสมกับความสามารถของข้าพเจ้า 

14. หัวข้อของงานเขียนน่าสนใจ [ภาษาอังกฤษ I มีหัวข้อ: someone I admire, happiest memories // 

ภาษาอังกฤษ II มีหัวข้อ: Hiroko my pen friend, film reviews] 

     

15. หัวข้อของงานเขียนมีความเกียวข้องกับสถานการณ์ในชีวิตจริง      

16. เพือให้เรียนการเขียนดีขึ น ข้าพเจ้าต้องการเอกสารหรืออุปกรณ์ประกอบการสอนมากกว่านี      

17. เอกสารประกอบการสอนการเขียนช่วยขจัดปัญหาทีข้าพเจ้าเคยมีเกียวกับการเขียน       

18. ขั นตอนในการเรียนการเขียนง่ายต่อการติดตาม       

การเขียนของนักศึกษา 5 4 3 2 1 

19. ขั นตอนต่างๆ ของกระบวนการเขียนในเอกสารช่วยให้การเขียนของข้าพเจ้าพัฒนาขึ น  

(ขั นตอนต่างๆได้แก่ บทอ่านก่อนเขียน การเขียนโครงร่างหรือ outline การร่างเนือหาทีจะเขียนหรือ 

draft การตรวจแก้ การปรับปรุง และการแก้ไขงานเขียน) 

20. ข้าพเจ้ามีแรงจูงใจในการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ เมือเรียนกับวิธีการสอนการเขียนแบบเป็นขั นตอน 
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21. ข้าพเจ้าอยากให้ผู ้สอนเริมสอนจากระดับทีง่ายมาก ๆ ก่อน เช่น สอนให้หัดเขียนประโยค การใช้

สันธาน คําเชือมความ ฯลฯ 

     

22. การอ่านเนือเรืองก่อนเขียนช่วยทําให้เกิดความคิดสําหรับเรืองทีจะเขียนได้ดี      

23. การเขียนโครงร่าง หรือ outline ช่วยให้ข้าพเจ้าระดมความคิดเพือการเขียนได้ดี       

การตรวจของผู ้สอน 5 4 3 2 1 

24. การตรวจของผู ้สอนมีความชัดเจนและเข้าใจง่าย   

25. ข้าพเจ้าชอบให้ผู ้สอนเน้นตรวจตัวภาษา (ศัพท์ ไวยากรณ์) 

26. ข้าพเจ้าชอบให้ผู ้สอนเน้นตรวจการเรียบเรียงและเนือหา      

27. การตรวจของผู ้สอนทําให้ข้าพเจ้าได้ปรับปรุงทักษะการเขียนดีขึ น 

28. ภายหลังการตรวจแล้ว ข้าพเจ้าชอบให้ผู ้สอนอธิบายสิงต่าง ๆ กับข้าพเจ้าตัวต่อตัว 

29. ข้าพเจ้าอยากให้เพือนร่วมชั นเป็นผู ้ตรวจและให้ความเห็นเกียวกับงานเขียนของข้าพเจ้า 

30. โปรดเรียงล ําดับหมายเลข 1 – 8 (หรือ 9) ต่อสิงทีท่านชอบให้ผู ้สอนตรวจและแสดงความเห็น 

        (1 คือสิงทีชอบให้ตรวจและแสดงความเห็นมากทีสุด / 8/9 คือชอบน้อยทีสุด)   

___ ไวยากรณ์             ___ ค ําศัพท์                        ___ การเรียบเรียง          ___ เนือหาความคิด 

___ ตัวสะกด               ___ เครืองหมายวรรคตอน    ___ การเชือมประโยคหรือย่อหน้า 

___ สํานวนภาษา             ___อืนๆ (โปรดระบุ): ________________ 

จํานวนของงานเขียน 5 4 3 2 1 

31. จํานวนของงานเขียนทีได้รับมอบหมายมีความเหมาะสมแล้ว [2 ชิ นทั งวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I และ II] 

32. ข้าพเจ้าอยากให้มีแบบฝึกการเขียนเสริมให้มากขึ น ก่อนเข้าสู่การเขียนเรียงความ    

ระยะเวลา 5 4 3 2 1 

33. ระยะเวลาสําหรับการเขียนงานแต่ละชิ นมีอย่างเพียงพอแล้ว  

34. การระบุวันกําหนดส่งอย่างชัดเจนมีความเหมาะสมสําหรับการเรียน  

35. ผู ้สอนได้ให้เวลาอย่างเพียงพอ ในขั นตอนการเขียนแต่ละขั น 

การให้คะแนน 5 4 3 2 1 

36. ผู ้เรียนได้รับรู้ถึงกฎเกณฑ์การให้คะแนนอย่างชัดเจน               

37. การหักคะแนนเมือส่งงานช้าก็เป็นการสมควรดีแล้ว  

38. คําศัพท์ ไวยากรณ์ เนือหา และการเรียบเรียง ควรได้รับนํ าหนักคะแนนเท่าๆกัน 

39. ถ้าไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อ 38 (กาช่อง 2 หรือ 1) ท่านเห็นว่าส่วนใดควรได้รับนํ าหนักคะแนนเท่าใดจากทั งหมด  คะแนน 

คําศัพท_์__คะแนน          ไวยากรณ์___คะแนน              

       เนือหา___คะแนน              การเรียบเรียง___คะแนน                 (รวมสีส่วนแล้วต้องได้  คะแนน) 

สรุป 5 4 3 2 1 

40. หลังจากได้เรียนการเขียนในวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I และ II ข้าพเจ้ามีความมันใจในการเขียน

เรียงความภาษาอังกฤษ 

     

 

ความเห็นอืนๆต่อวิธีการสอนการเขียนในวิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I และ II: _______________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ตอนที 2: วิธีการสอนการเขียนทีนักศึกษาชอบ 

กรุณาเขียนเรียงล ําดับ  1 – 7 (หรือ 8) สําหรับวิธีการสอนการเขียนต่อไปนี ทีท่านชอบทีสุด 

(1 คือวิธีการสอนทีท่านชอบมากทีสุด / 7/8 คือ ชอบน้อยทีสุด)   

 

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นหน้าทีของบทความ: ผู ้สอนเน้นการเรียบเรียงให้ดี เช่น การเขียนประโยคนํา (topic sentences) 

