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3.3. ESL/ EFL Writing  

  This section deals with the skills ESL learners need to master to write effectively in 

a second or foreign language. Moreover, it sheds some light on how teaching these skills 

may help learners to achieve this aim. 

Barkaoui (2007) writes the following about ESL writing: 

Writing is one of the most difficult skills that second-language (L2) learners are 

expected to acquire, requiring the mastery of a variety of linguistic, cognitive, and 

socio-cultural competencies. As many teachers attest, teaching L2 writing is a 

challenging task as well. (p. 35) 

Many studies were carried out to investigate the use of L1 processes in L2 writing. 

Among these, we can cite Arndt (1987), who studied the compositions of six graduate 

Chinese students. The results of her study showed that students used consistent composing 

strategies during the writing process. Moreover, they showed a limited knowledge of the 

nature of the task. 

In 1991, White and Arndt, who confirmed the recursive nature of writing, 

developed a writing model to investigate the writing process. The authors argued that 

composing a text requires six recursive (nonlinear) procedures, which are generating ideas, 

focusing, structuring, drafting, reviewing, and evaluating (see Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1: White and Arndt’s model (1991, p. 4) 

White and Arndt showed that during the pre-writing stage, learners use 

brainstorming “by relying on their schemata or long-term memory in order to come up 

with supporting details for the topic” (Alharthi, 2011, p. 60). During the stage of drafting, 

learners write many drafts by using external data from both teachers and peers. In the 

editing or evaluating stage, writers edit their compositions for any content or organization 

mistakes. Finally, reviewing requires re-reading the composition and comparing it with the 

goals set at the beginning of the writing process. 

3.3.1. What L2 Learners Need to Learn 

As teachers of written expression we may ask ourselves what do our learners need 

to learn to master the writing skill of a second/foreign language? To answer this question, 

we have considered the views of three theoretical orientations: text-focused, process-

focused and socio-cultural. 

The first orientation, i.e. text-oriented research considers the elements of texts that 

the learners write. These elements include:  the orthography, morphology, lexicon, syntax, 



111 

 

 

plus the discourse and rhetorical conventions of the L2. The learners are required to write 

long texts that include relevant meta-discourse features, such as connectors and 

exemplifiers. Moreover, these texts should have varied and sophisticated lexicon and 

syntactic structures. Besides, these learners should use different types of texts, such as 

narration, description and argumentation. And finally, they are required to use others’ ideas 

and texts in their written productions (Cumming, 2001).  

The second orientation, i.e. process-oriented research focuses on the acquisition of 

successful writing strategies. These strategies are classified into two types: macro and 

micro strategies. Macro strategies include steps in the writing process such as planning, 

drafting and revising. Micro strategies include both content and form, and appropriate use 

of syntax and vocabulary (Cumming, 2001).  

In this perspective, Roca De Larios, Murphy, and Marin (2002) list five major behaviours 

that L2 writers need to acquire: 

The ability to manage complex mental representations, the ability to construct 

rhetorical and organizational goals and hold them in mind while composing, the 

efficient use of problem-solving procedures in order to formulate their texts, the 

ability to distinguish between editing and revision as two different operations 

distributed in different stages of the composition process, and the adoption of a 

flexible attitude toward the use of rhetorical devices. (p. 27) 

The last orientation, i.e. socio-cultural research focuses on the genres, values and practices 

of the target community. It focuses on both context and audience in writing.  

Learners should master macro features like adapting information and aspects of the 

message to recipient needs and knowledge, and micro-discursive acts such as negotiating, 

formulating, and mediating (Candlin, 1999, as cited in Hyland, 2002; Cumming, 2002). 
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If we take these findings into consideration, we can find ways that help us best 

teach writing in the L2 classroom. For instance, process-oriented research suggests 

teaching effective writing processes in an explicit way. Text-focused theory emphasizes 

the importance of modeling target texts whereas socio-cultural orientation focuses on both 

text forms and other elements, such as the contexts, audiences, purposes, and functions of 

texts (Barkaoui, 2007). Barkaoui (2007) concludes with the following: 

The three orientations emphasize the importance of encouraging learners to engage 

in writing frequently and of providing them with useful and appropriate feedback 

and support. In addition to addressing the linguistic, cognitive, and sociocultural 

aspects of learning, L2 writing teachers need to attend to affective factors as well. 

(p. 37) 

Also, these theories suggest other ideas that may help L2 learners become better 

writers. The first suggestion is to provide them with opportunities to write even before they 

master the adequate skills. The second suggestion is to integrate reading and writing and 

encourage students to read and write outside the classroom. Another technique is to use 

writing workshops where students can be actively working by researching, talking and 

writing texts (Williams, 2003 cited in Barkaoui, 2007). 

3.4. Writing Theories 

For many years, the most persuasive writing model was designed by Kaplan (1983) 

and was based on contrastive rhetoric, which focused on prescriptive approaches in the 

teaching of writing.  Kaplan argued that writers develop their thought following a linear 

model, beginning with a thesis, and then using support and coherent paragraphs. The 

objective of the writing pedagogy was to make a comparison between the elements of 

composition in the mother tongue and in the target language to discover the differences 



113 

 

 

between the two. There was only one technique used to teach writing which was imitating 

paragraphs. This approach was dominant until the mid seventies, when it moved to a more 

process-oriented writing pedagogy, focusing on the writer and the context of writing. It 

also emphasized on language communication, and collaboration between the teacher and 

the learners and among the learners themselves. 

The most widespread models were those of Hayes and Flower (1980) and Flower 

and Hayes (1981), who suggested a model based on three principles. First, the different 

processes of writing, such as planning, organizing and revising interact with each other. 

Second, the writer should achieve an objective. And finally, the processes of writing are 

dealt with differently by experienced and inexperienced writers. 

  Hayes and Flower’s cognitive process theory on writing is founded on four 

paradigms:  

1. Writing is a group of thinking processes that the writers use during the process of 

writing. 

2. These processes are organized in such a way that any process can be embedded 

within another one. 

3. The act of writing is a thinking process that is goal-directed, and that is guided by 

the writer’s own goals. 

4. The writers make their goals in two ways: by producing high-level goals and 

supporting sub-goals which express the writer’s purpose, and by changing 

important goals or sometimes creating new ones based on what has been learned 

in the act of composing.  

The following figure summarizes Hayes and Flower’s (1981) writing model 
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Figure 3.2: Flower and Hayes’ model (1981, p. 11) 

The diagram shows that Flower and Hayes’ model divides the writer’s writing 

world into three main components: the task environment, the writer’s long-term memory, 

and the writing process. The first two components refer to what goes on round the writer 

and affects the production of the text. 

Both the task environment and the writer’s long-term memory are the 

circumstances in which the model works. The task environment includes the following 

elements: the topic, the audience, the writer’s motivations, and the text under process. The 

writer’s long-term memory is where the writer stores knowledge of the topic, the audience, 

and the writing plans. The third component deals with the writing processes, i. e. planning, 

translating the ideas into written pieces, and reviewing. The three components are 

controlled by a monitor. The monitor limits each stage, and leads to the next appropriate 

activity. 
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As a matter of fact, the process of planning involves setting an internal 

representation in the writer’s mind. Planning includes three sub-processes: generating 

ideas, organizing information, and setting goals. Its purpose is to gather data from the task 

environment and long-term memory, and use it in making goals or plans to produce a 

written text. During the translation process, the ideas produced in the planning process are 

transformed or translated into language. The ideas that are used in the composition process 

are retrieved from memory under the control of the writing plan. 

Finally, reviewing, which is a conscious process, is divided into two sub-processes: 

“evaluating and editing” or revising. The writer reads his work to evaluate or revise it. The 

monitor is used to move from one step to another.  

Flower and Hayes’s (1981) model describes the writing process “as a linear series 

of stages, separated in time, and characterized by the gradual development of the written 

product” (pp. 366-367). These stages include: pre-writing, writing and re-writing.  

Flower and Hayes (1981) argue that the problem with stage descriptions of writing 

is that they describe the development of the written text, “not the inner process of the 

person producing it” (p. 367). For example, "Pre-Writing" is the stage before words are 

written on paper; "Writing" is the stage in which a text is being written; and "Re-Writing" 

is a final editing of that text. However, research has shown that writers are going back and 

forth while they are composing, i.e. planning (pre-writing) and revising (re-writing) as they 

compose (write). Besides, making clear distinctions between stages may affect the work of 

these activities. 

Flower and Hayes’s theory proposed a task environment, composed of a rhetorical 

problem and a produced text. Moreover, it dealt with the steps of the writing process, i.e. 

generating, translating and reviewing, and suggested that these are monitored by a monitor. 
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However, this model was heavily criticized since it relied on a think-aloud protocol. Critics 

argued that explaining what was going on in the writers’ mind while they were composing 

was of a limited validity.     

In 1987, Bereiter and Scardamalia suggested a theory which concluded that 

different models described different levels and contexts. Besides, it tried to shed light on 

how and why experienced and inexperienced writers’ compositions differed. Bereiter and 

Scardamalia’s theory was based on two models: "knowledge-telling," and "knowledge-

transforming." The first deals with the processes undertaken by novice writers. In both 

types of knowledge, the author deals with three factors: knowledge of content, knowledge 

of discourse, and ideas of a writing assignment. 

Nonetheless, in knowledge –telling, the writer collects the necessary material and 

vocabulary whereas in knowledge-transforming, the writer identifies a unique problem and 

goal and seeks to solve this problem through the writing process. However, how one move 

from one level to another was not explained. 

The following figure represents Bereiter and Scardamalia’s knowledge-telleing model 

(1987) 
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Figure 3.3: Knowledge-telling model (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987, p. 18) 

In Figure 3.3 we can see that the data for the composing process is produced from 

the topic, the assignment, the genre, and the words used in the assignment.  

However, Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) model of knowledge-transforming 

entails both reflective problem-solving analysis and goal setting. It emphasizes on 

experienced writers who are aware of the different problems of the writing process and 

who are able to use suitable strategies to solve these problems. The model presents the 

writer as an individual who can deal with the writing assignment and overcome its 

problems, by setting goals and meeting them through planning. 
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The next figure shows Bereiter and Scardamalia’s Knowledge-transforming model (1987) 

 

Figure 3.4: Knowledge-transforming model (Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987, p. 12) 

In fact, knowledge transforming is different from knowledge telling since it 

comprises both the setting of goals which should be targeted during the writing process, 

and the accomplishment of these goals. As a matter of fact, the writing process is neither 

the result of memories or feelings, nor the assistance from the teacher. For Bereiter and 

Scardamalia (1987) students should be encouraged to follow “their spontaneous interests 

and impulses…and assume responsibility for what becomes of their minds” (p. 361). 

Hence, students are required to practise the writing tasks which develop knowledge-

transforming skills to be able to practise those skills easily. 

Bereiter and Scardamalia’s model is important because of the following elements:  

the differences between experienced and less-experienced writers, writing difficulties due 

to the differences in audience, or different genres, and the different cognitive procedures 

used to do different written tasks. Flower (1994) criticized this model using two points. 
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The first one was that the model did not include the role of context in writing, emphasized 

on cognitive aspects, and neglected the social factors. The second one was that it was not 

clear how writers moved from the knowledge-telling stage to the knowledge-transforming 

stage or what promoted such a transition. 

The nineties saw another revolution concerning writing pedagogy which focused on 

the writer, reader, form and content. Writing pedagogy was interested in data on the 

writing process of both novice and expert student writers, and also on its social context. In 

1996, Grabe and Kaplan developed a model of writing from a socio-cognitive point of 

view by introducing a new variable called communicative competence to the process of 

writing which focused on the role of the external social context on the cognitive process, as 

seen in Figure 3.5. 

 

Figure 3.5: Grabe and Kaplan’s model of writing as communicative language use (1996, 

p. 226) 
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Grabe and Kaplan (1996) divided their model into three parts: internal goal setting, 

verbal processing, and internal processing output. The internal goal setting helps the 

language learner to set goals for the writing skill and shows how these goals would operate 

in “verbal processing”. The “verbal processing” is made up of three main parts: knowledge 

of the world, language competence, and on-line processing assembly. Both “knowledge of 

the world” and “language competence” are parts of long-term memory and verbal working 

memory, and they both include “on-line processing assembly”. Finally, “the internal 

processing output” is the result of on-line processing congregation, and is employed to 

compare the output with the parts of the internal goal-setting in order to meet goal-setting 

and processing output. 

3.5. Writing as a Cognitive Process 

There are two basic elements that have characterized the psychological theories that 

dealt with the cognitive processes used in writing since their emergence in the early 

eighties. The first element considers writing as not simply a matter of translating personal 

ideas into text, but as a process that involves creating content and adapting it so that it suits 

the reader’s needs. Writing is both creating the ideas that will be translated into the text 

and expressing them in an appropriate and convincing way (Flower & Hayes 1980). The 

second element is that writing holds a great pressure on the writer’s working memory 

because it is a set of complex cognitive processes. Hence, writers should use effective 

strategies to deal with the writing process (ibid.). 

Early research on the writing skill was drawn from psychological research on 

problem solving. The empirical findings found from research on problem solving led to a 

categorization of the mental processes involved in writing, and a group of methods for 

describing these processes. This body of research gave birth to the cognitive model of 

writing developed by Hayes and Flower in 1980, and to their theory of writing expertise 
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(Hayes & Flower, 1986). As it was explained in section 3.4., Hayes and Flower’s model 

distinguished between three basic processes: planning, which involved generating ideas, 

organisation and goal setting as components; translating plans into text; and reviewing, 

which consisted of reading and editing as components. These processes used two types of 

data: a representation of the task environment, which included both the writing assignment 

and the text produced so far; and knowledge that is stored in long-term memory, and which 

consisted of knowledge related to the topic, the audience, the writing plan, grammar rules 

and knowledge of text standards. The concept of “translating” in Hayes and Flower’s 

model refers to the process of converting conceptual content into a linguistic form, rather 

than to the process of translating from one language to another. 

An important characteristic of the model was that writing was viewed as a recursive 

process, as opposed to the traditional product-based view of writing as a linear process of 

plan-write-edit. Planning, translating and revising, which are cognitive processes rather 

than steps in the writing process, can occur at any moment during writing. The 

coordination of these processes was done using a monitor, which controlled the writing 

process. The way in which these basic processes were combined was attributed to the 

knowledge of the writing process stored in long-term memory. 

Hayes and Flower’s model distinguished between expert and novice writers (Hayes 

& Flower, 1986). Thus, Flower & Hayes (1980) argued that experts have more elaborate 

goals that they modify during the composing process. Moreover, they develop explicit 

rhetorical goals for the text as a whole, and use them to retrieve content, whereas novices 

set more concrete content goals, and tend to generate ideas and content in response to the 

topic alone. Hence, experts develop more elaborate plans, and continue to develop and 

modify them throughout the writing process. Moreover, they revise their writing more 

extensively, evaluating it in terms of its underlying function in relation to their goals, rather 
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than simply considering whether the text is appropriately expressed (Hayes et al. 1987). As 

a matter of fact, expert writers modify content more during both writing and revision. 

Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987) argued that the differences between experts and 

novices are a contrast between a knowledge-telling model of writing and a knowledge-

transforming model of writing. According to Bereiter and Scardamalia’s model, the 

development of ideas during the writing process depends on how content is retrieved from 

memory to meet rhetorical goals. Novice writers use a knowledge-telling strategy by 

retrieving content from long-term memory. However, expert writers use a knowledge-

transforming strategy, which involves a representation of the rhetorical and communicative 

problems that need to be solved beside the use of goals derived from this representation to 

guide the generation and evaluation of content during writing. Thus, expert writers employ 

more reflective thought when composing by setting more elaborate plans before starting to 

write, modifying these plans more radically during the writing process, and revising their 

initial drafts of texts more extensively. At the end, expert writers’ texts meet the reader’s 

needs. 

Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987) focused on these differences in their knowledge 

transforming model of writing (see section 3.4.), arguing that this should not be considered 

as a development of the knowledge telling model but that it required a total evolution in 

that the writing task is considered and carried out differently by the writer. The model still 

focuses on the process by which content is retrieved from memory. Yet, it adds a rhetorical 

component to it. However, writing is not only viewed as adapting content to the rhetorical 

context, but also as a process in which content is formulated as the text develops. Hence, 

content is retrieved to respond to a more detailed picture of the writing assignment as a 

rhetorical problem, and also to the set of rhetorical acts that are gradually emerging in the 

text. 
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Moreover, the knowledge transforming model emphasizes on the higher-level 

reflective thinking processes that are used in writing like the classical cognitive models. 

We might think that the goal-directed thought used in effective writing is similar in both 

L1 and L2 contexts, and that the main difference between the two is “in how the output of 

these central processes is formulated in language” (Galbraith, 2009, p. 11). Yet, a key 

characteristic of the knowledge-transforming model is that it stresses the writers’ goals in 

their discourse knowledge. The use of an L2 requires not just using a different language 

but also employing different discourse conventions and learning different ways of thinking. 

For example, a skilled L2 writer may find difficulties in adapting their writing process to 

an unfamiliar genre even when they are skilled and fluent writers in an L1 genre. 

In the early models of writing, the writing process has a cognitive overload due to 

the complex processes that are used in the working memory while composing. Translating 

ideas into well written text is very demanding and requires higher level planning.  

Bourdin and Fayol (2002, cited in Galbraith, 2009) found that when a composition 

task is considerably complex, adults perform worse in writing compared to speaking. This 

presupposes that even when spelling and handwriting are very well mastered, “they can 

still have a residual effect on memory retrieval if resources are overloaded by other 

cognitively demanding processes” (Galbraith, 2009, p. 12).  

Galbraith (ibid.) sees that the most important outcome of this research is that the 

other components of the writing process should be carried out as automatically as possible. 

Besides, in order to reduce cognitive overload and facilitate more fluent retrieval of content 

from long term memory, writers should be able to write or type fluently and have well-

developed language skills. Also the strategies for managing the writing process are 

required since they help reduce cognitive load and lead to a more effective planning. 
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He also argues that the first cognitive models of writing emphasized the goal-

directed nature of the thinking behind the text, and considered the translation of thought 

into text as a passive part of the process of interest as long as a shortage of fluency in 

translation was thought to hinder the writers’ capacity to take part in higher-level thinking. 

Subsequent research has attributed more attention to the processes employed in translation, 

and has given them a much more active role in the generation of content. 

This is best seen in Hayes’ (1996) revision of the Hayes and Flower model, which 

distinguishes less between the different parts of the writing process. Hence, planning has 

become a part of “reflection”, translation has become “text production”, and revision is 

seen as a combination of reflection and text production. Moreover, working memory is 

explicitly included into the model. 

As a conclusion, we can cite Galbraith’s (2009) summary of the different cognitive 

models of writing, who claims that learning to write in a second or foreign language is 

neither a matter of developing fluent linguistic skills nor a matter of translating thoughts 

from one language into the words of another language. According to the above-mentioned 

author “[w]riting is thinking, and it is the effects of L2 on the writer’s thoughts as they try 

to write that need to be researched” (ibid., p. 20). He concludes his review of the cognitive 

models of writing by raising a number of questions (ibid.), such as: 

1. What different genre conventions are there in L2 contexts and how does the 

writer’s understanding of these impact on their ability to write in a goal-directed 

and purposeful manner?  

2. How does fluency in L2 impact on the writer’s ability to carry out higher level 

thinking processes, and what sorts of strategies might enable them to do this better? 
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Are these necessarily the same as the kinds of strategies that have been found to be 

effective in L1 contexts?  

3. How do differences in both linguistic fluency and linguistic structure affect the 

writer’s ability to constitute their thought in writing?  

He claims that only research on L2 writing itself can help us answer them.    

3.6. Approaches to Teaching Writing 

This section discusses the strengths and weaknesses of the three approaches to 

teaching writing, i.e. product, process and genre approaches. Besides, it analyzes their view 

to the development of writing. It suggests that these approaches are complementary. 

Finally, it sheds light on the latest approach used in teaching writing, which is the strategy 

approach.  

Since the eighties, product and process approaches have dominated the teaching of 

ESL/EFL writing. However, since the nineties, genre approaches have taken the lead. And 

then the strategy approach has overrun the preceding approaches to teaching writing. 

3.6.1.The Product-Oriented Approach 

Pincas (1982) considers writing as linguistic knowledge of vocabulary, syntax, and 

cohesive devices. In the product approach, writing has four steps: familiarization, 

controlled writing, guided writing, and free writing. The first stage gives the learners 

information about some features of a particular type of text. In the second and third stages, 

the students freely practice the writing skills till they come to the final stage in which they 

perform writing a letter, a story or an essay. 

  An example of a product writing class may require the learners to write a 

composition in which they describe a person that they praise or despise. In the first stage, 

they will accustom themselves with the appropriate vocabulary which is used in describing 
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a person, such as colour of hair, eyes and complexion. In the controlled stage, they may 

produce simple sentences about physical appearance. Then, they may write a full 

description of a person based on a picture of that person, and finally, a description of a 

person they praise or despise.    

In this respect, Badger and White (2000) write “in short, product-based approaches 

see writing as mainly concerned with knowledge about the structure of language, and 

writing development as mainly the result of the imitation of input, in the form of texts 

provided by the teacher” (p.154). 

3.6.2.The Process-Oriented Approach 

All process approaches to writing have the same characteristics, which are to move 

the “learners from the generation of ideas and the collection of data through to the 

‘publication’ of a finished text” (Tribble, 1996a, p. 37). In the process approach, 

writing is seen as a linguistic skill requiring such skills as planning and drafting; 

besides, it requires some linguistic knowledge, such as knowledge about both grammar 

and text structure.  

Generally, the process of writing is divided into four stages: prewriting; 

composing/drafting; revising; and editing (Tribble, 1996b). For Badger and  White 

(2000), it is “a cyclical process in which writers may return to pre-writing activities, for 

example, after doing some editing or revising” ( p.154). 

An example of a prewriting activity in the process approach may be brainstorming 

about the topic of describing a person. This phase would help the learners to make a 

plan and write the first draft about the description of a person. After that, learners may 

revise their first draft either individually or in groups. At the end, they would edit their 

work. 
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 In the process approach, the teacher’s primary goal is to help the learners in their 

writing, which is secondary to provide them with input or stimulus. Badger and White 

(2000) assume that “like babies and young children who develop, rather than learn, 

their mother tongue, second language learners develop, rather than consciously learn, 

writing skills. Teachers draw out the learners’ potential” (p.154). 

It has been argued that all process approaches have “a somewhat monolithic view 

of writing” (Badger & White, 2000, p.154), i.e. the writing process is always 

considered the same regardless of the type of writing and the person who is writing. 

Besides, a process approach may not acknowledge the context in which writing is 

taking place. And in this issue, Hedge (1988) has identified four elements on which 

pre-writing activities should focus, which are: the audience, the generation of ideas, the 

organization of the text, and its purpose. 

Badger and White (2000) summarize the process of writing in the following 

quotation: “Summarizing, we can say that process approaches see writing primarily as 

the exercise of linguistic skills, and writing development as an unconscious process 

which happens when teachers facilitate the exercise of writing skills” (p.155). 

3.6.3.The Genre-Oriented Approach 

Genre approaches, which are relative newcomers to ELT (English Language 

Teaching), have many similarities with product approaches and are regarded as their 

extensions.  Genre approaches consider writing as mostly linguistic; however, they argue 

that it varies with the social context in which it is produced. 

There are different genres to writing, such as research articles, letters and reports. 

Because the learners do not need to write in all genres, this has affected syllabus design. 

The most important aspect in writing for genre analysts is purpose as long as we write 
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different texts to carry out different purposes. For Swales (1990), a genre is “a class of 

communicative events, the members of which share some set of communicative purposes” 

(p. 58). Also, Badger and White (2000) link genres to other features of the situation, such 

as the subject matter, the relationships between the writer and the audience, and the pattern 

of organization.  

There are many similarities between genre approaches and product approaches. 

Cope and Kalantzis (1993) compared the genre approach to a wheel model, which has 

three phases: modeling the target genre, in which novice writers are exposed to examples 

of the genre of text they would be writing, the composition of a text by teacher and 

learners, and finally the independent composition of a text by students. 

On the other hand, Dudley-Evans (1997) has identified three phases in the genre 

approach to writing, which resemble the product approach. The stages are: to introduce and 

analyze a text in a given genre, then to practice some relevant language forms, such as 

grammar or vocabulary, and finally to write a short text.  

Badger and White (2000) summarize the genre approach of writing in the 

following: 

In short, genre-based approaches see writing as essentially concerned with 

knowledge of language, and as being tied closely to a social purpose, while the 

development of writing is largely viewed as the analysis and imitation of input in 

the form of texts provided by the teacher. (p.155) 

3.6.4. Comparing Product, Process and Genre Approaches 

The literature presents the three approaches as being opposed to each other. We can 

say that the process-approach came as a reaction to the product-approach, whereas the 

genre approach came as a reaction to the so-called progressivist curriculum (Gee, 1997). 
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Now, we move to a discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of each approach. 

First, if we consider the product approach, we can find that its weaknesses lie in its 

underestimation of the students’ knowledge since it gives little importance to the processes 

undertaken during writing, such as planning and brainstorming. However, it has some 

advantages, such as providing learners with linguistic input and models of texts to be 

imitated since imitating is one way of learning. 

 Concerning the process approach, we can deduce that its disadvantages lie in the 

fact that it considers all types of writing as generated by the same processes; moreover, it 

offers insufficient linguistic input to learners to use in their writing. Its advantages are that 

it gives credit to the different steps involved in writing, and gives importance to what 

learners bring to the writing classroom. 

Finally, and for the genre approach, we can say that it considers the learners as 

being passive and gives little importance to the skills used to write a text. This in on one 

hand. On the other hand, it assumes that writing is undertaken in a social situation and that 

it has a given purpose. In addition, it acknowledges that learning happens consciously by 

analysis and imitation.  Thus, we can see that the three approaches are largely 

complementary. In order to be effective, the approach to teaching writing should be an 

eclectic one in which we take the advantages of each approach listed above, and we try to 

find remedies to the drawbacks of each one. For example, for the process approach, White 

and Arndt (1991) propose a series of techniques to remedy its weaknesses, and this by 

incorporating group work to provide input by other students, or by the use of conferencing, 

in which input is provided by the teacher. Besides, some process approaches may provide 

the learners with sample texts after they have finished with their first draft. At the end, we 

can come up with an approach which is a synthesis of the three approaches and that we can 

name the process-genre approach.     
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3.6.5. Writing in the Process-Genre Approach 

In this section, we will describe Badger and White’s model of the process-genre 

approach (2000). This model emphasizes on the writing skill and its development. First of 

all, the model acknowledges the knowledge about language, as in both product and genre 

approaches. Second, it acknowledges the knowledge of both the context and the purpose of 

writing, as in the genre approach. Third, it involves the skills in using language, as in the 

process approach. Fourth, it calls for the development occurring in writing by accelerating 

the learners’ potential, as in process approaches. Finally, it provides appropriate input to 

learners, as in the product and genre approaches.    

Badger and White (2000) write “One of the central insights of genre analysis is that 

writing is embedded in a social situation, so that a piece of writing is meant to achieve a 

particular purpose which comes out of a particular situation” (p. 158). 

They argue that genre analysis emphasizes on the language that is used in a given context, 

whereas their model includes the processes that are used by writers to write a text 

reflecting these elements. 

In a writing situation, instructors should copy the situation in the most possible 

way, and then give appropriate and sufficient linguistic input to students so that they can 

figure out the purpose of writing, its audience, and its mode. The next step would be 

drawing students’ knowledge on grammar, vocabulary and organization.  Finally, the 

students should consider other elements of writing, such as redrafting and proofreading. 

Badger and White (2000) argue that:  

different genres require different kinds of knowledge and different sets of 

skills, and our knowledge of both the knowledge and skill involved in 

different genres is limited. However, teachers are expert writers of many 
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genres, and a key feature of this approach is that they should draw on their 

own knowledge of, and skills in, particular process genres. (p. 158) 

3.6.6. The Development of Writing in a Process-Genre Approach 

Writing develops differently among learners. Some learners possess a great 

knowledge about the production of a certain genre of writing, so they need little to no 

input. Other learners have sufficient knowledge about the audience, whereas some learners 

do not have sufficient knowledge about the appropriate language which suits a certain 

genre, so they need some linguistic input.  

 

However, teachers cannot always know what the learners can perform before the 

writing session. Hence, they can apply an approach taken from Willis (1996), in which 

learners write in a specific genre, and then compare their productions to an expert’s 

production, such as the teacher’s. And from this comparison, the learners or the teacher 

may decide if they need extra input of knowledge and skills. 

When learners do not possess sufficient knowledge, three sources may be used: the 

teacher, peers, and models of the target genre. The teacher can give the needed input 

through instruction; peers may do the same within group work; however, the most efficient 

source of input of linguistic and contextual knowledge in a genre-process approach is 

“language awareness activities” (Badger & white, 2000).    

The basic aim of genre analysis is to provide the similarities between texts that are 

written for the same reason. This is done through a corpus of the relevant genre. The 

writing materials used by teachers in the genre-process approach are models of corpora of 

the types of texts that their students want to produce. This may cover studying the sentence 

structure and the appropriate vocabulary used in a certain type of genres. Moreover, the 

learners may need some knowledge on the skills used for composition. This can be done by 
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observing the teachers and the peers. In addition, a direct instruction on the skills and 

strategies involved in a certain type of genre may be effective.  

  To sum up, Badger and White (2000) propose an approach to writing based on a 

product, process, and genre view of writing and writing development and which “sees 

writing as a series of stages leading from a particular situation to a text, with the teachers 

facilitating learners’ progress by enabling appropriate input of knowledge and skills” 

(Badger & White, 2000, p. 160). 

3.6.7. The Strategy Approach 

This approach is similar with the process approach in that it emphasizes on the 

writing period and the cognitive processes used in writing, and makes conferences with 

students to discuss ideas and problems (Adkins, 2005). Nevertheless, it is an explicit and 

supported approach to writing that has helped many writers develop and use more effective 

writing and self-regulation strategies (Harris & Graham, 1996). 

The strategy approach is an approach that helps students to solve a problem using 

goal directed behaviour (Bos & Vaughen, 1998 as mentioned in Adkins, 2005). In this 

approach, students should be committed to use a strategy. After that, they are taught how to 

use this strategy through discussion and modeling. The next step would be to guide them 

until they can use it independently.   

Teachers provide feedback to students and maintain generalization of the 

procedures that were taught. The strategy approach is successful for the following reasons: 

it meets the individual needs of the students, it uses explicit instruction, it offers students 

opportunities to use this strategy, it provides them with feedback, and it helps students self-

monitor and self-evaluate their use of the strategy. 
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3.7. Assessing Writing: Assessment, Feedback and Correction 

Due to its paramount role in the teaching/learning process, feedback has been 

considered in many studies in ESL and EFL. Purnawarman (2011) believes that feedback 

plays an important role in the writing process. 

Indeed, research has shown that student writers who receive feedback improve their 

writing since feedback helps them recognize their mistakes and correct them. 

In this context, Purnawarman (2011) writes, “feedback can … modify students’ thinking or 

behaviour toward their work and focus their attention on the purpose of writing” (p.14). 

With feedback, teachers can follow the progress of their students’ writing and increase 

their ability to obtain their learning objectives. 