รายละเอียดสนับสนุน (supporting details) และ ค ําแสดงลักษณะข้อความ (transitional signals) เช่น Likewise, However, First, 

Second เป็นต้น นอกจากนี  ผู ้เรียนเรียนรูปแบบต่างๆของการเขียนเรียงความด้วยเช่น การเขียนบรรยาย การเขียนพรรณนา การ

ให้ค ําจํากัดความ การเขียนแบบยกตัวอย่าง การเปรียบเทียบ การเขียนถึงเหตุและผล   

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นกระบวนการ: ผู ้สอนเป็นผู ้ให้ค ําแนะนําต่อผู ้เรียน ส่วนผู ้ เรียนเรียนรู้โดยผ่านกระบวนการเขียน

อย่างต่อเนือง อันประกอบไปด้วย การเลือกหัวข้อ การรวบรวมความคิด การเรียบเรียง การร่าง การแก้ไข การตรวจแก้ โดย

ผู ้เรียนจะเขียนงานจํานวนหนึง ได้รับการตรวจ และแก้ไขจนกว่าจะได้ผลงานทีน่าพอใจ 

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบโครงงาน: วิธีการสอนแบบนี คล้ายกับการสอนแบบเน้นกระบวนการเขียน ผู ้ เรียนจะได้รับคําแนะนํา

แบบเป็นขั นตอน มีการตรวจแก้ไขจนได้งานทีสมบูรณ์ ในหนึงภาคเรียน ผู ้เรียนจะทําโครงงานชินเดียวเท่านั น ซึงอาจจะเป็น

รายงานต่อหัวข้อทีผู ้เรียนถนัด 

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นโครงสร้างภาษา: วิธีนี ผู ้สอนจะเน้นสอนไวยากรณ์ คําศัพท์ รูปประโยค และสํานวนสําหรับการ

เชือมข้อความ ก่อนจะเขียนเรียงความ ผู ้เรียนจะฝึกการเขียนโดยการเติมคําในช่องว่างในประโยคต้นแบบต่าง  ๆ

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นเนือหา: ก่อนจะเริมเขียน ผู ้สอนจะให้ผู ้เรียนอ่านบทความหนึงก่อน เพือให้คุ ้นเคยกับหัวข้อ 

ค ําศัพท์ ไวยากรณ์ รูปแบบการเขียน หรือสํานวนต่าง ๆ หลังจากนั น จึงฝึกเขียนโครงสร้างประโยค การเรียบเรียง การเขียนซึง

เน้นบริบท และเนือหาทีสอดคล้องกัน 

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบอิสระ: การเขียนแบบนี จะไม่มีการประเมินผลหรือให้คะแนน ผู ้สอนจะเน้นให้ผู ้เรียนเขียนแสดง

ความคิดอย่างอิสระ ในหัวข้อใด ๆ ก็ได้ทีผู ้เรียนต้องการ 

___ การสอนการเขียนแบบเน้นรูปแบบ: ผู ้สอนจะคัดสรรรูปแบบการเขียนต่าง ๆ ให้ผู ้เรียนศึกษาถึงจุดประสงค์ กลุ่มเป้าหมาย 

ไวยากรณ์ ค ําศัพท์ ระดับความเป็นทางการของภาษา เช่น การเขียนจดหมายโฆษณา ตัวอย่างอืน ๆ เช่น การเขียนบนัทึกข้อความ

สั นๆ บทบรรณาธิการ การเขียนเพลง การ chat ผ่านอินเตอร์เนต การเขียนบทความ การเขียนบรรยายวิชาการ 

___ วิธีการสอนการเขียนแบบอืนๆ ทีท่านชอบ: 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

กรุณาระบุเหตุผลทีท่านเขียนเรียงล ําดับเช่นนี: 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

-------------------------ขอขอบคุณทีให้ความร่วมมือ -------------------------------- 
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Interview  

Opinion on the instruction in writing English in English foundation courses 

 

1. Please inform your faculty, major and your English I grade  

2. Have you ever stayed in an English-speaking country? If so, for how long? 

3. When did you start studying English? 

4. Have you ever had special English classes in a language school? If so, for how long? 

5. Have you ever had special English writing courses outside Silpakorn University? If so, for how long? 

6. What kind of writing task do you prefer? 

7. What topic do you like to write about in order to practice writing? 

8. Please state your opinion on the material. (difficulty, number of exercises, number of pages) 

9. What do you think about the reading passages prior to starting to write?  

10. What is your opinion on the process writing: reading passages, outline, drafting, revising, editing? 

11. How do you feel about the checking or marking? (frequency, preciseness, focus on vocabulary / 

grammar / organisation / content, desired ways of checking, improvement after checking, feedbacks)  

12. What is your opinion on the number of tasks?   

13. What is your opinion on the time frame? (time allotted for each task, time allotted for each step of the 

process writing)  

14. What do you think about the grading criteria? (preciseness, weights of points)  

15. Please reveal your final opinion on the instruction in writing English. (Problems you had earlier 

diminished or not? Why or why not? Any preferred method of teaching to suggest?)  
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คําถามในการสัมภาษณ์งานวิจัย 

ทัศนคติต่อวิธีสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษในชันเรียนวิชาภาษาอังกฤษพืนฐาน 

 

1. คณะ สาขา ระดับคะแนน (เกรด) วิชาภาษาอังกฤษ I  

2. ท่านเคยอยู่ในประเทศทีใช้ภาษาอังกฤษเป็นภาษาหลักหรือไม่ นานเท่าใด 

3. ท่านเริมเรียนภาษาอังกฤษตั งแต่ชั นอะไร 

4. ท่านเคยเรียนภาษาอังกฤษในโรงเรียนกวดวิชาหรือไม่ นานเท่าใด 

5. ท่านเคยเรียนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษนอกเหนือจากทีเรียนในม.ศิลปากรหรือไม่ นานเท่าใด 

6. ท่านชอบทีจะเขียนงานในลักษณะใด 

7. ท่านชอบหัวข้อใดบ้างสําหรับการฝึกเขียน 

8. มีความคิดเห็นอย่างไรเกียวกับเอกสารประกอบการสอนการเขียน (ยากง่าย ปริมาณแบบฝึกหัด ปริมาณ

หน้า) 