According to Horvath (2001): 

Feedback is an integral part of any pedagogy. It aims to engage participants in 

authentic communication about the subject of tuition, and about its goals by 

signaling transitions in the process of learning. As such, feedback also forms part of 

assessment and evaluation, both continuous and task-specific. (p. 27) 

Feedback is viewed as a form of correction and a way of showing the learners the 

amount of their progress.  For Bartram and Walton (1991), the "red-pen syndrome should 

be avoided” (p. 78), and instead, suggested many ways which can be used by the teachers 

before and during the writing process. These include: a reaction to content, an involvement 

of the learners, reformulation and a correction of some specific morphosyntactic errors. 

In 1999, Frankenberg-Garcia suggested that feedback could even be given before a 

text is written, i.e. at the first stages of the writing process. Furthermore, she argued that 

text-based feedback had many limitations, and that it should be replaced by another form 

of feedback which takes into consideration information about students’ needs. 

In fact, Purnawarman (2011) argues that: 
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Feedback can increase students’ attention on the subject they are writing. 

Students who receive feedback will pay more attention to what they have 

written that, beyond their knowledge or awareness, their work does not meet 

certain standards. The feedback that they receive draws students’ attention 

to those aspects of their writing that need remediation, and by doing so, they 

learn how to improve their performance. (p. 15) 

Many studies have been carried out to find out the effects of feedback on students’ 

writing. These studies have dealt either with source, function, focus, strategy or feedback 

media (ibid.). Source includes teacher, peer and self, whereas function deals with 

informative and corrective feedback. Feedback strategy is concerned with direct and 

indirect feedback while feedback media include written, oral and electronic feedback. 

The number of studies which were conducted on feedback shows its huge importance in 

the teaching and learning of the writing skill. 

However, it is assumed that the traditional teacher feedback on students’ writing 

produces meaningless and unproductive results (Kim & Kim, 2005). In 2004, Rollinson 

found that being traditionally accustomed to receiving a certain type of instruction from 

teachers causes the learners to write for the teacher, not for themselves because the teacher 

is their only audience. Teachers will also become overwhelmed by the task of giving 

feedback and correcting the students' writing. It was also shown that “feedback is more 

useful between drafts, and little improvement is made when it is done at the end of the 

task” (Shokrpour, Keshavarz & Mohammad Jafari, n.d.  p. 24). On the other hand, Reichelt 

(1999) claims that the teachers are unsure about the role of writing in EFL classrooms. In 

her study, she found that many of the professionals who take part in FL writing research 

and pedagogy consider themselves as language teachers rather than writing teachers. 

Because students are almost passive in the traditional writing classroom, they feel 
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uncomfortable with cooperative interaction methods that encourage them to take a more 

active role (ibid.). 

 Tribble (1996a) believes that with the breakout of interactive writing methods, 

learners get more fluency, autonomy and self-confidence; moreover, they are more aroused 

to express themselves in the writing process.  

3.7.1. Peer Review 

Peer review is increasingly used in writing classes since the widespread of the 

communicative approach in recent years, and it has been demonstrated as an effective 

approach to improve the writing skill, to increase motivation to writing, and to learn how 

to treat writing as a collaborative social activity (Farrah, 2012). It has been suggested that 

“peer review can be a way to open up new possibilities for both writer and reviewer” 

(Shokrpour et al., n.d.  p. 25). 

According to Rollinson (2004), the process approach considers writing as a creative 

act which needs both time and positive feedback to be done well. In the process approach, 

the writing teacher steps away from assigning students writing tasks and collecting the 

finished products for correction without any intervention in the writing process itself.  

Also, Rollinson (2004) assumes that feedback is more useful between drafts; in addition, 

the corrections that are written on students’ compositions seem to do little to improve their 

writing skill. 

Conversely, Rollinson (2004) states that ideas on the constructive effect of peer 

review have seemed to be busy work or a waste of time. The opponents of peer review, 

such as Horowitz (1986), believe that providing negative criticism may irritate or offend 

the writer.  Moreover, the students might find it difficult to recognize all errors in their 

peers’ writing and provide them with inaccurate or misleading advice. This is on one hand. 
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On the other hand, students may react negatively to the critical comments that are made 

from their peers (Amores, 1997). 

Yet studies focusing specifically on the kinds of advice given by peer editors have 

found relatively small amounts of miscorrection. It is found in the literature that reviewers 

tend to focus on surface errors than on problems of meaning (Keh, 1990) and that 

inexperienced L2 learners may find it hard to estimate the validity of their peers’ 

comments (Leki, 1990). The studies related to peer response have concentrated on the 

nature of peer interactions in writing workshops (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Lim & 

Jacobs, 2001). Nevertheless, Caulk (1994) held that L2 peer feedback showed valuable 

remarks when compared with teachers’ feedback, with only six percent of peer remarks 

suggesting bad advice.  

Since feedback is of a paramount importance in the teaching/learning process, 

careful work on it will be a contribution to pedagogy (Hedge, 1988; Raimes, 1993; White 

& Arndt, 1991). Over the past two decades, many transformations have occurred in 

feedback practices, with teacher feedback often paired with peer feedback, writing 

workshops, conferences, and computer-delivered feedback (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). 

Many studies (Sengupta, 2000; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992) found that when 

applying peer feedback, the responsibility moved gradually from the teacher to peer, and 

finally, to the students themselves. Berg (1999) found that trained peer assessment had a 

positive impact on both students’ revision types and quality. In 2004, Jeremy Harmer 

revealed that trained students included a higher number of comments. Besides, he found 

out that the number of peer-triggered revisions consisted of 90% of the total revisions, and 

that the quality of revision improved significantly compared to the one before peer review 

training. As a matter of fact, Harmer conceded that with extensive training inside and 

outside of class, trained peer feedback can positively affect EFL learners. 



137 

 

 

Some studies have targeted students’ attitude of the peer response method and have 

come to contradictory results. For instance, Nelson and Murphy (1993) and Hu (2005) 

noted that Chinese students welcomed peer feedback while Leki (1990) and Srichanyachon 

(2012) showed many drawbacks with peer feedback and came to the fact that students 

prefer teacher feedback because it is a more effective means of writing revision. 

Horvath (2001) argues that any feedback type is practical depending on a number 

of variables, which are educational context, type of syllabus, length of assignment, and 

number of students. Leki (1990) added another variable, which is the "persona" of the 

writing teacher. Leki assumed that the writing teacher had three functions: the real reader 

self, the teacher as the coach, and the evaluating teacher. 

She goes on by giving three useful techniques that can be used by teachers to 

ensure the validity of feedback. First, teachers should assign students writing tasks with 

multiple drafts. Second, the writing assignments given to students should form a well-

planned project. And finally, students should be asked about what constitutes good writing 

in their composition. 

In this respect, Barkaoui (2007) writes: 

Finally, in order to enhance the effectiveness of feedback, teachers can 

encourage learners to discuss, analyze, and evaluate feedback, discuss why 

it is given, and how it is intended to affect their writing. Teachers can also 

reformulate a student’s draft and then discuss and compare the reformulated 

and original drafts in the class. Another strategy to enhance the effectiveness 

of feedback is to use such tools as revision and editing checklists to help 

students develop self-correction and self-revision strategies… (p. 41) 
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He goes on to suggest another useful strategy to give learners feedback. This 

strategy is:  

teacher-student conferences can provide another effective tool for teachers to 

identify, discuss, and address students’ problems, provided that students do most of 

the talking, only a small number of points are dealt with at a time (e.g., most serious 

and/or common problems)… Barkaoui (2007, p. 41) 

 At the end, and as teachers, we should see the effects of our feedback on students.  

3.7.2. Potential Drawbacks of Peer Review 

There are certain drawbacks of peer response, which can be summarized in the 

following. First, peer review requires a careful pre-class planning; otherwise, the group 

will lose much time. Second, it needs class time. Third, peer response is student centered, 

thus, the teacher should be a neutral agent in the classroom. Besides, some students do not 

like to work in groups and prefer working by themselves since they believe that group 

work does not add to their knowledge. Finally, if the groups are badly run, this will have a 

bad impact on both students and teachers. 

3.8. How to Develop Students’ Written Communication Skills? 

In order to improve students’ written communication skills, the Griffith Institute for 

Higher Education (2004) gives the following guidelines: 

 Make writing enjoyable: This can be done by using the following activities:  

 setting students to work in groups and encouraging them to analyze different 

writing styles, 

 asking students to write for different audiences, and 

 using peer assessment 
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 Do lots of writing: This can be achieved through: 

 Giving students short writing assignments and asking them to exchange their work 

for peer correction, 

 checking students’  notes to ensure that the students are improving, 

 encouraging students to write down their questions at the end of every course and 

answering these questions at the next course, 

 asking students to write for a “hostile reader”, who will criticize everything they 

write, so that this helps them to consider many points in their writing, and 

 finally, giving writing assignments which require feedback from “real” 

professionals. 

 Vary the writing tasks: The following activities will help here: 

 Asking students to write interviews with real professionals, 

 Encouraging students to use their diaries and journals as thinking aids, and 

 At last, asking students to write agendas in group work projects. 

 Share examples of good student writing: 

 Share student good writing, use peer assessment and discuss why it is good, and 

 Help students to set criteria for good writing. 

The following tips may also be helpful: 

 Negotiate with the students the topics that they want to write about. 

 Help students to narrow their topic down by writing a good thesis statement and a 

good topic sentence.  

 Encourage students to use relevant and accurate resources. 

 During the writing process, encourage students to use the different steps of the 

writing process, such as drafting and re-drafting. 



140 

 

 

 Use drafts to check the progress of the writing process and encourage peer 

correction.   

 When assessing students’ writing, make sure to give constructive feedback.  

 Give good writing assignments which have a clear purpose, have meaning for the 

students, are relevant to their course, are manageable in the time available and 

focus on achieving a particular aim. 

 Encourage students to ask themselves the following questions, when doing writing 

assignments: the audience they are writing for, the purpose of their writing and the 

type of assignment. 

To improve students’ writing skills, Kellogg (2008) suggests two methods: the tried 

and true method of learning by doing, and the learning by observing. He argues that 

blending the two methods is a good measure in effective training.  

He goes on by suggesting the use of deliberate practice, on which he writes: 

This method of skill development involves (1) effortful exertion to improve 

performance, (2) intrinsic motivation to engage in the task, (3) practice tasks that 

are within reach of the individual's current level of ability, (4) feedback that provide 

knowledge of results, and (5) high levels of repetition. (p.17) 

3.9. Conclusion 

This chapter has dealt with some issues concerning the writing skill. First, we 

considered some definitions given to writing, such as the one given by the Griffith’s 

Institute for Higher Education (2004), and also Kellog’s definition (2008), which sees the 

development of writing in three stages. Then we moved to ESL and EFL writing since it is 

a difficult skill that learners are expected to acquire, and which requires the mastery of 

linguistic, cognitive and socio-cultural competencies. After that, we saw what L2 learners 
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need to learn, and we considered the views of text-oriented research, process-oriented 

research and socio-cultural research. Besides, we shed some light on writing theories and 

approaches to teaching writing. The chapter concluded with assessing writing and ways of 

developing students’ writing communication skills.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

4.1. Introduction 

The present chapter introduces the methodology which has been used in the study. 

It tackles in depth the population and sampling, the background information of the 

informants, the research design, and the research instruments, which are questionnaires and 

scores analysis. Besides, it explains the framework for the instruction, the research 

procedure and data analysis techniques.  

4.2. Research Methodology  

The method which has been used to answer the research questions and to meet the 

research aims is quasi-experimental, which is part of quantitative research.   

The term “quasi-experiment” was first introduced by Campbell and Stanley in 1963 (cited 

in Shadish, Cook & Campbel, 2002). Quasi-experiments are similar with true experiments 

in that they have the same aim, which is to examine the relationship between a cause and 

an effect in a controlled setting. Moreover, they have the same similarities, such as the 

frequent presence of control groups and pretest measures. However, quasi-experiments 

lack random assignment. 

The task of assigning individuals to conditions can be done by the researcher 

himself without any randomization, such as the case of working with intact classes in the 

field of research in education. Nevertheless, the researcher may control some aspects of the 

study, such as selecting the measures that he will use. In this respect, Campbell and Stanley 

(1963) write: 

There are many natural social settings in which the research person can introduce 

something like experimental design into his scheduling of data collection 

procedures (e.g., the when and to whom of measurement), even though he lacks the 
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full control over the scheduling of experimental stimuli (the when and to whom of 

exposure and the ability to randomize exposures) which makes a true experiment 

possible. Collectively, such situations can be regarded as quasi-experimental 

designs. (p. 34) 

Quasi-experimental methods are often used when it is impossible to randomize 

individuals or groups to treatment and control groups. Also, they are used in situations 

“where ethical, political or logistical constraints, like the need for a phased geographical 

roll-out, rule out randomization” (White & Sabarwal, 2014, p. 2). 

The above-mentioned authors argue that quasi-experimental methods are practical 

when conducting impact evaluations in real world settings. When the researcher uses pre-

existing or self-selected groups such as individuals who are already participating in a 

programme, he would avoid “the ethical concerns that are associated with random 

assignment – for example, the withholding or delaying of a potentially effective treatment 

or the provision of a less effective treatment for one group of study participants” (White & 

Sabarwal, 2014, pp. 10-11). 

In quantitative research there are many types of variables: the dependent variable, 

the independent variable, the intervening variable and the confounding variable. A variable 

is defined as “a characteristic or attribute of an individual or an organization that (a) 

researchers can measure or observe and (b) varies among individuals or organizations 

studied” (Creswell, 2012, p. 112). 

A dependent variable may be defined as “an attribute or characteristic that is 

dependent on or influenced by the independent variable” (Creswell, 2012, p. 115), such as 

achievement scores on a writing test. It is also called the outcome, effect, criterion, or 

consequence variable. In this study, the dependent variable is students’ written 

productions. 
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On the other hand, an independent variable “is an attribute or characteristic that 

influences or affects an outcome or dependent variable” (Creswell, 2012, p. 116). The 

independent variable influences the dependent variable through the interference of the 

intervening variable. In this study, the independent variable is the use of learning 

strategies.  

Besides the independent and the dependent variables, there is a third variable in this 

study which is the moderating or moderator variable. The moderator variable is defined as 

“a variable that may interact with other variables resulting in an effect on the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 360). In this 

study, the moderator variable is motivation. 

 We can summarize the variables in the present work in table 4.1: 

Table 4.1 

Research Variables 

Independent variable Dependent variable      Moderator variable 

Learning strategies  Students’ written 

productions 

       Motivation  

 

There are four types of independent variables which are summarized in table 4.2 

(Creswell, 2012, p. 116).  
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Table 4.2  

Types of Independent Variables 

 Measured 

variable 

Control variable Treatment 

variable 

Moderating 

variable 

Definition  An 

independent 

variable that is 

measured in a 

study 

A special type of 

independent 

variable that is of 

secondary 

interest and is 

neutralized 

through 

statistical or 

design 

procedures 

An independent 

variable 

manipulated by 

the researcher  

A special type of 

independent 

variable that is of 

secondary interest 

and combines with 

another 

independent 

variable to 

influence the 

dependent variable 

Type of 

variable 

measurement  

A categorical 

or continuous 

variable that is 

measured or 

observed in 

the study 

A variable not 

directly 

measured but 

controlled 

through 

statistical or 

research design 

procedures 

A categorical 

variable actively 

manipulated by 

the researcher 

and composed 

of two or more 

groups 

A categorical or 

continuous 

variable measured 

or observed as it 

interacts with other 

variables 

Use in  Experiments, 

surveys 

Experiments, 

correlational 

studies 

Experiments  Experiments  

Examples  Age of a child; 

performance 

on a test; 

attitudes 

assessed on a 

survey 

Often 

demographic 

variables such as 

age, gender, race, 

socioeconomic 

level 

Classroom 

learning: one 

group receives 

standard lecture 

and one group 

receives 

discussion; 

researcher 

assigns students 

to groups and 

thus 

manipulates 

group 

membership  

Demographic 

variables such as 

age, gender, race, 

or socioeconomic 

level, a measured 

variable such as 

performance or 

attitude, or a 

manipulated 

variable such as 

classroom 

instruction 

 

Creswell (2012, p. 116) 

The intervening variable does not always exist in a study. In research methodology, 

the independent variable may have the following attributes: factor, treatment, predictor, 
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determinant, or antecedent variable. This variable is measured independently from the 

dependent variable since it influences the outcomes of the study. 

The last type of variable is the confounding variable, which is not directly involved 

in the probable cause-and-effect relationship but which is an extraneous or uncontrolled 

variable. Confounding variables are sometimes called spurious variables and are defined as 

“attributes or characteristics that the researcher cannot directly measure because their 

effects cannot be easily separated from those of other variables, even though they may 

influence the relation between the independent and the dependent variable” (Creswell, 

2012, p. 119). 

In this study, we have employed different research tools and procedures and used 

different techniques to analyze the data obtained. 

In order to analyze the data obtained, we opted for triangulation, which is defined 

by Mackey and Gass (2005) as “the use of multiple, independent methods of obtaining data 

in a single investigation in order to arrive at the same research findings” (p. 181). There are 

three types of triangulation, according to the above-mentioned authors, theoretical 

triangulation, which involves the use of many research tools to analyze the same set of 

data, investigator triangulation, which is the use of a number of observers or interviewers, 

and methodological triangulation, which is the use of “different measures or research 

methods to investigate a particular phenomenon” (p. 181). In the present study, we 

employed the last type of triangulation, i.e. methodological triangulation. When using 

multiple research tools, we can support our study and its conclusions. 

4.2.1. Population and Sampling 

Our population is all first year students at the department of English language, 

faculty of letters and foreign languages, university of Batna 2 during the academic year 

2016-2017. They form a total of 673 students organized in 15 groups. 
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The rationale for choosing first-year classes is because they are new comers to the 

department of English and so we believe that they are eager to learn English. Besides, we 

think that introducing the students to learning strategies at an early level (first year) would 

promote their writing strategies in subsequent levels (second and third years).  

4.2.1.1. Choice of the Sample 

Out of the fifteen groups, we were allotted two groups; each one was formed of 65 

students. Therefore, we began the study with 130 students. However, due to participant 

mortality, we ended up with 60 students, 30 in each group. Participant mortality, or 

attrition, is “the dropout rate for a study. It is also referred to as subject mortality. 

Participants drop out for many reasons including scheduling conflicts (there is often a high 

rate of no-shows for delayed post tests)” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 362). Using the 

formula 673÷60=11.21, we find that our sample represents 11.21% of the whole 

population. 

The researcher did not use any of the sampling techniques available in the 

literature; instead, she was given two intact groups by the administration. The 

administration forbids the formation of groups because of lack of classrooms and time. 

Moreover, a student enrolled in a given group cannot attend a session scheduled at a 

different time. So, it was impossible for the researcher to design two random groups. Since 

we worked with intact classes, we could not apply a true experiment; nonetheless, the use 

of a quasi-experiment was appropriate for the sample lacked randomization.  

4.2.1.2. Background Information of the Respondents 

The preliminary questionnaire (see appendix A), which was administered at the outset 

of the study, yielded the following results: for section one, (Q1), 44 (73.33%) of the 

respondents are females whereas 16 (26.67%) are males. Their age varies between 17 and 

23 (Q2) and their Baccalaureate option ranges from literature and foreign languages (45%) 
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to natural or exact sciences (38.33%) to literature and philosophy (11.67%) to other fields 

(exact sciences: 1.67%, sports and technical mathematics (3.33%)). 

For (Q4), how many years have you been studying English? The answers were 

from 7 to 9 years. Also the majority of the respondents (54 or 90%) confirmed that they 

chose to study English whereas (6 or 10%) said that it was not their choice and that it 

was imposed on them (Q5). The reasons behind their choice were the following: 

 It is my favourite language; I really love it. Besides, it is the first language in 

the world. 

 I want to know more about English, and I want to enrich my culture. 

 Learning English is fun. 

 To improve my English and my skills, and to communicate with others. 

 I have a great motivation to learn it. 

 It is an international language and my dreams will come true by studying it. 

 It was my father’s choice. 

 To become a teacher of English. 

 It is easy to learn. 

 To travel to foreign countries, such as Great Britain, Switzerland, Korea, the 

USA, and the Netherlands. 

 To improve my writing and spelling skills. 

 I didn’t have a better choice. 

 I am good in speaking English. 

 No particular reason. 

 To emigrate and to study abroad. 
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4.2.2. Research Design 

Before starting our research, we had to ensure its validity. There are many types of 

validity, including content, face, construct, criterion-related, predictive validity, plus 

internal and external validity (Mackey & Gass, 2005). 

The first type of validity, content validity, refers to the representativeness of our 

research tool in relation to the variable we want to test.  

Face validity means how familiar is the research instrument to the respondents. 

Construct validity is defined as “the degree to which the research adequately 

captures the construct of interest” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 108). It is the most complex 

of the validity types discussed so far. It is an important component to consider in second 

language acquisition research since the variables that are studied in this field, such as 

language aptitude and proficiency, are difficult to measure. We can achieve construct 

validity when we use multiple research tools to measure the same variable.   

Criterion-related validity is concerned with whether the tests that are used in a 

study can be “comparable to other well-established tests of the construct in question” 

(Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 108), such as the standard TOEFL in the case of English. This 

was done for the Likert scale because it was adapted from both Oxford’s SILL (the 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning) (1990), and a questionnaire from Shapira and 

Lazarowitz (2005). Besides, the scoring scale for the paragraph was adapted from Oshima 

and Hogue (2007). 

Predictive validity refers to what we want to make with a research tool, such as 

predicting performance. 

Internal validity is the extent to which the difference which occurred in the 

dependent variable was the result of the control of the independent variable.  
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For Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2005):  

Internal validity seeks to demonstrate that the explanation of a particular 

event, issue or set of data which a piece of research provides can actually be 

sustained by the data. In some degree this concerns accuracy, which can be 

applied to quantitative and qualitative research. The findings must 

accurately describe the phenomena being researched. (p. 107) 

To achieve internal validity, the researcher must control all possible variables 

which may interact with the independent variable. These variables include participant 

characteristics, participant mortality (dropout rate), participant inattention and attitude, 

participant maturation, data collection (location and collector), and instrumentation and test 

effects. 

Some of the factors related to participant characteristics in second language 

research are language background, language learning experience, and proficiency level. 

Our participants have the same language background, the same learning experience 

and are homogenous concerning their proficiency level in writing as it will be shown in the 

results of the preliminary questionnaire. Proficiency level is one of the most difficult areas 

to control for when conducting second language research. The topic is much easier to 

control in the case of a foreign language due to the limited exposure of learners to that 

language. We can also control proficiency level by using participants from the same level, 

as in our study because all the subjects study English as a foreign language and they are 

enrolled in the first year. 

Participant mortality is the drop out of participants during the experiment for many 

reasons such as time, interest and money. This point has been highlighted earlier in this 

chapter when we described our sample. 
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Participant inattention and attitude include both the Hawthorne and the Halo 

effects. The first occurs when participants know that they are part of an experiment and 

therefore change their behaviour whereas the second occurs when participants try to please 

the researcher by giving him the responses that he is seeking for. The Hawthorne effect 

was neutralized by not telling the participants that they were acting as subjects in the 

experiment. 

Subject maturation involves mainly studies done with children, which is not the 

case with our participants, who are adults and who may not change a lot in a period span of 

one semester. Thus, maturation does not represent a threat to internal validity. 

Other factors relating with internal validity concern data collection and they are 

location and collector. The location of the data was in the same classroom for both groups, 

and the collector was the researcher herself, as a matter of fact, we controlled these 

extraneous variables too. 

Another factor related to internal validity concerns the test instrument whose 

internal validity is formed with equivalence between pre- and posttests, giving the goal of 

the study away, and test instructions and questions. 

The equivalence between pre- and posttests involves the use of tests which are 

equal in the difficulty of questions; otherwise, the tests lack internal validity. For example, 

we cannot compare the results of an easy pre-test with those of a difficult posttest.  

Another problem with the internal validity of a study is that the researcher does not 

want the participants to figure out the nature of the study because in research we want to 

capture participants’ natural behaviour and responses. One way to cope with this pitfall is 

when the participants cannot figure out the topic from the pretest, so that the study 

instruments are more likely to yield valid results. This was achieved at the outset of our 
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study when we administered the pre-test to the subjects and told them that we wanted to 

evaluate their level in writing before commencing the courses of the paragraph. 

The last threat with internal validity is connected with the instructions and the 

questions. We had to ensure that the questions in the questionnaires and the pre- and 

posttests were clear and appropriate to the subjects’ level. This was achieved by piloting 

the research tools with a small number of students, mailing a covering letter concerning the 

Likert scale and giving the different questionnaires to colleagues to evaluate them. 

External validity, on the other hand, is defined as “the degree to which results can 

be generalized beyond the study itself” (Brown, 2002, p. 289). External validity is 

jeopardized by the following extraneous variables: sampling, representativeness and 

generalizability, and collecting biodata information. 

In order to minimize threats related to sampling, using random sampling is an 

effective way. However, in the case of our study, we could not have access to this 

sampling technique due to the fact that we were assigned two intact groups, so this 

constitutes a threat to external validity.  

The second element concerns the number of the subjects involved in the study. 

Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) (cited in Mackey & Gass, 2005) gave the following minimum 

sample numbers as a guideline: 100 for descriptive studies, 50 for correlational studies, and 

15 to 30 per group in experimental studies depending on how tightly controlled they are. In 

our study, we used 30 students per group; as a matter of fact, we achieved the minimum 

number of participants. 

Now, we turn to reliability, which is defined by Cohen et al. (2005) as “a measure 

of consistency over time and over similar samples” (p. 117). In quantitative research, it “is 

essentially a synonym for consistency and replicability over time, over instruments and 

over groups of respondents” (ibid.). The-above mentioned researchers go further saying 
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that “a reliable instrument for a piece of research will yield similar data from similar 

respondents over time” (ibid.). In the field of experimental research, this implies “that if a 

test and then a re-test were undertaken within an appropriate time span, then similar results 

would be obtained” (Cohen et al., 2005, p. 117). However, the researcher has to decide the 

appropriate time span between the test and the re-test to achieve reliability. 

We have tested the reliability of the Likert scale using the Cronbach’s alpha. 

The research design that we adopted was a quasi-experimental one using two 

experimental groups whose writing performance was measured before the study through a 

pre-test and after the study via a posttest. Between the two tests the participants were 

taught writing using four types of learning strategies: cognitive, metacognitive, affective 

and social. But before commencing the quasi-experiment, we had to test the first research 

hypothesis, which is that the students do not use the writing strategies in their writing. The 

research tool used to meet this aim was a preliminary questionnaire which was filled in by 

our respondents. Before the study also, both groups filled in a Likert-scale questionnaire to 

know about the frequency of their use of learning strategies. The questionnaire was filled 

in again at the end of the study to ensure (or not) that the students acquired the use of such 

strategies.  

The third questionnaire designed for students was to measure the second variable, 

motivation, and was called motivation questionnaire which was undertaken in the middle 

of the quasi-experiment.  

The last questionnaire was taken by teachers and it aimed at gathering data about 

the techniques used by first-year teachers to teach the writing skill. Also, it aimed at 

eliciting teachers’ opinions about teaching learning strategies to first-year students to 

improve their writing skills. 
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4.2.3. Data Collection Tools 

In order to analyze the data collected we used triangulation, which is “the use of 

two or more methods of data collection in the study of some aspect of human behaviour” 

(Cohen et al, 2005, p. 112). In the present study, the research tools that we employed were 

questionnaires for students and teachers and students’ scores analysis. The students’ 

questionnaires included a preliminary questionnaire, a Likert-scale questionnaire, and a 

motivation questionnaire whereas we administered one questionnaire concerning students’ 

motivation for teachers. Besides, we used scores analysis of the pre-test and the posttest. 

The following section describes in-depth the research tools used in this study. 

4.2.3.1. Questionnaires 

The questionnaire is probably the most used and most abused of the data gathering 

tools (Singh, 2006). It  

may be regarded as a form of interview on paper…. which is prepared and 

distributed for the purpose of securing responses. Generally these questions are 

factual and designed for securing information about certain conditions or practices, 

of which recipient is presumed to have knowledge. (p. 191) 

The questionnaire is useful in collecting both quantitative and qualitative data. 

There are two types of questions in a questionnaire: the unrestricted, or open form items, 

and the restricted, or close form items. Each type has its advantages and drawbacks. 

The open formed item is also called the “Open end”, “Short-answer”, or “Free-

response” item because after the question, there is a space provided in which the informant 

is required to write his response. This type of questions allows explanation, but responses 

can be difficult to summarize and tabulate. It is used when in depth responses are needed 

(Singh, 2006). 
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The second type of questions is the closed form item, or the “restricted” or 

“structured” type. It consists of a question or a statement to which a respondent answers by 

selecting one or more alternatives, such as “Yes” or “No”.  

This type of questions facilitates the tabulation and analysis of data. Moreover, it 

improves both its reliability and consistency. One drawback of this kind of questions is that 

the informant cannot explain why he has given certain answers, and this may be important 

in certain types of research works. The close form item is frequently used in measuring 

attitudes, feelings and some traits of behaviour. 

In our study, we have used both types of questions in the preliminary questionnaire, 

and the motivation questionnaires for students and teachers.  

4.2.3.1.1. The Preliminary Questionnaire 

The preliminary questionnaire (see appendix A) was used as a tool to answer the 

first research question: Do the students use learning strategies in their writing? And its sub-

question: And if yes, what are they? 

The questionnaire was first piloted and no changes occurred in its wording, then we 

gave it to the sample and required from respondents to fill in the questionnaire during the 

written expression course to be able to answer any question or to clarify any ambiguity.   

The students were told that there was no right or wrong answer and were requested to 

answer the questionnaire honestly. Besides, they were informed that their answers were 

needed for the purpose of research and that they would be kept confidential.  The 

questionnaire took more than one hour to be filled in. 

The questionnaire was made of three sections. Section one seeks students’ 

background information and is made up of six (6) questions: students’ gender (Q1), their 

age (Q2), their Baccalaureate option (Q3), the period of learning English (Q4), whether 

they chose to study English (Q5), followed by a justification to their answers (Q6). 
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Section two deals with students’ strengths, weaknesses and difficulties in writing. It 

consists of seven questions: the elements of good writing (Q7), students’ difficulties in 

writing in English (Q8), their strengths and weaknesses in writing in English (Q9), what 

makes writing difficult for them (Q10), students’ strengths in writing (Q11), and  students’ 

weaknesses in writing (Q12). Questions (Q11) and (Q12) were asked to check students’ 

consistency in answering (Q9). The last question in section two (Q13) is about how 

students knew about their strengths and weaknesses; was it from others like teacher and 

friends, from their marks and performances, or from reviewing their own work? 

The third section is made up of twenty (20) questions and seeks students’ cognitive, 

metacognitive, social, and affective strategies. 

We started section three with background information about the high school teacher and 

whether s/he provided his/her students with writing techniques and if so, the students were 

required to cite some of them (Q14). We used the word “techniques” in this question in 

place of the word “strategies” because we did not want the participants to figure out the 

aim of the questionnaire. It was followed with whether the students liked the way that their 

teacher used to teach writing, followed with a justification to their answers (Q15). We 

wanted to compare the present way of teaching writing to the ancient way in high school.  