9. ความคิดเห็นต่อบทอ่านก่อนเข้าสู่การเขียนเรียงความ 

10. ความคิดเห็นต่อการเขียนแบบเป็นกระบวนการ (บทอ่าน outline draft ตรวจแก้ ปรับปรุง แก้ไขงาน)  

11. มีความรู้สึกอย่างไรกับการตรวจงาน (จ ํานวน ความกระจ่าง เน้นตรวจ ศัพท์ ไวยากรณ์ ความเรียบเรียง 

เนือหาความคิด ลักษณะการตรวจทีต้องการ การตรวจงานกับพัฒนาการในการเขียน การสือสาร

ภายหลังการตรวจกับผู ้สอน) 

12. ความรู้สึกต่อจํานวนของชินงาน  

13. ความรู้สึกต่อเวลา (เวลาในแต่ละงาน ระยะเวลาระหว่างแต่ละขั นของการตรวจ)  

14. ความคิดเห็นต่อการให้คะแนน (ความกระจ่าง นํ าหนักคะแนน)  

15. ความคิดเห็นสุดท้ายต่อการสอนการเขียนภาษาอังกฤษ (แก้ปัญหาทีเคยมีหรือไม่ พัฒนาทักษะการเขียน

ขึ นหรือไม่ เพราะเหตุใด มีข้อเสนอแนะเกียวกับวิธีสอนเรืองใด)  
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Interviewee:  Education student    Grade:  A  

Interviewer: You are from Faculty of Education, aren’t you? 

Interviewee: Yes. 

Interviewer: What is your major? 

Interviewee: Early Childhood. 

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: A. 

Interviewer: Have you ever stayed in any English-speaking country?  

Interviewee: Yes. I used to live in the Philippines for a year. I was an exchange student and went there when I was in the last year of high school. 

Interviewer: When did you start studying English?  

Interviewee: When I was in kindergarten.  

Interviewer: Have you ever had an extra English course in a language school? 

Interviewee: Yes. When I was a secondary student, I learned English with a native speaker. During high school, I took a course in Chiang Mai. 

Interviewer: How about a writing course? Have you ever taken any?  

Interviewee: No, never.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the material for the writing lessons? 

Interviewee: Generally, it was OK. The reading passages told us what we were going to write about. For example, the latest one was about a film 

review. So, we realized that was a topic for our essay.  

Interviewer: Do you think the amount of tasks was sufficient? 

Interviewee: As for the reading passages, I think there were just enough, not too many, not too few.  The amount of the exercises was enough as 

well. But, we didn’t really pay attention to them. We usually skipped the exercises and tried to finish outlining.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages? 

Interviewee: Mostly, I think they were not very helpful for writing, but only for reading skills. We learned new words from them. After we read, 

we couldn’t conclude the passage and make it our own writing essay. Instead, we had to create sentences by ourselves. 

Interviewer: Let’s talk about the level of difficulty of the material.  

Interviewee: I think in general it was very hard, but I think it depends on each person’s English competence. If someone was very weak in 

English, it might be hard for him/her to think about words or ideas to write. So, I think the reading passages were good only for reading practice. 

Interviewer: What do think about the steps in composing an essay? 

Interviewee: I’m positive about it. If we were asked to write freely, our ideas wouldn’t be organised. But, when we wrote the outline, we knew 

how our writing would look like. Talking about the editing and giving feedback, I like this process. My teacher checked the outline and the first 

draft. It was good because we would know about our mistakes. I think no one’s first draft was marked ‘excellent.’ Then, I submitted the final draft. 

The teacher gave me a grade. I think writing two drafts was just enough.  

Interviewer: What if you had to rewrite the essay many times for a perfect one in the end? 

Interviewee: I don’t agree with the idea. In my opinion, I put all attempt to finish the first draft, trying to make it as perfect as possible. All ideas 

were brainstormed, so I don’t think I could write any better. The only thing to be checked on the next draft could be vocabulary and grammar. I 

would like my teacher to focus on words and grammar because I didn’t know how to make sentences which didn’t sound like speaking. I thought 

some sentences were formal enough for writing but they were not. Sometimes I wanted to try to use some new words rather than the simple ones. 

Giving us feedback, our teacher could point out to us whether those words were appropriate or not. By doing so, we could learn how to use 

accurate word choice too.  

Interviewer: How about the content and organisation?  



161 
 

Interviewee: Well, organising ideas is also important. These elements should be checked altogether at the same time. If we had good ideas but we 

didn’t know how to organise them, our essay would not read so smoothly. But, I prefer vocabulary and grammar to content and organisation to be 

checked.  

Interviewer: Express your opinion about the teacher’s feedback. 

Interviewee: Teachers’ feedback was useful. We realised our weaknesses when we saw the marks on our papers. Sometimes I was pretty sure 

about some sentences. Still, some errors were figured out. That made me more careful.  

Interviewer: Could you tell me your opinion on the amount of tasks and the timing?  

Interviewee: I think the amount and the time were compatible. For me, I didn’t have any problem at all submitting tasks on time. But, some of my 

classmates complained about it a lot. Probably, they included tasks from other subjects on their tight timetable as well. The teacher gave us plenty 

of time to finish the process—3 or 4 weeks. In fact, we could finish the task in only a day. For example, the topic ‘my happiest memory’ was very 

simple. It was relevant to our life. So, it didn’t take long to finish.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the grading? 

Interviewee: Nothing much. It was fair to grade ten points for each task.  

Interviewer: This is a final question. Do you think your writing skills have improved or not? Why or why not?  

Interviewee: Well, it hasn’t really improved. Nothing much has changed. To tell you the truth, it is hard to be improved. I believe my writing 

skills become static. Teachers’ feedbacks helped me to some extent. Correcting errors according to marks in red pen was a routine. I didn’t 

understand why the sentences were wrong. I wanted the teacher to communicate face-to-face to me. That would help me write better.  

 In my opinion, my writing skills would have been improved if I’d gotten to know a lot more about grammar rules. I wanted to learn 

how to write a formal style for composition. I think the style was special for writing. But, don’t get me wrong. I also liked the process writing 

which was applied in the writing lessons. I liked the outlining step. It helped me brainstorm ideas to write.  

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Interviewee:  Engineering student    Grade:  A   

Interviewer: What faculty are you from? 

Interviewee: Engineering. 

Interviewer: What major? 

Interviewee: Food Tech. 

Interviewer: Have you ever been to any English-speaking country? 

Interviewee: No. 

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: I got an A grade. 

Interviewer: When did you start studying English? 

Interviewee: Kindergarten.  

Interviewer: Have you ever taken any English course from a language school? 

Interviewee: No, never. 

Interviewer: So, I suppose you never took any special course for writing, either. 

Interviewee: That’s right.  

Interviewer: What kind of writing do you prefer? 

Interviewee: I love to write a journal. It doesn’t have a focus on grammar, but vocabulary. My grammar is not very good. By writing a daily 

journal, I may learn how to use conjunctions.  

Interviewer: What is your favourite topic for writing tasks? 
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Interviewee: It should be things in real life situations. I was recommended to write anything that came into my mind and then grammar points 

could be corrected later.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the material of the writing exercises for both English I and II? 

Interviewee: I’m positive. It first showed an example and steps how to complete an essay.  

Interviewer: There is another method, which students can freely express in a written form without any guidelines. Which one do you prefer? 

Interviewee: I prefer the process writing because at least I had a goal of writing. If I wrote freely, it might be hard to find the end. It could also be 

hard to see coherence in those sentences. 

Interviewer: Let’s talk about a number of the writing tasks of English I and II. There were two tasks for both English I and II. What do you think 

about it? 

Interviewee: I think it was OK. If the topics were simple enough, students wouldn’t spend too much time searching for information to write. On 

the other hand, they might spend too much time on complicated topics. For that reason, two tasks should be enough.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages before a writing task? 

Interviewee: I think there were both an advantage and disadvantage. First of all, the reading passages provided helpful guidelines for students to 

create their own writing. However, the disadvantage was that someone might only copy the reading passages as their essays. Anyway, if there had 

been no reading passages for some students, they might have had no idea at all to write about. For me, I used them as a guideline for my writing, 

for which I usually created a different story. I think it could be a good practice for exams.  

Interviewer: Do you think the difficulty of the material was appropriate or not? 

Interviewee: I think it was appropriate for undergraduates. Some might think it was hard for them. In my opinion, the reason might be that they 

took English courses in their later years. For others, the level of difficulty might be just right. 

Interviewer: Now, please give your opinion on the process writing, which you have to outline, draft, rewrite, revise, and so on. 

Interviewee: It was very good because I knew my objective for the writing. After my draft was checked by teachers, I was able to know my errors. 

While rewriting the draft, I could review my mistakes and recall them. That was useful for any writing in the future. 

Interviewer: How do you find teachers’ comments? 

Interviewee: They were very useful. I usually translated my Thai spoken language into English sentences, which were not totally correct. But, 

after my teachers corrected my work, I knew accurate expressions and remembered to use them in my next writing. For me, teachers’ repetitious 

comments on my mistakes were much better than having correct marks on my writing.  

Interviewer: Which of the following elements would you like your teacher to emphasise when checking: vocabulary, grammar, organisation, 

content and ideas? 

Interviewee: I prefer the first three elements. For content and ideas, I believe each person has his/her own dictate which can’t be judged. The first 

elements, surely, will be of use for both future writing tasks and future careers. In writing, grammar is as important as spelling and word choice. 

The organisation of an essay also makes the writing sound smoother and also helps students avoid redundancy.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the time allotted for each writing step and for each task? 

Interviewee: For me, the time was appropriate; however, some students couldn’t submit the work on time. They might have rushed to finish the 

assignments in the last minute, so there wasn’t always enough time for them. I never had any problem meeting deadlines.  

Interviewer: How about grading? 

Interviewee: I didn’t really know about it. Some of my classmates had many mistakes while some had less. Still, the grades were quite similar. By 

the way, I was usually satisfied with mine. I didn’t compare my grades with anyone. I think I should compare my own drafts and see if I had any 

improvement. A lengthier work might not earn a better grade than a shorter one. I think the longer one may contain nothing much but redundancy.  

Interviewer: We’ve come to the final question. Do you think this teaching method of writing in English I and II helped improve your writing 

skills or not? Why or why not?  

Interviewee: The method was rather effective for me to improve my writing skills. For one thing, after these courses, I learned the steps of how to 

generate an essay correctly. For another, the process writing that required me to revise drafts several times made me remember errors. This method 
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definitely improved my writing skills as I could see lesser errors in my latest work. When I started to write something, certain grammar points just 

flashed in my mind and I was automatically careful with them. Moreover, I was more aware of my mistakes in the past, such as word choice, 

punctuations, collocations and conjunctions after the courses.  

Interviewer: Do you have any suggestion about this teaching method? 

Interviewee: Yes, but not much. I would like teachers to check those who copied others’ work. Sometimes, I felt it was OK for them because they 

might not have been able to produce any sentences at all. So, teachers should check and provide special assistance to them. I don’t really know 

what I meant by special assistance. It’s up to the teacher, I guess. Teachers also need to conclude the most repeated mistakes and teach them to the 

class so that all students can learn them together. 

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Interviewee:  Education student    Grade:  C   

Interviewer: OK. Let’s start. You are from Faculty of Education and majoring in … 

Interviewee: Early Childhood. 

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: I got a C. 

Interviewer: Have you ever lived in a country, where English is the official language? 

Interviewee: No, never.  

Interviewer: When did you start studying English? I mean in school. 

Interviewee: When I was in Grade 2. 

Interviewer: Why was that? 

Interviewee: I had lived in a rural area and moved to that school. So, I started studying English at that level. 

Interviewer: Have you ever taken any English course in a language school? 

Interviewee: Never. But, at Grade 6 I took a free tutorial class at a language school near Kasetsart University. Before my classmates and I took the 

class, we had to take a placement test. Mostly, the teachers taught us conversations and games.  

Interviewer: What kind of writing tasks do you prefer for your practice? The choices are essays, poems, plays, advertisements, conversations, 

letters, news editorials, and so on.  

Interviewee: I like poems, advertisements and letters. I also like writing about my personal information in a diary.  

Interviewer: How about your favourite topics for practicing writing? 

Interviewee: I wrote about the following topics before and I could do well: my personal information, someone I know well, or any topics, with 

which I’m familiar, such as my family, my study, pets, etc.  