It was followed by four questions related to the metacognitive strategy of planning 

(questions 16, 17, 18 & 19). This was done to check students’ consistency in answering 

this question. Question 20 was about the social strategy of working in groups. Questions 21 

and 22 are the core of the questionnaire and they seek whether the students are aware of 

the strategies that they are using in writing (Q21) and if yes, they were required to provide 

them (Q22). 

Other strategies were considered in the subsequent questions, such as collecting 

models of different types of written texts before writing (Q23), taking into consideration 
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the audience (Q24) and the aim of writing (Q25), revising (Q26), the elements of revision 

(Q27), and how to evaluate their progress in writing (Q28). 

Questions 29, 30 and 31 were asked to discover which strategies, if any, students 

use when they fail to do a writing assignment (Q29), to continue with the writing 

assignment (Q30) and to overcome their limitations in writing (Q31). 

The preliminary questionnaire ends with asking students about strategies which can 

help them to improve their writing (Q32) and whether they want to be helped with 

strategies to improve their writing (Q33). The last question was asked to know about 

students’ opinions concerning the introduction of the strategy approach, which is the core 

of our study.   

4.2.3.1.2. Students’ Motivation Questionnaire 

4.2.3.1.2.1. Piloting the Questionnaire 

In order to achieve face validity, we gave students’ motivation questionnaire (see 

appendix B) to five teachers who teach at the department of English language and literature 

in Batna 2 University to assess it concerning its length and the formation of its questions. 

The teachers suggested the following amendments. 

For question 5 in section one: if yes, please say why? The teachers suggested 

adding reasons for choosing English and ask students to state the reasons behind their 

choice. So, we gave them a list of reasons related either to intrinsic motivation (it is my 

favourite language and I like it and to learn about its culture) or to extrinsic motivation (to 

communicate with others, to become a teacher of English, to travel abroad or   emigrate, 

and to study abroad).    

Concerning question 8, “when assessing (when testing or evaluating) students, 

teachers should use: a. written tests- b. oral test – c. written and oral test?”, the teachers 
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suggested reformulating it to “do you think that teachers, when testing or evaluating 

students, should use: a. written tests - b. oral test – c. written and oral tests?”. 

For question 9: “when you are asked to write in English, how do you feel: a. 

interested –b. unable – c. bored – d. other, please specify”, the evaluators said that it was 

better to delete the last alternative “d”. 

Question 11: “why are you studying written expression module?”, and question 12: 

“what do you expect to obtain from written expression module?” which are open-ended 

question, were deleted from the questionnaire. 

For question 13, which became in the subsequent questionnaire 11: “what goals 

would you like to accomplish at the end of the written expression course: a. pass the course 

– b. improve your written skills – c. communicate with other users of English – d. be a 

better writer – e. be more educated – f. other, please specify”, the last alternative “f” was 

replaced by “all of them”. 

For question 14 (question 12 in the questionnaire which was given to students), 

option “c”: a bit interesting was deleted. 

In question 16 (question 14), the last alternative “other, please specify” was also 

deleted. 

In question 17 (question 15): “how do you consider the teacher’s corrections: a. 

helpful – b. too much – c. not enough – d. not important – e. easy to understand – f. 

ambiguous – g. other, please specify”, the alternatives were changed into “a. helpful – b. 

easy to understand – c. not much helpful – d. ambiguous”. 

In questions 18 (question 16) and 19 (question 17), the last options “other, please 

specify”, and “other” were also deleted. 

For the last question (question 20: 18): the alternative “c”: a bit important was also 

deleted.  
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  4.2.3.1.2.2. Description of Students’ Motivation Questionnaire 

Students’ motivation questionnaire (see appendix C) is made of two sections. 

Section one seeks students’ background information and is made of five questions: 

students’ gender (Q1), age (Q2), baccalaureate option (Q3), whether students chose to 

study English (Q4), and the reason(s) behind their choice (Q5) with six alternatives 

representing either intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. Two reasons represent intrinsic 

motivation; they are:  

a) It my favourite language and I like it 

b) To learn about its culture. 

The other four reasons represent extrinsic motivation, and they are: 

c) To communicate with others. 

d) To become a teacher of English. 

       e)  To travel abroad or emigrate. 

        f)  To study abroad.  

Section two is entitled students’ motivation in writing in English and is made up of 

thirteen (13) questions.  In question 6, students are asked to classify the four language 

skills, i.e. listening, speaking, reading and writing in order of importance from the most 

important skill to the least important one. The students are requested to use a scale of 

numbers with (1) being the most important skill and (4) being the least important one. It is 

followed by question 7, which checks students’ consistency in answering the previous 

question. We have also used a scale and asked the students to classify the writing skill as 

being: a very important skill, as important as the other skills or not important at all. 

In question 8, students are asked to give their opinion about the best way to 

evaluate their level, and whether it would be through written tests, oral tests or both types 

of tests. 
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Question 9 talks about students’ feelings when students are asked to write. Do they 

feel interested, unable or bored? 

In question 10, the respondents give their point of view concerning written 

homework. Do they consider assigning written homework to them as an important element 

of a student’s evaluation/assessment, a good way of improving their English, or rather a 

burden? 

In question 11, students express the goals that they want to accomplish at the end of 

the written expression course. Is it to pass the course, to improve their written skills, to 

communicate with other users of English, to be a better writer, to be more educated or all 

of the above? Here again, we talk about either intrinsic motivation (to improve their 

written skills, to be a better writer and to be more educated), extrinsic motivation (to pass 

the course and to communicate with other users of English) or both types of motivation (all 

of them). 

Question 12 expresses students’ opinion about the written expression course and 

whether learners consider it very interesting, interesting or not interesting at all by using a 

scale. 

Question 13 tackles the teacher’s correction of the students’ written works. Should 

the teacher correct only the grammatical mistakes, the mistakes related to content, or 

correct all types of mistakes (i.e. grammar, vocabulary, spelling, punctuation, 

capitalization, and content)? 

In question 14, students are asked about their first behaviour when they receive 

their written work from the teacher and whether they look at the mark, read the teacher’s 

comments, lose their self-confidence from the amount of corrections or learn from their 

mistakes. Again, here we have divided the behaviour to the one related to intrinsic 

motivation, i.e. read the teachers’ comments, lose their self-confidence from the amount of 
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corrections, and learn from their mistakes to one behaviour related to extrinsic motivation, 

which is to look at the mark. 

Another scale is used in question 15 to talk about students’ opinions concerning the 

teacher’s corrections and if they consider them as being helpful, easy to understand, not 

much helpful or ambiguous. 

In question 16, the respondents are required to state their reasons for writing in 

English; are these reasons to have extra marks, to improve their composition skills in 

wring, to improve their knowledge of English, to practice something that they have already 

learned, or to express their ideas? The reasons of writing in English are also related to 

extrinsic motivation (to have extra marks) or to intrinsic motivation (to improve their 

composition skills in writing, to improve their knowledge of English, or to express their 

ideas). 

Question 17 shows how students consider writing. Is it a means of communication, 

a creative process, a boring activity or a difficult but necessary activity? 

The questionnaire closes with question 18 which reveals how important is 

motivation for learning English and especially for writing in English; is it very important, 

important or not important? 

4.2.3.1.3. The Likert Scale 

In order to measure students’ frequency of using the four types of learning 

strategies, we adapted a Likert-scale questionnaire and we administered it twice: once 

before the study and then after the study. The Likert-scale questionnaire is one of “the most 

frequently used methods for the measurement of social attitude. ‘The method of summated 

ratings’ developed by Likert [in] 1932” (Singh, 2006, p. 207). 

Singh (2006) goes further in defining the Likert method of summated ratings by 

writing the following: 
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This method does away with the necessity of submitting items to the judges. After 

editing the items are given to a group of subjects for responding to each one in 

terms of their agreement or disagreement. The number of favourable and 

unfavourable statements should be approximately equal. Usually a 1-5 scale of 

response is used. A score is given for each item depending upon the response made, 

a sum of these scores gives the individual score. Final selection of items is done on 

the criterion of internal consistency. (p. 208) 

4.2.3.1.3.1. Piloting the Likert Scale 

Before administering the Likert-scale questionnaire (see appendix D) to the 

participants, we achieved its validity through a covering letter (see appendix E) which was 

mailed to five colleagues whose opinions were all positive concerning the wording and the 

length of the questionnaire, except two colleagues: one who complained about the length 

of the scale saying that the statements mentioned are “too much” and hence “students may 

feel bored and start ticking without reading or thinking”. The other colleague made a 

suggestion, which was taken into consideration, concerning the values of the scale which 

were 1: never or almost never, 2: not usually, 3: sometimes, 4: usually, and 5: always or 

almost always and which became: 1: never, 2: rarely, 3: sometimes, 4: often and 5: always.  

4.2.3.1.3.2. Description of the Likert Scale 

In order to measure the use of the four learning strategies, i.e. metacognitive, 

cognitive, social and affective strategies by students, we devised a five-point Likert scale 

(see appendix F) adapted from both Oxford’s SILL (the Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning) (1990), and a questionnaire by Shapira and Lazarowitz (2005). The Likert-scale 

is made of a scale of five values representing the frequency of the use of the learning 

strategies by our learners, with 1 being never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 4 often and 5 always. 

We administered the Likert-scale twice: the first time before the quasi-experiment and the 
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second time after the quasi-experiment to see if the students have gained the use of the 

writing strategies or not. 

For the first type of the learning strategies, i.e. metacognitive strategies, there were 

eighteen (18) items. The metacognitive strategies included using any opportunity to write 

in English (item 1), learning from prior mistakes (item 2), goal-setting (item 3), self-

regulation (item 4), time-management (item 5), planning (items 6, 10 & 15), monitoring 

(items 7, 9 & 13), organization (item 8), self-evaluation (items 11 & 18), comparing one’s 

writing with the writing of a friend (item 12),  imagining ideas related to the topic of the 

composition (item 14), writing by oneself (item 16) and reading (item 17) . 

For the second type of learning strategies, cognitive strategies, these are the items. 

There were twelve (12) statements representing the cognitive strategies. They are: 

memorization (item 19), use of prior knowledge (retrieving) and ideas (items 20 & 21), use 

of the target language (item 22), summarizing (item 23), thinking (item 24), drafting (item 

25), asking oneself about the topic of the composition (item 26), using other material to 

write (item 27), making notes (item 28), mechanics (item 29) and imagining the things one 

is writing about (item 30). 

Social strategies are made of seven strategies. They are planning one’s writing with 

a friend (item 31), writing by oneself (item 32), which is the opposite of the preceding 

item, asking help from peers (item 33), considering others’ reactions to one’s writing (item 

34), asking the teacher for clarification (item 35), asking help from peers (item 36), and 

discussing one’s writing with others (item 37). 

The last type of learning strategies is affective strategies and they are grouped in 

sixteen (16) statements. Affective strategies include: liking writing (items 38 & 42), 

problem-solution while writing (item 39), encouragement (item 40), self-motivation (items 

41 & 46), writing in free time (item 43), choosing the topics of writing (item 44), thinking 
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that writing is an interesting activity (item 45), self-encouragement (item 47), writing from 

one’s own will (item 48), to stop writing in the case of problems (item 49), relaxing in the 

case of having problems (item 50), self-rewarding (item 51), noticing being nervous while 

composing (item 52) and talking with a friend about one’s feeling about writing (item 53). 

4.2.3.1.4. Teacher’ Questionnaire 

4.4.3.1.4.1. Piloting the Questionnaire 

Before giving the teachers’ questionnaire (see appendix G), we piloted it with five 

colleagues also who suggested some of the changes. 

Six questions were deleted from the questionnaire; these are: 

Q6: Which teaching method are you using in your classroom? 

Q8: Would you explain the main steps that you go through in teaching written expression? 

Q13: Before choosing a writing material, which elements do you consider in your 

selection? 

Q15: When you give your students writing activities, which strategies are you targeting?  

Please, say why? 

Q21: Do you focus on students’ participation in your written expression session? 

Yes                                  No 

Q22: How do you deal with students who do not participate often? 

a. Advise them- b. Threaten them (by scores, for example)- c. Force them (for 

example, by asking them directly and waiting for their answers)- d. Other, please 

specify. 

Other questions needed amendments, such as: 

Section one: Background information 

Q4: What is your academic degree? 
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Option “a”: “licence” was changed to “master” whereas option “d” : professor was 

omitted. 

Section Two: Written Expression/Writing Strategies 

Q10 (Q8 in the questionnaire): What are your students’ weaknesses in writing? 

Option “e”: the word “confidence” was changed by “self-confidence”. 

Section Three: Motivation 

Q20 (Q 16 in the questionnaire): How would you describe the learning atmosphere? 

Option “b”: “demotivating” was changed into “not much motivating”. 

Q26 (Q20 in the questionnaire): According to you, would teaching students writing 

strategies improve their writing? 

Yes                                    No 

Please, say how? The word “how” was changed by “why”. 

4.4.3.1.4.2. Description of Teachers’ Questionnaire  

Teachers’ questionnaire (see appendix H) was designed to elicit information about 

the techniques that the teachers use to teach written expression module to first-year 

students and their students’ level of motivation. Besides, it aimed at finding out their 

opinion concerning the use of the strategy approach to teach writing. 

The teachers’ questionnaire is made up of three sections. Section one seeks 

teachers’ background information and is made up of five (5) questions: teachers’ gender 

(Q1), age (Q2), teaching experience (Q3), academic degree (Q4), and the modules that the 

teachers have taught (Q5). 

Section two is entitled written expression and writing strategies; its aim is to 

discover teachers’ approaches in teaching writing and the writing activities they assign to 

their students. This section is made up of six (6) questions. Question 6 is asked about the 

approach adopted by teachers to teach written expression. Is it the product approach, the 
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process approach, the product-process approach, the genre approach, the strategy approach 

or other? Each type of approach is defined briefly to enable teachers recall their 

information about the different approaches in teaching writing.  

Question 7 relates to the elements in writing which teachers regard essential to 

teach to students; are they grammar, vocabulary, the mechanics of language (spelling, 

punctuation, and capitalization), or other elements? 

In question 8, teachers give their students’ weaknesses in writing and whether these 

weaknesses are in grammar, vocabulary, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, 

ideas/content, self-confidence and motivation, or others. 

In question 9, teachers are required to mention their students’ strengths in writing; 

are they in grammar, vocabulary, the mechanics of language, content and ideas, creativity 

or other elements? 

Question 10 seeks data about the writing activities teachers usually give to their 

students. It is followed by stating the aim behind such activities. 

In question 11, teachers give their opinion about the type of writing strategies that 

they favour their students to use; are they cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies, 

social strategies, affective strategies or all of them? Each type of strategies is defined 

briefly to allow teachers to give accurate answers. Moreover, they have to explain why. 

In section three, which is related to motivation, there are nine questions. In question 

12, teachers explain how motivation is important in learning. Besides, they enumerate the 

factors that weaken or increase students’ motivation (questions 13 & 14). 

Question 15 is about intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, which are defined briefly. 

Then, teachers are asked about the type of motivation that their students have. Are their 

learners intrinsically or extrinsically motivated, or rather demotivated? 
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Question 16 concerns the learning atmosphere and if it is motivating or not much 

motivating. 

In question 17, teachers are invited to give the techniques they use in order to 

motivate their students, so it is an open-ended question.   

Question 18 is a follow-up to the preceding one and concerns the type of activities 

that the teachers use when their students are unmotivated; are these activities related to 

external motivation, such as scores, or related to internal motivation, such as interest and 

positive learning environment? 

Question 19 is about the students’ level of motivation during the written expression 

course. Are these students highly motivated, moderately motivated, or have a low level of 

motivation? 

The last question (Q20) asks teachers about their opinion concerning teaching 

students writing strategies and whether these strategies would improve their writing.  