Interviewer: Now let’s talk about the material we used for our writing tasks. What do you think about it?   

Interviewee: I think the instructions were easy to understand. There were examples for us to follow. Speaking of quantity, it was appropriate—2 

or 3 pages a task.  

Interviewer: How about the level of difficulty? 

Interviewee: In my opinion, I think it was OK, not too difficult. 

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages before each writing task? 

Interviewee: They were relevant examples for the writing. I’d know about each topic and style of writing. It was very useful when I didn’t know 

about the topic very well. The grammar points in the passages were very helpful for my writing too.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the process writing applied in the writing lessons? 

Interviewee: I think it was effective. In high school, I had to submit a task only once without a chance to learn my errors. I didn’t know how to 

start, what to include and so on. Now that I learned how to outline my essays, it was really easy to write. 

Interviewer: How about your teachers’ markings? What do you think about them? 



164 
 

Interviewee: During this term, I found my mistakes concerning word choice because of my teachers’ feedbacks. It was great. However, I 

sometimes didn’t know how to correct those mistakes. The teachers should have explained a bit more both by writing on students’ papers or 

talking to them individually.  

Interviewer: Do you want your teachers to focus on any of the following elements more than the others: vocabulary, grammar, organisation and 

content and idea?  

Interviewee: Yes. I’d like my teacher to focus more on grammar and then vocabulary. For me, organising was not a problem as I translated from 

Thai language. I could see if sentences were in the right places or not.  

Interviewer: Do you think whether the marking helped improve your writing skills? 

Interviewee:  I think it helped me a lot. Grammar points didn’t use to be a focus when studying. On the other hand, after repeating certain 

structure several times, I learned how to write sentences correctly putting words in a right order, for instance.  

Interviewer: How do you feel about the number of tasks? 

Interviewee: I think it was just right—not too many and not too less. There were two tasks in both couses. I could manage the time for all the tasks 

very well.  

Interviewer: Talking about timing. What do you think about the time given for each step and also for each task? 

Interviewee: The timeframe was appropriate. However, the deadlines of all steps should have been clearly set so that students would feel like they 

had to finish off their tasks to meet deadlines.  

Interviewer: What do you think about marks or grades of a completed task?  

Interviewee: I don’t know the criteria for grades but I think it was quite fair considering my work and my friends’. In fact, I wanted to know the 

criteria so that I’d know why each one had different points.  

Interviewer: The points for the four elements—grammar, vocabulary, organisation and idea and content—were different. What do you think about 

these different weights? 

Interviewee: I think the most points should have been weighed to grammar, because it was more important than any others. Weighing marks 

differently may help students figure out which element is their weakness.  

Interviewer: This is the final question. Do you think whether or not this method of teaching writing eliminated any problems you’d had about 

writing and whether or not it improved your writing skills?  

Interviewee: After studying English here, I learned a lot. Grammar points were only the focus in my high school, but now I learned how to use 

those points in writing. I used to have my friends finish off work for me. Now, I had to do all tasks by myself. That was really helpful for me. I 

could write an essay by myself. Obviously, my English skills showed improvement.  

Interviewer: Do you have any suggestions concerning the instruction in English writing?  

Interviewee: No, I don’t. It was fine.  

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Interviewee:  Engineering student    Grade:  C+   

Interviewer: What is your major? 

Interviewee: My major is Petrochemical and Polymeric from the Faculty of Engineering. 

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: C+ 

Interviewer: Have you ever been to a country, where English is the official language? 

Interviewee: No, I haven’t. 

Interviewer: When did you start studying English? 

Interviewee: My school had us first study at Grade 1. Others provided a first English course at Grade 5.  

Interviewer: Have you ever taken any special courses in a language school? 
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Interviewee: No.  

Interviewer: What kind of writing do you prefer in order to practice your writing? 

Interviewee: I prefer writing essays and journals.  

Interviewer: Let’s talk about your favourite topics for writing tasks.  

Interviewee: I love to write about sports and music.  

Interviewer: Do you think you would write better on your favourite topics? 

Interviewee: Yes, I do.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the writing material? 

Interviewee: I think there was a variety of difficulty of the tasks. Some were easy; some were difficult. However, there seemed to be more 

difficult ones. As for the number of the tasks, it was just enough in my opinion.  

Interviewer: What did you do when you found some tasks difficult? 

Interviewee:  I asked my friends for help. 

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages prior to each writing task? 

Interviewee: I liked them because they gave pictures of what I was about to write. Moreover, some provided interesting knowledge for me. But, 

some texts with difficult words did not really help.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the process writing?  

Interviewee: I think it was good for a new writer to know the steps in writing; however, this method was not very effective for those whose 

English ability was weak. The process guided the competent students to outline, to gather information, to write and to revise, but the weak ones 

still did not know what to write. They, therefore, kept asking for help from their classmates. 

Interviewer: What do you think about the teacher’s grading?  

Interviewee: I can tell that there was the same standard in teachers’ grading. Every feedback was clear and fair.  

Interviewer: Which of the following would you like your teachers to focus for marking: vocabulary, grammar, organisation, content and ideas? 

Interviewee: I’d like my teacher to focus on content and ideas. A lot of my friends wanted to complete writing tasks. They also had ideas but they 

did not know how to write sentences. The ideas were there but it was hard for them to organise grammatical sentences. Some of them, therefore, 

asked friends to write for them.  

Interviewer: Do you think whether or not teachers’ marking helped improve your writing? 

Interviewee: I do. I could acknowledge errors that I made.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the way that your teachers communicated to you after marking?  

Interviewee: I liked the way my teachers wrote comments on my writing papers. Anyway, it could have been better if the teachers had talked to 

me individually. By doing so, I think, it should have provided more understanding for me. In my classroom, the teachers did not give any 

suggestions for how to correct the errors. My friends and I received comments, rewrote the tasks and submitted them without knowing whether the 

corrected versions were accurate or not.  

Interviewer: Do you agree with the number of the drafts you had to rewrite? 

Interviewee: Well, I do. It was acceptable to write one or two drafts before the final one. 

Interviewer: How about the number of the tasks? 

Interviewee: I think two tasks a term were fine.  

Interviewer: Was there enough time for completing each task? 

Interviewee: I had about four weeks to complete each task, and I think it was adequate. However, I seemed to have lesser time for the second 

writing. I preferred to have an equal period of time for all tasks. For each step of the process writing, I had enough time to rewrite. My teachers 

imposed deadlines for all steps which I could catch up well.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the grading criteria and the marks you gained? 
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Interviewee: Sometimes the marks were not what I had expected. Some who were better at English got lesser marks. I wanted to know the clearer 

grading criteria for each mark.  

Interviewer: There were four elements for marking and each one did not have the same weight: vocabulary, grammar, organisation, ideas and 

content. What weight do you prefer? 

Interviewee: I like to put the most marks on idea and content, and the second one on grammar. 

Interviewer: This is the final question: What do you think about the instruction in English writing you experienced in both terms? Did it help 

eliminate the problems you had had? Did your writing skills improve? Please, explain why. 

Interviewee: I think there are two points here. First, those whose English competence was good enough could significantly write better because 

they learned about the correct process writing. Second, for the weak students they might have a chance to expand their vocabulary. They knew how 

to process a writing task; however, it was still hard for them to write sentences. For me, I could complete some easy tasks by myself and had my 

friends checked. Anyway, my writing skills became better. Before I took the courses, I had been barely able to write. I am more confident to write 

English now. Moreover, I’ve known more about correct word choice, grammar and steps in writing as well.  

Interviewer: Do you have any suggestion in order to improve the instruction in English writing? 

Interviewee: I want teachers to begin with teaching how to write grammatical sentences first, not just assigning students to read passages and 

complete the tasks right away. Grammar is always problematic for weak students. If they know how to write various types of sentences, they may 

produce better writings. I used to be one of them.  

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Interviewee:  Education student    Grade:  D   

Interviewer: First of all, what are your major and faculty? 

Interviewee: I’m from the Faculty of Education, majoring in Social Studies.  

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: I got a D. 

Interviewer: Have you ever been to a country, where English is an official language? 

Interviewee: No. 

Interviewer: When did you start to study English? 

Interviewee: When I was in kindergarten. It was a private school, so I started earlier than government schools. 

Interviewer: Have you ever taken any special English course outside your school? 

Interviewee: I did. I used to go to a tutorial school during high school.  

Interviewer: How often? 

Interviewee: About once a week. A session took about three hours.  

Interviewer: What kind of lesson did you learn, then? 

Interviewee: It was like a recap from what I had studied in my normal class because I did not understand English taught in classrooms.  

Interviewer: Did you ever take a special course for writing? 

Interviewee: No, never. 

Interviewer: What kind of writing do you like? 

Interviewee: I love to write about advertisements because I can use my own ideas. As for essays, the topics are assigned and I have to follow 

instructions.  

Interviewer: What topic do you like in order to practice your writing skills? 

Interviewee: Writing about pets or my future jobs would be nice.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the material of writing tasks used in both English I and II? 
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Interviewee: Some topics were not understandable. I wasn’t sure what accounted for it: either confusing instructions or my lack of vocabulary. 

One more thing I’d like to comment is the timing. Some students had other priorities as well, so they didn’t set time for only writing tasks. I mean 

the time provided for each task wasn’t enough.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages you had to read before outlining and writing? 

Interviewee: I think they were like guidelines for me. After I read the passages, I could have something to write further. They were very helpful. If 

I hadn’t had them as guidelines, it’d have been hard to start writing right away. I liked to read them before writing.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the process writing? 

Interviewee: I was positive about it. If I’d only written and submitted tasks to teachers, I wouldn’t have known of my mistakes. The drafts I 

rewrote helped me to correct errors.  

Interviewer: Let’s talk about the number of the tasks.  

Interviewee: I liked it when I had only two tasks in the first term because it was new for freshmen. Though we knew things better in the second 

term, we still needed to have only three tasks in the second term due to tight schedules and a lot of work from other subjects. Furthermore, the 

marks from the writing tasks could help increase students’ total grades too because it was hard to earn good grades from exams.  

Interviewer: What do you think about your teachers’ marking? 

Interviewee: It was good that I had feedback from teachers so that I would not repeat mistakes again and again.  

Interviewer: Which element do you prefer your teachers to focus on when marking? 

Interviewee: I think the teachers should have focused on organisation. 

Interviewer: Was the marking helpful for you to write better? 

Interviewee: Definitely, it was. The feedbacks allowed me to know my errors. My writing skills improved. I used to look up in a dictionary word 

for word when writing. 

Interviewer: Do you like the way your teachers communicated to you in order to give you feedbacks? 

Interviewee: In the first term, my teacher didn’t seem to have time for us. We hardly got feedbacks for our drafts. However, I liked it very much 

when my teacher in the second term not only wrote comments on our papers, but also talked to us individually. I prefer teachers to give 

explanation for comments he/she wrote on our papers as well.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the grading criteria?  

Interviewee:  I want to suggest that the marks for writing tasks be increased because it is almost impossible to make good marks from exams. For 

writing, I could search for more information if needed and rewrite drafts as guided by teachers. But, in exam rooms I am vulnerable.  

Interviewer: What is your opinion on unequal weights for the four elements of writing: vocabulary, grammar, organisation, idea and content? 

Interviewee: I think every element is equally important, so there should have been an equal weight for all elements.  

Interviewer: Here comes the final question. Did this instruction in English writing improve your writing skills? Please, explain. 

Interviewee: Yes. I think it did help me improve my writing. I learned more English rules and I could write more. However, all problems were not 

solved because not everyone was good at English.  

Interviewer: Do you have any suggestion for this instruction? 

Interviewee: I think it was OK. The topics were personalised. The students knew what to write about. 

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Interviewee:  Engineering student    Grade:  D   

Interviewer: What are your faculty and major? 

Interviewee: My faculty is Engineering and my major is Mechanical Engineering. 

Interviewer: What was your English I grade? 

Interviewee: I got a D.  

Interviewer: Have you ever been to a country, where English is the official language? 
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Interviewee: No. 

Interviewer: When did you start studying English? 

Interviewee: At Grade 5. 

Interviewer: Have you ever taken any special English course? 

Interviewee: No, I haven’t. 

Interviewer: What kind of writing do you like to practice? 

Interviewee: I think I like writing essays because that was the only kind of writing that I practiced in class.  

Interviewer: What are your favourite topics for practicing writing? 