4.2.3.2. Scores Analysis 

The present study required the comparison of scores for the experimental groups 

before and after the quasi-experiment. Thus, we used a pre-test (see appendix J) at the 

beginning of the study and a posttest (see appendix O) at the end of the study. In both tests, 

the students had to write a paragraph. The pre-test was writing a paragraph about the most 

terrifying thing which happened to the participants whereas the posttest was writing a 

comparison and contrast paragraph about high school and university. To correct students’ 

writing works and to evaluate them, we used a scoring rubric for the paragraph which was 

adapted from the work of Alice Oshima and Ann Hogue (2007) entitled “Introduction to 

academic writing”. The scoring rubric for the paragraph included five main headings: 

format, punctuation and mechanics, content, organization, plus grammar and sentence 

structure. The following table shows how each part was evaluated and scored. 
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Scoring Rubric for the Paragraph (Evaluation Grid)  

Headings  Maximum 

score 

1. Format: 1 pt 

 There is a title and it is centered.  

 The first line is indented and the paragraph is double-spaced. 

Total  

 

0.5  

0.5 

1 

2. Punctuation and mechanics: 3 pts 

 There is a period after each sentence. 

 Capital letters are used correctly. 

 The spelling is correct. 

 Commas are used correctly. 

Total  

 

 

0.5 

0.5 

1 

1 

3 

3. Content: 6 pts 

 The paragraph fits the assignment. 

 The paragraph is interesting to read. 

 The paragraph shows that the writer used care and thought. 

Total  

 

2 

2 

2 

6 

4. Organization: 6 pts 

 The paragraph begins with a topic sentence that has both a topic 

and a controlling idea. 

 The paragraph has several supporting sentences. 

 The paragraph ends with a concluding sentence. 

Total  

5. Grammar and sentence Structure: 4 pts 

 Subject-verb agreement + use of prepositions and articles 

 Correct verb tenses 

 There are no fragments, comma splices and run-ons.  

Total 

Grand total  

 

2 

 

2 

2 

6 

 

1 

1 

2 

4 

20 

 

 

4.2.4. The Teaching Model and Learning Strategies Instruction 

The instructional framework which was used in the present study was based on the 

explicit teaching of learning and writing strategies. We divided the learning and writing 

strategies into four types: metacognitive, cognitive, social and affective strategies (as it was 
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suggested in the literature). But as it was impossible to introduce all the strategies, we 

chose the following: 

1. Metacognitive strategies: 

 Goal-setting 

 Self-evaluation 

 Planning 

 Revising 

 Reading 

 Self-monitoring 

2. Cognitive strategies 

 Use of prior knowledge 

 Using the dictionary 

 Editing: checking spelling, punctuation, capitalization & grammar mistakes 

3. Social strategies 

 Working with a friend 

 Asking help from teacher and friends 

 Asking the teacher questions 

4. Affective strategies 

 Self-encouragement 

 Self-motivation 

 Self-rewarding 

 Controlling anxiety 

We chose these strategies because, as Chamot and O’Malley (1986) argue, “some 

learning strategies are particularly powerful because they can be used for many different 

types of learning activities” (p. 17). They gave the examples of two metacognitive 
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strategies which can be applied to many types of learning and which are selective attention 

and self-evaluation. Learners can use selective attention to help them grasp a learning task 

by paying attention to the linguistic markers which signal the type of information that will 

follow, such as “Today we're going to talk about,.." , or "The most important thing to 

remember about", or "Finally,...".   

Self-evaluation, on the other hand, “assists learning by helping students decide how 

well they have accomplished a learning task and whether they need to relearn or review 

any aspects of it” (Chamot & O’Malley, 1986, p. 18). 

The study was conducted during the second semester of the academic year 

2016/2017 in December with the preliminary questionnaire. The reason behind this is that 

the first semester of the written expression course in first year is dedicated to the study of 

the sentence (its structure, its different types and the problems related to it, such as 

fragments, comma splices, run-ons, dangling and misplaced modifiers, wordiness and 

parallelism). The second semester deals with the writing process and the paragraph (its 

format, structure and types) (see appendix I). As a result, we could not start our study 

earlier than December.  

Table 4.3 summarizes the instructional framework adopted in the present study. 

Table 4.3  

The Instructional Framework of the Study 

Period of time Research tools and procedure 

December  Preliminary questionnaire/Pre-test 

January  Pre-instruction Likert-scale questionnaire 

February  Learning Strategies Instruction   

March  Learning Strategies Instruction 

April  Students’ Motivation Questionnaire 

Teachers’ Questionnaire   

May  Post-instruction Likert-scale questionnaire 

Posttest  
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As the above table shows, in December (4th and 5th), we administered the 

preliminary questionnaire, whose aim was to answer the first research question: Do 

students use learning strategies? And its sub-question: and if yes, what are they? The 

preliminary questionnaire took between 45 minutes and one hour to be filled in. But before 

administering the questionnaire, we had to pilot it with a small number of students. This 

was done with ten students whose opinions were positive concerning the wording of the 

questionnaire. In the next week, i.e. on the 11th and 12th of December, students took the 

pre-test (see appendix J), which was writing a narrative paragraph about the most terrifying 

thing which happened to them or to one of their friends or relatives. The students were told 

that they were required to do such an assignment to gather data about their level in writing 

in English so that they do not figure out the aim of the study and be affected by the 

Hawthorne effect. The pre-test lasted for one hour in which students were free to use their 

cell-phone dictionaries to translate words from Arabic to English or to check the spelling 

of some words. They also used the social strategy of seeking help from teacher and peers. 

In January, we administered the Likert-scale questionnaire to see the frequency of 

the use of the four types of strategies, i.e. metacognitive, cognitive, social and affective. 

In February, March, April and May, we opted for the explicit teaching of the 

learning and writing strategies since learning strategies are “learnable and teachable” 

(Griffiths & Oxford, 2014, p. 7). However, these authors believe that the teaching/learning 

dimension of language learning strategies is not straightforward in practice.  

Chamot (2004) argues that instruction in learning strategies for both reading and 

writing in first language contexts should be an explicit strategy instruction. She writes the 

following: 

Explicit learning strategy instruction essentially involves the development of 

students’ awareness of the strategies they use, teacher modeling of strategic 
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thinking, student practice with new strategies, student self-evaluation of the 

strategies used, and practice in transferring strategies to new tasks. (p. 19) 

The explicit strategy instruction is also favoured in second-language contexts. Yet, 

the question raised here is should strategies instruction be integrated into the language 

curriculum or taught separately? 

Chamot (2004) suggests an explicit and integrated learning strategy instruction, i.e.  

teachers should integrate the strategy explicit instruction into their regular course work, 

rather than provide a separate learning strategies course. 

There are many models for instruction of learning strategies in both first and second 

language contexts, such as the CALLA (Cognitive Academic Language Learning 

Approach), developed by Chamot and O’Malley in 1986, and SRSD (Self-Regulated 

Strategy Development), pioneered by Graham and Harris.  

The Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA) “has been 

implemented in bilingual and ESL classrooms” (Chamot, 1995, p. 379), and its aim is to 

help students learning English become more successful academically by offering them 

opportunities to develop their  listening, reading, speaking, and writing skills, and by using 

an explicit instruction in learning strategies. 

The cognitive learning theory which CALLA is derived from advocates that 

learners are mentally active participants in the teaching-learning process. Learners are 

encouraged to use their prior knowledge to solve new problems, to look for meaning in 

incoming information, to think critically, and to regulate their own learning (Chamot, 

1995). The CALLA model requires teachers to ask students to “reflect on their own 

learning, and develop a strategic approach to learning and problem solving” (ibid., p. 380).  

These teaching approaches have many similarities. They share in common the fact 

of developing students’ metacognitive understanding of the value of learning strategies via 
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teacher demonstration and modeling. Besides, they focus on offering many activities which 

help students use the learned strategies in an autonomous way. Finally, they state that 

learners should consider the effectiveness of a strategy in a given task and its transfer to 

other tasks. Table 4.4 (cited in Chamot, 2004) summarizes two models used in the strategy 

instruction.  

Table 4.4  

Models for Language Learning Strategy Instruction: Adapted from Harris (2003)(cited 

in Chamot, 2004, p. 22) 

CALLA** Model (Chamot, 

2005; Chamot et al., 1999) 

Grenfell & Harris (1999) 

Preparation: Teacher identifies 

students’ current learning strategies for 

familiar tasks. 

Awareness raising: Students complete 

a task, and then identify the strategies 

they used. 

Presentation: Teacher models, names, 

explains new strategy; asks students if 

and how they have used it. 

Modeling: Teacher models, discusses 

value of new strategy, makes checklist of 

strategies for later use. 

Practice: Students practice new strategy; 

in subsequent strategy practice, teacher 

fades reminders to encourage 

independent strategy use. 

General practice: Students practice new 

strategies with different tasks. 

Self-evaluation: Students evaluate their 

own strategy use immediately after 

practice. 

Action planning: Students set goals and 

choose strategies to attain those goals. 

Expansion: Students transfer strategies 

to new tasks, combine strategies into 

clusters, develop repertoire of preferred 

strategies. 

Focused practice: Students carry out 

action plan using selected strategies; 

teacher fades prompts so that students 

use strategies automatically. 

Assessment: Teacher assesses students’ 

use of strategies and impact on 

performance. 

Evaluation: Teacher and students 

evaluate success of action plan; set new 

goals; cycle begins again. 

 

If we want to compare between the two models, we can say that both first specify 

the learners’ present learning strategies via filling in questionnaires, or talking about the 

strategies used after doing a language task. Besides, both models state that the instructor 

should model the new strategy, and so makes the instruction explicit. Chamot (2004) 

argues that “the CALLA model is recursive rather than linear” (p. 21) so that it helps 
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teachers and students to revisit prior instructional phases as needed. However, the Grenfell 

and Harris (1999) model requires students to work through a cycle of six steps, and then 

begin a new cycle. Moreover, the Grenfell and Harris model supplies students with a 

familiarization with the new strategies, and then encourages them to make personal plans 

to improve their own learning, whereas the CALLA model helps learners to evaluate their 

own use of strategies before transferring these strategies to new tasks. 

As a conclusion, we can say that the present patterns of language learning strategy 

instruction focus on the development of learners’ knowledge about their own thinking and 

strategic processes and their encouragement to adopt strategies which will improve their 

language learning and proficiency. 

Each lesson was divided into five steps: preparation, presentation, practice, 

evaluation and follow-up.  

In the first stage, i.e. preparation, we tried to motivate our learners by immersing 

them inside the content of the course. Since the second semester was dedicated for the 

paragraph, as it was mentioned earlier, we started by introducing the writing process for 

the subjects. This was difficult for them because Arabic does not use the same pattern. The 

writing process was defined and was divided into four major steps: prewriting, drafting, 

reviewing and revising, and rewriting. In prewriting, we focused on choosing a topic, 

gathering ideas, and organizing them. In drafting, we had only one step, writing the 

paragraph from start to finish using students’ notes gathered in the preceding stage. In 

reviewing and revising, students are required to check what they have written to add more 

information or delete unnecessary one. In the final stage, rewriting, students go through 

three steps, which are revising structure and content, proofreading and making final 

corrections.  



176 

 

 

As mentioned earlier, we divided prewriting into three steps. Step one is choosing a 

topic and narrowing it; either the teacher gives students an assignment or they have to 

choose their topic by themselves. The topic should be neither too narrow, so that it doesn’t 

require much to write about nor too broad, so that there will be too many ideas for a 

paragraph. Students were given the broad topic of “schools” and together with the teacher 

narrowed it into some aspects of schools, such as “secondary schools in my country”. After 

that students were given broad topics to narrow down. These included: festivals, friends, 

my country, dancing and cars. They were, then, required to compare their answers with 

those of their friends to practice the social strategy of working with peers.   

Step two is gathering ideas by brainstorming. Brainstorming, which was totally a 

new concept for students, was defined as “a storm going on in the writer’s brain”. It is a 

technique for gathering ideas. Students were required to write any idea which comes to 

them. Three types of brainstorming were taught, which are making a list, freewriting and 

mapping. Each technique was defined and illustrated with an example and it was followed 

with an activity in which students had to show that they have mastered these new concepts 

and techniques, which are part of the writing process used in most English-speaking 

university classes. 

These activities were working with a partner or small group (again using the social 

strategy of working with peers) to list as many ideas as they could about the following 

topics:  

 Travel 

 Things to do at the beach 

 Teenage fashion 

The students were required to do this activity in five minutes only because gathering ideas 

should not take much time. 
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After that students had to work alone (to crate variety in the different learning 

strategies) and list as many ideas as they could by choosing a topic from the first activity. 

These topics are 

 Festivals 

 Friends 

 My country 

 Dancing 

 Cars 

The activity also took five minutes. 

In the following exercise concerning freewriting, students were required to use one 

of the narrowed topics used in the first exercise and practice freewriting for five minutes to 

generate ideas. They were required not to stop, erase or go back. 

In exercise 5, students had also to choose one narrowed topic from the first exercise 

and make a map in five minutes. They had to share their map with a partner and explain to 

him/her how the circles used in the map are related to each other. 

The last exercise was about editing the step of brainstorming by keeping interesting 

ideas related to the topic and crossing out unrelated information. The students had to show 

their editing to their partner and explain how they edited their brainstorming.  

In this example session, which served as the first course, the teacher used the five 

steps suggested in the CALLA model. 

During the preparation, we got the students ready for the lesson by introducing the 

main concepts: writing process, prewriting, narrowing a topic, brainstorming, listing, 

freewriting, mapping, and editing. 

Then, in the presentation stage, the teacher presented the new concepts by 

explaining them and giving examples to students. After that the learners had to practice the 
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new learned material through exercises. It was followed by an evaluation by teacher and 

peers. Moreover, the students were encouraged to check their understanding of the 

teaching material which was presented to them through self-evaluation. The last step was a 

follow-up activity, which will be done in subsequent courses, as students will practice 

these activities whenever they have to write a paragraph.  

All these activities can be grouped under the broad metacognitive strategy of planning.   

The second course was about paragraph format. Here again, the format of a 

paragraph written in English was totally different from that written in Arabic. We 

presented two paragraph formats: the handwritten assignment and the computer-written 

assignment. For the first type, the following elements were discussed: paper, ink, the 

heading, the assignment title, the body, the margins and the spacing. On the other hand, the 

following items were discussed for the computer-written assignment: paper, font, the 

heading, the assignment title, the body, the margins and the space. After that, the students 

were given homework. They had to choose either form to write a paragraph in which they 

had to introduce themselves.  

The third course was about the structure of the paragraph. First, the paragraph was 

defined and its different parts were introduced: the topic sentence, the supporting 

sentences, the concluding sentence and the controlling idea. These new concepts for our 

learners were thoroughly explained and they were followed by illustrations. The students 

were presented with a paragraph about Switzerland, followed by questions. The learners 

were required to give the topic of the paragraph (to figure out the topic sentence), the main 

idea about the topic (the controlling idea), and the ideas which explained the main idea 

(supporting sentences). Then, each type of sentences was also explained in a detailed way. 

For instance, the topic sentence and the controlling idea were defined, followed by their 

characteristics and examples for each one. After that, the learners were shown how to 
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develop a topic sentence into supporting details. At the end, the concluding sentence was 

defined and students were shown how to conclude a paragraph by conclusion signals, such 

as all in all, in brief, in conclusion, indeed, in short, in summary, to conclude, to 

summarize or to sum up. To check students’ understanding of the above-mentioned 

concepts, the teacher gave some assignments to her students (see appendix K). These 

included distinguishing between the topic sentence and the controlling idea, and deciding 

about strong topic sentences among a group of sentences.  

After that, students had to work with a partner or in groups (peer or group work) to 

choose good topic sentences and tell what’s wrong with the other sentences; are they too 

specific or too general?  

In the following activity, students also had to work with a partner or small groups to 

add as many supporting sentences as they could to each of the given topic sentences. Then, 

students were given a paragraph in disorder and they were asked to put it in order by 

beginning with the topic sentence, then the supporting details and finally the concluding 

sentence. They had to pay attention for cohesive markers such as first, second, third, and 

finally.  

After that, the students were given groups of supporting sentences and they were 

required to choose to each group the appropriate topic sentence, which was provided to 

them. Then, they were given paragraphs and were asked to write a topic sentence for each 

one. The last activity was to provide a concluding sentence for each paragraph. 

The fourth course was about paragraph unity and coherence. Paragraph unity is 

very important in English, and it means that all the supporting sentences discuss only one 

idea whereas coherence means that the paragraph flows smoothly from beginning to end. 

Students were given rules about how to achieve coherence through using nouns and 

pronouns consistently, using transitional words to show the relationships between ideas 
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and putting ideas into logical order. These were followed by activities to check students’ 

understanding.  

The fifth course was about outlining and the two types of outlines: simple and 

detailed with examples. 

After that, we introduced the seven types of paragraphs (see appendices L & M), each 

one at a time. We began with narration which was defined and its five properties were 

given and explained, i.e. situation, conflict, struggle, outcome and meaning or significance 

of the story. Then we presented the four properties which should be present in many forms 

of narratives, i.e. description, dialogue, transitional words and consistent tense. The 

teacher, then, gave the students an example of a narrative and they discussed its properties 

besides its techniques. At the end, the students were assigned homework which was 

writing a paragraph about a memorable event or a memorable experience in their lives. The 

teacher divided this task into many sub-tasks which included the following: 

 Pre-write to get ideas. 

 Organize the ideas; put the events into time order. Make a list of the events or 

number them on your freewriting paper; use your list to guide you as you write. 

 Write a rough draft. Begin your paragraph with a sentence that tells what event or 

experience you’re going to write about. Use your time order to organize your 

paragraph. Use time order signals, and punctuate them correctly. 

 Polish the rough draft. Write a second draft. Use self-editing worksheet number 2 

to check your second draft for grammar, punctuation, sentence structure. 

 Write a final copy. Hand in your rough draft, your second draft, your final copy 

and the self-editing sheet. 

As it can be seen, the writing process was focused on. Students were encouraged to 

use self-editing sheets (see appendix N) to check their writing as in SRSD.  
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The second type of paragraph was description. We divided description into two types: 

effective objective and effective subjective. We also gave the students the characteristics of 

a descriptive paragraph, followed with an example.  

The third type of paragraphs was exemplification, i.e. writing with examples to 

explain, convince or amuse. The characteristics of good examples and the techniques for 

finding examples were also tackled followed with an example paragraph.  

The fourth type of paragraphs was process analysis, i.e. writing about doing. The 

students were told that there are two types of process analysis: directive and informative. 

Each one must go through stages or steps and the time order must be chronological. It was 

also followed with an example paragraph and homework in which students were required 

to write a process analysis paragraph about either how to choose a marriage partner or how 

to drive a teacher crazy. We believed that these two topics are of interest to our juvenile 

sample.  

The fifth type of paragraphs was determining reasons and outcomes with an example. 

Paragraph number six was comparison and contrast or showing similarities and 

differences. The development of a good paragraph of comparison and contrast can occur 

by developing the 4Ps: Purpose, Points, Patterns and Presentation. The students were told 

that they can either write a point-by-point comparison and contrast paragraph, or a subject-

by-subject comparison and contrast paragraph. Both were explored using examples. At the 

end the students were assigned homework which was writing a point-by-point comparison 

and contrast paragraph about two mothers: one who stays at home and one who works 

outside home. 

The last type of paragraphs was argument, i.e. writing to persuade. The argumentative 

paragraph was defined and its characteristics (background, proposition, qualification of 
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proposition, refutation and support) were presented and illustrated. Examples of 

argumentative paragraphs followed the theoretical course.  

Also, students had to use different self-editing sheets (see appendix N) in the 

different steps of the writing process and for the different types of paragraphs as it is used 

in the Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD). These included a self-editing 

worksheet 1 for paragraph format and paragraph structure, a self-editing worksheet 2 for 

narrative paragraphs, a self-editing worksheet 3 for descriptive paragraphs, a self-editing 

worksheet 4 for process paragraphs, and a self-editing worksheet 5 for comparison/contrast 

paragraphs. The aim behind such self-editing worksheets is to encourage students to check 

the points that should be present in each type of paragraphs. These characteristics include: 

paragraph format, content and organization, punctuation, capitalization and spelling, 

grammar and sentence structure, and personal grammar trouble spots.  

4.2.5. Research Procedure 

The ultimate aim of this work was to measure the effect (if any) of the learning 

strategies as the independent variable on students’ writing productions as the dependent 

variable using the moderator variable of motivation. We did so by measuring students’ 

level writing before and after the use of learning strategies. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, there are three variables in this study: learning 

strategies as an independent variable, students’ written performances as a dependent 

variable, and motivation as a moderator variable. 

4.2.5.1. Pilot Study 

In order to render the study more reliable, we piloted it with a group other than 

those who took part in the study during the academic year 2015/2016 and we came to a 

number of conclusions. First, we devised the pre-test and the questionnaire at the same 

time and on the same papers (see appendix P). And this has shown to be difficult for the 
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analysis. Moreover, we insisted on writing the topic sentence and the supporting sentences 

for each paragraph and this was insufficient to write a coherent and a well-structured 

paragraph. The pre-test consisted of two parts: part one, which included the questionnaire, 

and part two, which included the writing test. Part two had three activities: in the first 

activity, students were given a comparison and contrast paragraph which lacked both a 

topic sentence and a concluding sentence and they were required to provide them. In the 

second activity, they were given a topic sentence about the reasons of preferring to be 

single and they were asked to write three supporting details and a good concluding 

sentence. The third activity consisted in writing a paragraph about a person who has 

influenced them, but they had to go through stages. Stage one was to use brainstorming, 

then to use clustering, outlining, writing a draft, revising the draft and finally editing the 

paragraph.  

The data collected from all these activities were very difficult to analyze, tabulate and 

interpret. Besides, we did not use a scoring rubric to evaluate students’ paragraphs, and so 

using summative rating has shown to be a subjective way to correct learners’ written 

compositions.  

Another pitfall to the pilot study is that we did not divide the learning strategies into 

their four types: metacognitive, cognitive, social and affective, and we referred only to 

some writing strategies such as planning, revising, and goal-setting. 

The drawbacks of the pilot study helped us to devise another research design with a 

preliminary questionnaire, a Likert-scale questionnaire, a students’ motivation 

questionnaire, a teachers’ questionnaire, a strategy instruction model, a pre-test and a 

posttest. 
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4.2.5.2. Data Analysis Procedure 

In order to analyze the data collected, we used different techniques and procedures, 

such as quantitative, qualitative and statistical analyses. 

The quantitative research dealt with the quasi experiment and with close-ended 

questions whether in the preliminary questionnaire, the Likert-scale questionnaire, the 

students’ motivation questionnaire and the teachers’ questionnaire. 

Qualitative research, on the other hand, characterized the open-ended questions in the 

preliminary questionnaire, the students’ motivation questionnaire, and the teachers’ 

questionnaire. In fact, we have used a mixed methods approach (Creswell, 2003) in order 

to increase the validity of the study. 

Mixed methods approach entails gathering and interpreting both quantitative and 

qualitative data in the same research work. The idea of mixing different methods began in 

1959, when Campbell and Fiske employed a number of methods to study validity of 

psychological traits (Creswell, 2003). After that, they encouraged other researchers to use 

their "multi-method matrix" to study multiple approaches to data collection in a study. This 

encouraged others to mix methods, so they combined observations and interviews 

(qualitative data) with traditional surveys (quantitative data). The aim behind such mixing 

is to neutralize the limitations and biases inherent in any single method. Hence, the term 

“triangulation” emerged to converge qualitative and quantitative methods. Triangulation 

involves nesting one method within another method to improve the validity of a research 

work. 

Besides quantitative and qualitative research we employed descriptive and inferential 

statistics in order to compare between the means of the experimental groups before and 

after the study to confirm or reject the hypotheses. 
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In order to decide which type of test we should use to analyze the data obtained, a set 

of conditions should be met. First of all, we have to decide which kind of hypothesis (es) 

we have. There are three types of hypotheses: neutral or null hypotheses, one-tailed 

hypotheses and two-tailed hypotheses. A null hypothesis does not predict a difference 

between the independent variable and the dependent variable. A one-tailed hypothesis 

predicts the direction or the difference between the independent variable and the dependent 

variable in one direction, for example the improvement of students’ scores after the 

implementation of a given teaching procedure. A two-tailed hypothesis states that there 

will be a difference at the end of a study, but it does not specify whether this difference 

will be positive or negative.  

In our study, we have predicted the direction of our two hypotheses, so they are one-

tailed hypotheses. 

Second, we have to ensure which type of inferential statistics we have; are they 

parametric or nonparametric? These deal with the parameters of the population from which 

we have drawn our sample. In order to use parametric statistics, some assumptions must be 

met before the tests can be appropriately used. Some of the assumptions for parametric 

tests include the following (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 271): 

• The data are normally distributed, and means and standard deviations are appropriate 

measures of central tendency. 

• The data (dependent variable) are interval data (e.g., scores on a test). 

• Independence of observations-scores on one measure does not influence scores on 

another measure (e.g., a score on an oral test at Time 1 does not bias the score on an oral 

test at Time 2). 

Inasmuch as these assumptions are met, we have used a parametric test to analyze the 

data gathered from students’ writing.  
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It is assumed that parametric tests are more powerful than non-parametric tests. This 

means that they are more likely “to detect a genuine effect because they are more sensitive 

….. [and are] more likely to detect an effect that does not really exist” (Mackey & Gass, 

2005, p. 272). Another advantage of parametric tests is that “there is more information that 

feeds into the statistic” (ibid.). When a statistical test has less power, it may be difficult to 

determine the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, leading to a 

Type II error, or failure to reject the null hypothesis when it is incorrect. Nevertheless, 

when a researcher uses a parametric statistic when it is not suitable, this may result in a 

Type I error and so leads to an incorrect rejection of the null hypothesis. 

The parametric test that we adopted in the present study is the t-test since we aimed at 

comparing the means of the experimental groups before and after the quasi-experiment. 

The t-test is used when we want to find out if the means of two groups are significantly 

different from one another. There are two types of t-tests: the t-test for independent 

samples, which is used when the groups are independent, and the paired t-test, which is 

used when the groups are not independent, as in a pretest/ posttest situation when the focus 

is within a group (such as an individual's achievement before treatment compared with his 

or her own achievement after treatment). In the present study, we have used the second 

type, i.e. the paired t-test. 

4.3. Conclusion 

The present chapter makes the beginning of the field work. Its aim is to describe 

thoroughly the methodological framework for the present research work. We talked in 

detail about the quasi-experimental method that was used to show the effect (if any) of the 

independent variable -learning strategies- on the dependent variable -students’ written 

productions- using motivation as a moderator variable. The population targeted in this 



187 

 

 

study is university first-year students of English as a foreign language, and the chosen 

sample is two intact groups drawn from the whole population.  

The data collection tools included questionnaires and scores analysis which were both 

piloted and described thoroughly to achieve their validity. The teaching model that was 

used was inspired from both the CALLA model (the Cognitive Academic Language 

Learning Approach) introduced by Chamot and O’Malley, and SRSD (Self-Regulated 

Strategy Development) developed by Graham and Harris. 

Before undergoing such research, we had to pilot it to improve its validity and 

practicality. The data analysis procedure relied on a mixed methods approach which 

blended the quantitative, the qualitative, and the statistical approaches to limit the bias of 

each method. Finally, the powerful parametric paired t-test is used as a statistical tool to 

interpret the differences which occurred between the participants’ scores before and after 

the quasi-experiment. 
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CHAPTER FIVE  

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

5.1. Introduction  

The preceding chapter explained in detail the research design and instruments, and 

the present chapter will display the results obtained from the different research tools. 

Besides, it will present an analysis of the data gathered through the questionnaires and the 

scores analysis. At the end, we will accept or refuse the two hypotheses set at the 

beginning of the study via statistical techniques. 

5.2. The Preliminary Questionnaire: Analysis and Discussion 

The questionnaire gave the following results: for section one, (Q1), 44 (73.33%) of 

the respondents are females whereas 16 (26.67%) are males. Their age varies between 

17 and 23 (Q2) and their Baccalaureate option ranges from literature and foreign 

languages (45%) to natural or exact sciences (38.33%) to literature and philosophy 

(11.67%) (Q3). 

Table 5.1 summarizes the findings concerning (Q3). 
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Table 5.1  

Students’ Baccalaureate Options 

Option  Number  Rate  

Literature and foreign languages   27 45% 

Literature and philosophy 07 11.67% 

Natural/exact sciences 23 38.33% 

Exact sciences 01 01.67% 

Other: sports and technical mathematics 02 03.33 

Total 60 100% 

 

For (Q4), how many years have you been studying English? The answers were 

from 7 to 9 years. Also the majority of the respondents (54 or 90%) confirmed that they 

chose to study English whereas (06 or 10%) said that it was not their choice and that it was 

imposed on them (Q5). The reasons behind their choice were mentioned in chapter 4, 

section 4.2.1.2. 

We can summarize students’ reasons to study English in table 5.2., which divides 

the reasons to either reasons related to intrinsic motivation or reasons related to extrinsic 

motivation. 
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Table 5.2  

Students Reasons for Studying English 

Intrinsic motivation Extrinsic motivation 

 It is my favourite language; I really love it. 

 I want to know more about English, and I 

want to enrich my culture. 

 Learning English is fun. 

 To improve my English and my skills, and 

to communicate with others. 

 I have a great motivation to learn it. 

 It is easy to learn. 

 To improve my writing and spelling skills. 

 My dreams will come true by 

studying it. 

 It was my father’s choice. 

 To become a teacher of 

English. 

 I couldn’t study another field. 

 It is the most frequently used 

language in the world. 

 To travel to foreign countries. 

 I didn’t have a better choice. 

 To emigrate and to study 

abroad. 

  

We can say that our learners are both intrinsically and extrinsically motivated to learn 

English.  

Now, we move to the analysis of students’ responses in section two of the 

questionnaire, entitled students’ strengths, weaknesses and difficulties in writing. 

For (Q7), what constitutes good writing, the students gave the following elements: 

vocabulary, grammar, handwriting, good organization, spelling, correct sentences, content, 

style, good ideas, impressing the reader, and punctuation. Good writing is made up of 

“good grammar, rich vocabulary, correct spelling, and appropriate punctuation”. 

For (Q8), students’ difficulties in writing in English are: spelling, punctuation, 

capitalization, vocabulary, organization, grammar, ideas, a combination of problems, the 

use of verb tenses, expressing ideas, sentences, lack of words, style of writing, “losing 
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words sometimes”, writing good paragraphs and correct sentences, language transfer 

(French to English), lack of appropriate strategies, coherence, and wordiness. 

For students’ strengths (Q9) in writing in English, they include: organizing ideas, 

grammar, vocabulary, learning from teacher’s feedback, good vocabulary, loving English, 

spelling, capitalization, ideas, style, content, punctuation, coherence, understanding key 

words, considering the audience, and creativity. Despite the fact that students affirmed that 

their strengths lie in correct spelling, rich vocabulary, and interesting ideas expressed in 

good organization, a lot of them were not consistent in their answers with the answers of 

the previous question (Q8). On one hand, they said that their difficulties were in grammar, 

spelling, punctuation, and vocabulary, and on the other hand, they took these elements as 

their strengths.  

Concerning their weaknesses in writing, they gave the following: verb tenses, 

grammar, punctuation, capitalization, writing good paragraphs, coherence, lack of ideas, 

spelling, convert one’s ideas into good sentences, organization of ideas, lack of rich 

vocabulary, handwriting, organization, confidence, motivation, time, and combining 

sentences and ideas to make meaningful passages. 