Interviewee: I like writing about sports, entertainment, food or anything concerning daily life situations.  

Interviewer: Do you think you would write better if you wrote about your favourite topics? 

Interviewee: Definitely.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the material used for the writing tasks of English I and II? 

Interviewee: I had to buy the handouts for the English I writing very often. Mostly, they required us to answer questions. But, I bought only a few 

for English II, for which I had to practice writing a lot more. Talking about the difficulty, I preferred English I to English II. I think the writing 

tasks in English II were too difficult.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading passages before writing? 

Interviewee: For English II, the teacher and students read the passages together and helped translate difficult words. After the teacher explained, I 

was able to complete the tasks. I think the reading passages helped me to understand unknown words. When I didn’t know some words, I might 

look back at the passages and use some of them on my essays.  

Interviewer: Please give your opinion on the writing process. 

Interviewee: I think this teaching method was effective. I could see errors and correct them, making my writing better.  

Interviewer: How about your teachers’ marking and feedbacks on your drafts? Were they clear enough? 

Interviewee: They were very clear. The teachers usually underlined and made corrections for wrong word choice and ungrammatical sentences. 

Sometimes, I was told to find more relationship to what I wrote. I was satisfied with the marking.  

Interviewer: Do you like your teacher to focus on any element when marking or not? 

Interviewee: Many people have different ideas, so I’d like teachers to focus on marking idea and content.  

Interviewer: Do you think whether or not the marking helped improve your writing skills? 

Interviewee: Yes, I do. When I had to revise the drafts, it made me rethink about the writing.  

Interviewer: Were you satisfied with how your teachers communicated to you? 

Interviewee: It was good that they both wrote comments and talked to us individually. Sometimes, it was hard to read their handwriting, but I 

could ask for more explanation as needed.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the number of the tasks? 

Interviewee: That was OK. I think there should have been about three tasks a term. The number was about all right.  

Interviewer: How about the time for each task? 

Interviewee: Well, my teachers informed my classmates and I two or three weeks prior to a new assignment to figure out information about what 

we were about to write. The teachers also gave deadlines for all steps. I think the time for each task was adequate. 

Interviewer: What do you think about the grading criteria? 

Interviewee: My teachers explained for the marks we earned, and I think it was quite fair and clear enough.  

Interviewer: Usually, the weight of grades was not equal for all elements of writing. What do you think about that? 

Interviewee: I think there should be an equal weight for all elements because it is fairer. Some students may have good ideas but use wrong word 

choice. The equal weight may help in that case. 

Interviewer: What do you think about the instruction in writing English for both terms? 
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Interviewee: For the big picture, I think it was helpful. The exercises and tasks gave us a chance to practice. I had to search for more information 

for my writing; otherwise, I wouldn’t have had any idea how to begin with. I’ve learned more words and word choice. I think my vocabulary has 

improved.  

Interviewer: Do you have any suggestion for teaching writing? 

Interviewee: I think the writing process was fine.  

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

Focus group 

Participants:  Engineering and Education students Grade:  an A, 2 Bs, a C and a D 

Interviewer: What do you think about the material?  

Interviewee 1: It was easier to write about the topics related to real life situations, such as my pets. However, the topic about film reviews was 

hard because I didn’t really watch films. It was harder when I had to put together the content of what I didn’t get used to and difficult grammar. My 

writing didn’t really make sense. I could write well for the easy topics for which I had ideas. Another problem of mine was that I seemed to 

translate Thai sentences into English before writing. Of course, I made a lot of grammatical errors. Those who were good at English could read and 

automatically point out there was something wrong with my writing. Talking about the number of the tasks, I think it was appropriate to have only 

two tasks in both terms. It was like the beginning for some students whose schools hadn’t started teaching writing until they were at high school. 

Worse, I hadn’t written English in high school at all. 

Interviewee 2: I think the level of difficulty was just right. All the topics my classmates and I had to write about were concerning to our daily life, 

such as our families and pen pals. The variety of the topics helped generate ideas for writing. The length of the reading passages was satisfying as 

well. Each contained about one or two pages. I also agreed with the number of the tasks for each term.  

Interviewee 3: The content of the material was neither too easy nor too hard for undergraduates. Though I was not good at writing, I think the 

level of difficulty was appropriate. The fact that the topics concerned with real life situations made the tasks suitable for all students of various 

levels of ability. I think some tasks contained too lengthy reading passages and too many exercises. Anyway, the overall number of tasks was 

appropriate.  

Interviewee 4: I think the level of difficulty was average for undergraduate students. However, for weak students it might be too hard. Nearly all 

of the topics were about our real life situations; nonetheless, I feel that the topic ‘film reviews’ was quite difficult as it was hard to write our 

feelings. As a result, the students might not have any idea to write about. The length of each task was right. I was also positive about the number of 

the tasks for both terms.  

Interviewee 5: In my opinion, the topics should have been more personalised. For example, students should have been assigned to write their 

journals, telling about their personal routines and so on. By doing so, those who weren’t good at English might have started with something they 

already knew. Talking about the topic ‘Hiroko, my pen friend,’ it was hard to write about because we did not really have a pen friend. If we had 

been assigned to write about our own stories, we might have practiced writing more and the use of grammar and the generating of ideas might have 

been better.  

Interviewer: What do think about the process writing?  

Interviewee 1: Let me talk about the feedbacks from the teachers. My friend had a lot of marks in red pen on her draft after her teacher checked it. 

She knew that there were a lot of errors but she did not know how to correct her work. I suggest the teacher should have spent some time with 

students explaining errors and how to correct them; or else, those students would repeat the same errors again and again.  

Interviewee 2: I agree with that point. I also had the same problem but at least my teacher figured out how to write a correct version. For example, 

the abbreviation ‘PL’ was written to suggest a plural noun needed here. However, for some students these correction symbols were not 

understandable. As for the reading passages, I think some of them were too difficult to understand. The passage about film reviews, for example, 

contained many difficult expressions. There should have been a glossary at the end of the passage to guide readers.  
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Interviewee 3: To my knowledge, not all teachers followed the writing process. Some of them did not give feedbacks to students’ writing. I 

believe that the most important aspect of this instruction was the correcting and revising steps. The reading passages were very useful for students 

to create an outline for their own writing. I also support the way that outline questions were provided.  

Interviewee 4: I’d like to add what I liked about this instruction. The outline questions guided how to generate ideas for writing by eliciting 

answers from students. After they read passages, they had to answer questions and the answers would become information for their first draft. 

Interviewee 5: One thing I’d like to suggest is that teachers should have notified students of the meanings of correction symbols. After receiving 

our draft being marked by teachers, we didn’t understand some of them.  

Interviewer: What do think about teachers’ markings and feedback?  

Interviewee 1: I think feedback helped us recognise mistakes. When the feedback was repeated, I tended to make less errors.  

Interviewer 2: Feedback also clarified mistakes I made. I realised how to correct the errors. However, I prefer teachers to focus on ideas and 

content because it might have compensated with other elements. The grammar and vocabulary on my writing were not very good, but I got better 

marks on ideas and content. I think the idea is more important than grammar. I’d like teachers to decrease a score weight on lexical errors. 

Sometimes, it was hard to find exactly accurate word choice.   

 In addition, I’d like teachers to explain more about grammar points. Usually, my teachers showed accurate sentences for wrong ones. 

I’d like to see how the errors were corrected. If not, copying correct versions did not really help improve my grammar.  

Interviewee 3: I’d like to support the idea of having a peer review, especially a review by very clever students, because some students were afraid 

of talking to teachers.  

Interviewer 4: I’d like to add on ‘communication between teachers and students.’ I want teachers to be friendlier; otherwise, students are scared to 

talk to them. Worse, if the teacher spoke English all the time, students, who had weakness in English, would feel that they’d better not ask anything 

at all. I’d like teachers to speak both Thai and English so that I could understand what he/she is saying. When I found some mistakes on my 

writing, my teachers orally explained in English and I didn’t understand what to do.  

Interviewee 5: I think teachers’ feedback was very useful for our writing. I prefer teachers to focus on all elements when marking. After we knew 

our mistakes and corrected them, I think our writing skills would improve. As for peer review, I disagree with that idea because not all students are 

confident enough to give comments on their classmates’ writing. I’d better stick to only teachers’ feedbacks.  

Interviewer: What do you think about the grading criteria? Please give your opinion on the weight of marks, time frame, deadlines and so on.  

Interviewee 1: I agreed with the subtraction of marks for late works. It promoted students’ self-discipline. I also agree with the unequal weight of 

marks for all elements. My reason is that some tasks might need students to generate their own ideas. In this case, the ideas and content should 

have been given more marks. I liked the way the deadlines were set up for all tasks. Students had enough time to complete each task.  

Interviewer 2: I definitely agree with the first opinion. Teachers usually gave plenty of time for each task and for each step of writing as well. I 

also agree with the way the marks were subtracted when we submitted the work late. However, teachers should have considered students’ reasons 

as well. Some students might have forgotten to submit works. Thus, marks should not have been subtracted; otherwise, it would have been 

discouraging to write any more essays.  

Interviewee 3: This is what really happened: though I had seven days to complete a task, I usually spent the last two days to finish it. It did not 

really matter how much time I had. That’s all for your information.  

Interviewer: Please give your final opinion on this instruction in writing English: the process writing.  

Interviewee 1: I had studied only reading at high school, so my writing ability had been zero. Having taken English I and II, I kept writing and 

writing. Up until now, I believe that my writing skills were a bit better. During the first term, I only finished off the tasks quickly for grades. On 

the contrary, I put more attempt to complete tasks in the second term. I felt positive about English. However, some students, who didn’t care much 

about English courses, might have just written and had their friends corrected tasks for them. For those, the course didn’t help much. I also believe 

that students’ improvement depended on teachers. Their comments helped students a lot.  

Interviewer 2: I still want to reiterate that idead and content should have been given more weight of marks. Students should have been encouraged 

to express their ideas. By doing so, they would not be afraid of making mistakes.  
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Interviewee 3: In conclusion, my writing skills definitely improved after I took the two courses. I learned from my own writing. Students 

improved their learning skills when they had to plan for an outline and search for more information. The revision encouraged students to write. I 

was more confident to write than before. Not all of my problems were eliminated; however, a lot have been solved. I think it depends on individual 

students. If they were hard-working, they would succeed in studying English.  

Interviewer 4: I had had some problems before studying the courses. I learned much as well. I gained more confidence when writing; however, I 

couldn’t think of any ideas in exam rooms. Some of my problems were solved as well. I, for instance, could select correct idioms and expressions. 

Teachers also recommended appropriate connectors for my writing. Finally, I’d like to suggest that some reading passages should have been easier 

and more personalised to students.  

Interviewee 5: I definitely support the idea that teachers help students improve how to use connectors. I had known only a few. But, after 

practicing to write, I realised when and how to use more connectors in paragraphs to make my writing sound smoother.  

-----------------------------------------------------------The End----------------------------------------------- 

 

 



172 
 

Researcher 

 

Name  : Mr. Vachira Jantarach 

 

Position : Lecturer at the TEFL Section, the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, the Faculty of  

    Education, Silpakorn University, Sanam Chandra Campus, Nakorn Pathom 

 

Education  

 

- MA. (English for Careers) Thammasart University (2004).  

- TEFL certificate, Text-and-Talk Academy (2002). 

- BA. (Mass Communication) Chiang Mai University (1996).  

 

Publications 

 

 Articles  

Jantarach, V. (2007). The Integration of MICE and English for Tourism as an Effective Task-based ESP  

 course. Journal of Education Silpakorn University, 4 (1,2): 29 – 38.  

Jantarach, V. (2009). Drama activities for successful English teaching in classrooms. Journal of Education,  

 Silparkorn University, 6(1,2) : 10 – 21.  

Jantarach, V. (2011). A programme evaluation of the bachelor of education degree in English, the Faculty of  

 Education, Silpakorn University. Silpakorn Education Research Journal, ( , ): 64 – 78. 

 

 Research  

Jantarach, V. (2011). A programme evaluation of the bachelor of education degree in English, the Faculty of  

 Education, Silpakorn University. Nakorn Pathom: Faculty of Education, Silpakorn University. 

 


	1 abstract content
	2 chap 1 intro
	3 chap 2 lit review
	4 chap 3 methodology
	5 chap 4 results
	6 chap 5 conclusion
	7 references
	8 appendixes
	9 blibiography