Question 10: What makes writing difficult for you? 

a. Grammar, vocabulary, organization – b. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization- c. 

Content, style, ideas – d. Anxiety – e. Thinking about the reader –  

f. Difficult/unclear instructions 

Table 5.3  

Students’ Writing Difficulties 

a f b e c d 

45 27 21 21 15 13 
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What make writing difficult for students are (from the most difficult aspect to the 

least difficult one): grammar, vocabulary, and organization, then difficult and unclear 

instructions, followed by the mechanics of writing, i.e. spelling, punctuation and 

capitalization, in addition to considering the reader, and finally anxiety. 

Question 11: What are your strengths in writing? 

a. Grammar, vocabulary – b. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization – c. Content, style, 

ideas – d. Creativity – e. Confidence in yourself and motivation –  

f. Impressing the reader 

Table 5.4  

Students’ Strengths in Writing 

e c b a d f 

36 27 25 24 23 18 

 

Students’ strengths in writing are (from the first to the last): confidence in themselves 

and motivation, then content, style, and ideas. After that, they answered by spelling, 

punctuation, and capitalization. The option that was given last was impressing the reader. 

Question 12: What are your weaknesses in writing? 

a. Grammar, vocabulary – b. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization –  

c. Ideas/content – d. Confidence and motivation 

Table 5.5 

Students’ Weaknesses in Writing 

a b c d 

37 27 17 14 
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Students’ weaknesses in writing range from grammar and vocabulary to confidence and 

motivation. 

Question 13: How did you know about your strengths and weaknesses? 

a. From others (e.g. teacher and friends) – b. Marks/performance – c. From reviewing 

your own work 

Table 5.6 

The Way of Knowing Students’ Strengths and Weaknesses 

b c a 

30 30 25 

 

The students knew about their strengths and weaknesses either from reviewing their own 

work or through their marks.  

Section Three: Students’ Cognitive, Metacognitive, Social and Affective Strategies 

Question 14: Did your high school teacher provide you with some writing techniques? If 

so, what are they? 

Forty two (42) students, i.e. (70%) affirmed that they were provided with some 

writing techniques by their teacher in high school. However, eighteen (18) students, i.e. 

(30%) infirmed that information. 

For the students who were provided with the writing techniques, they stated the following: 

 To use transitional words (first, then, after that, etc) and to write introduction, body 

and conclusion 

 Considering the audience 

 Planning (metacognitive strategy) and organizing (cognitive strategy). 
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 The teacher told us to learn 10 words per day, i.e. 70 words per week, so we will 

have a good vocabulary (memorization). 

 Types of sentences and summarizing a text (cognitive strategy). 

 Use of conjunctions (coherence) 

 Indentation, punctuation, and capitalization (mechanics) 

 How to communicate with others and with native speakers (social strategy) 

 She provided us with models. 

 Using a draft before writing, keep your dictionary near to you (cognitive strategy), 

use academic language, avoid repetition, and use a lot of synonyms. 

 Note-taking and how to maximize our time (time-management) 

 Avoid using complicated words, and use a clear and understandable style of 

writing with correct grammar. 

We can summarize these techniques in table 5.7: 

Table 5.7 

Writing Techniques from High School 

Metacognitive  

Strategies 

Cognitive  

Strategies 

Social 

strategies 

Affective 

strategies 

Planning(3)- 

practice(1)- 

time-

management(1) 

Using the dictionary(2)- 

Organizing the information 

(introduction, body, conclusion)(12)-

summarizing(3)-drafting(1)-use of 

different models(2)-

memorization(1)-grammar(1)-

punctuation(4)-capitalization(3) 

How to 

communicate with 

others and with 

native speakers(1) 

None 

 

The number between parentheses shows the number of times the strategy is 

mentioned from the respondents. We notice that the affective strategies were not 
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introduced in high school. Besides, the other types of strategies are taught but with a very 

little occurrence, except for organizing the information. 

Question 15: Did you like your teacher’s way of teaching writing in high school? Why? 

The results to this question are similar to those of the preceding one, i.e. 42 (70%) 

of the students liked their teacher’s way of teaching writing in high school, whereas 18 

(30%) did not like it. 

The reasons they gave are as follow: 

Positive answers: 

 The teacher communicated well with the students. 

 Because we used to read different models of texts and to explain difficult words, so 

we learned writing. 

 The teacher had a very good pronunciation; she was smart and helpful. 

 The teacher used humour in the class, not like now. 

 The session was so interesting, and the teacher made sure that we understood 

everything. 

 The teacher used to divide the class into groups, so we shared ideas with each 

other. 

 We approached writing as a group. 

 The teacher made writing as simple as she could, and she provided us with 

strategies and techniques to write a good composition. 

 The teacher explained the lesson well. Besides, she used to give us exercises at the 

end of each chapter to practice our skills. 

Negative answers: 



197 

 

 

 Most of the teachers do not explain the lesson well. 

 The teacher did not give us writing techniques. 

 All the teachers’ compositions were taken from the internet. 

 The teacher did not care about us; she just wrote on the board. 

 He did not give us details. 

 We did not have the opportunity to write, except in the exams. 

 She had a quick pace while teaching. 

  Most teachers do not give us enough time to understand the lesson; they are 

only concerned about finishing the programme. 

Question 16: Do you have an overall/weekly/monthly plan to practice your writing? 

Table 5.8  

Having a Plan 

Option  Number Percentage  

Yes  43 71.67 

No 16 26.66 

No answer 01 01.67 

Total  60 100 

 

The majority of students (71.67%) confirmed that they use the metacognitive strategy of 

planning. 

Question 17: Do you plan your writing? 

Table 5.9 

Planning Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  40 66.67 

No  20 33.33 

Total  60 100 
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This question was asked to check the answers to the previous one. Again, the majority of 

students (66.67%) asserted that they used planning as a metacognitive strategy. 

Question 18: If yes, do you usually adjust your writing planning? 

Table 5.10 

Adjusting the Writing Planning 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  28 46.67 

No  18 30 

No answer 14 23.33 

Total  60 100 

 

 A rate of (46.67%) of the students does adjust their writing planning. 

Question 19: Do you evaluate your fulfillment of your plan?  

Table 5.11 

Evaluating the Fulfillment of the Plan 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  34 56.67 

No  20 33.33 

No answer 06 10 

Total  60 100 

 

Only a little more than the half of the students (56.67%) evaluates the fulfillment of their 

plan. 

Question 20: Do you like to work individually or in groups? 
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Table 5.12 

Working Individually or in Groups 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Individually  40 66.67 

In groups  17 28.33 

Both  03 05 

Total  60 100 

 

The majority of our students (66.67%) like to work individually, which will be later 

found in their responses in the Likert-scale questionnaire. As a matter of fact, they do not 

use the social strategy of cooperating with others to complete a task. 

Question 21: Are you aware of the strategies that you are using in writing? 

Table 5.13 

Being Aware of the Learning Strategies Used in Writing  

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  15 25 

No  44 73.33 

No answer  01 01.67 

Total  60 100 

 

44 students, i.e. (73.33%) are not aware of the strategies that they are using in 

writing. And this answers the first research question (RQ1), and confirms our first 

hypothesis (H1). 

RQ1: Do first-year EFL students at the department of English in Batna 2 University use 

learning strategies in their writing?  

H1: It would appear that first-year EFL students at the department of English in Batna 2 

University do not use learning strategies in their writing. 
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Question 22: If yes, cite some of them. 

These are students’ answers: 

 Preparing the lesson before using coherent paragraphs (metacognitive strategy). 

 Using new words and rules that I learned. 

 Collecting information and notes to easily begin writing (planning: metacognitive 

strategy). 

 Make a plan (planning: metacognitive strategy). 

 Making revisions (metacognitive strategy). 

Table 5.14 summarizes students’ writing strategies:  

Table 5.14 

Students’ Writing Strategies 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive  

strategies 

Social  

strategies 

Affective  

Strategies 

Preparing the 

lesson(1)- 

Planning(4)- 

Revising(1) 

Organizing ideas (2)- 

Using previous knowledge (2)-  

using a draft(1)-grammar(1)-capitalization 

(2)-punctuation(3) 

None None 

 

Table 5.14 shows that the students really do not use a lot of writing strategies. They 

only use some cognitive or metacognitive strategies, with no social or affective ones. 

And this answers the second part of the first research question (RQ1). 

RQ1: And if yes, what are they?  

Question 23: Before doing a writing assignment, do you collect models of different types 

of written texts? 
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Table 5.15 

Collecting Models of Written Texts 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  40 66.66 

No  19 31.67 

No answer  01 01.67 

Total  60 100 

 

Forty (40) students out of sixty (60) do collect models of written texts before they 

begin to write. 

Question 24: Do you take into consideration the audience (the readers) you are writing for? 

Table 5.16 

Taking the Audience into Consideration 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  55 91.66 

No  05 08.33 

Total  60 100 

 

The greatest majority of the sample (91.66) considers the audience they are writing for. 

Question 25: Do you ask yourself about the purpose (the aim) of your writing? 

Table 5.17 

Considering the Purpose of Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  53 88.33 

No  06 10 

No answer  01 01.67 

Total  60 100 

 

According to table 5.17, (53) students out of (60) consider the purpose of writing. 

Question 26: Do you revise your writing? 
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Table 5.18 

Revising Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  57 95 

No  03 05 

Total  60 100 

  

Again, the greatest majority of the students (95%) revise their writing.   

Question 27: Which elements do you consider in your revision? 

The strategies that the students use in their revision are: 

 Asking teacher and peers (social strategy). 

 Coherence, spelling mistakes, sentence order, the language used and avoiding 

repetition. 

 Ideas, grammatical and vocabulary mistakes. 

 All the elements. 

 The organization of ideas and information (cognitive strategy). 

 Spelling mistakes, capitalization and punctuation. 

 I ask myself whether the reader will understand me or not. 

 Writing correct sentences. 

 Paragraph content. 

The strategies that they used for their revision are summarized in table 5.19. 

Table 5.19 

Strategies Used in Revision 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive 

Strategies 

Social  

Strategies 

Affective  

Strategies 

Planning (1) Organizing information (7)- 

Spelling(9), grammar(24),  

Capitalization(3), punctuation(18) 

Asking teachers 

and peers(2) 

None 
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Table 5.19 shows that the students do not use affective strategies at all. However, they 

revise grammar (24) and punctuation (18). 

Question 28: How do you evaluate your progress in writing? 

The students’ responses were the following: 

 I do not evaluate my progress in writing (negative strategy). 

 Asking a family member to read it (social strategy). 

 Asking the teacher to evaluate it (social strategy). 

 I read books to learn how real writers write. 

 I read my writing to a group of people and see if they understand it (peer 

correction). 

 I read new books and learn new things and words which can help me in writing. 

 I watch videos which teach me writing techniques. 

 Rewrite the assignment again. 

 Learn from my mistakes (monitoring). 

 By reading a lot of texts and comparing between them (metacognitive strategy) 

 When the readers read my writing and do not find mistakes. 

 When the teacher gives me feedback. 

 I compare my works of now with the previous ones (self-evaluation). 

 The mark. 

 I do the exercise and challenge myself. 

 When my teacher and mates like my writing. When I write my compositions, I find 

that they have improved (monitoring). 

 When I speak with friends and use something I studied before (recalling). 

 When I can write without using a dictionary or the web. 
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 I prefer to let my teacher evaluate my progress in writing. 

 By comparing before and after and if there is a difference (monitoring and self-

evaluation). 

Table 5.20 summarizes the findings: 

Table 5.20 

Students’ Strategies to Evaluate their Progress in Writing 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive  

Strategies 

Social 

Strategies 

Affective 

Strategies 

Reading(6)- 

monitoring(17)- 

Self-evaluation(8) 

Using 

different 

models(3) 

Asking a family 

member to read it- 

Asking the teacher(7)  

Peer-correction(2)- 

Asking a well-

educated person(5) 

Not evaluating one’s 

progress (negative 

strategy)(1) 

 

The strategy that is most often used by the students is monitoring, i.e. checking their 

success in writing.  

Question 29: When you fail to do a writing assignment, what are the techniques that you 

use? 

When students fail in doing a writing activity, they follow the following techniques: 

 I start from the beginning and choose new ideas, after that I would read my old 

ones. 

 I collect works that are related to the topic and I try to imitate them. 

 I use some books or the internet. 

 I read a lot as a source of inspiration (cognitive strategy). 

 I try to change the method that I have used. 
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 I discover my faults and try to correct them. 

 I revise my writing (metacognitive strategy). 

 I use a new plan after considering all the sides of the problem (metacognitive 

strategy). 

 I use the dictionary and the web (cognitive strategies). 

 I change the ideas that I have used at the beginning. 

 I ask my teacher or my friends for help (social strategy). 

 I make notes and goals and write again (goal-setting: metacognitive strategy). 

 I think well (self-regulation) and ask people (social strategy). 

 I motivate myself by writing some new ideas (affective strategy). 

 I talk to myself to see if my writing is correct (self-talk: affective strategy). 

 Re-read my assignment and try to solve the problem (problem-solving). 

Table 5.21 summarizes the findings: 

Table 5.21 

Techniques Used to Do a Writing Assignment 

Metacognitive  

Strategies 

Cognitive  

Strategies 

Social  

strategies 

Affective  

Strategies 

Reading(6)- revising(1)- 

planning(4)- goal-

setting(1)- 

self-regulation(4)-self-

evaluation(3)-

monitoring(7) 

Using the dictionary(8)-

using different models(2)-

organizing(1) 

Asking for 

help 

from teacher 

and peers(12) 

Motivation(1)- 

Self-talk(2) 

 

Students frequently use the social strategy of asking for help from teacher and peers, 

followed by the cognitive strategy of using a dictionary. 
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Question 30: What are the techniques that you use to continue with the writing 

assignment? 

The techniques used by students to continue with the writing assignment are the 

following: 

 When I’m home, I ask my mother (social strategy) or I sing (affective strategy). 

 I use things that I know before (use past knowledge). 

 I always put a dictionary in front of me and encourage myself to learn new words 

to use them in my writing (cognitive strategy). 

 I want to reach my goal, which is to be a writer, by reading (goal-setting). 

 I read books (cognitive strategy). 

 I change my plan (metacognitive strategy). 

 I trust myself that I can do it (affective strategy). 

 I think of new ideas to add to my work. 

 I ask my teacher to give us extra writing activities. 

 I should be passionate and love what I’m doing (affective strategies).  

 I collect some information about the subject and try to organize them. 

 I motivate myself and maximize my time (time-management and motivational 

strategy). 

 I take a deep breath and read what I wrote so far, collect my thoughts and try 

again and again until I get it (deep-breathing and self-regulation: affective 

strategies). 

 I jot down all the ideas that come to my mind (brainstorming) and link them all 

together using the suitable method and style of writing (cognitive strategies). 



207 

 

 

Table 5.22 summarizes the techniques used by students to continue with the writing 

assignment: 

Table 5.22 

Techniques Used to Continue with the Writing Assignment 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive 

Strategies 

Social 

Strategies 

Affective  

Strategies 

Goal-setting(2)-

reading(15)-

Planning(2)-

practice(3)- 

Monitoring(3)-self- 

regulation(4)-time-

management(3)  

Using past 

knowledge(2)-Using the 

dictionary(1)-using 

different models(2) 

Asking one’s 

mother(1) 

Finding a writing 

partner(1)-  

peer-correction(4)- 

Communicating 

with British 

people(1) 

Singing(1)- deep-

breathing(1)- 

Self-trust(1)-

positive self-

talk(8) 

Motivation(2)-

rewarding 

oneself(1) 

 

The most widely used strategies here are reading (15) and positive self-talk (8). 

Question 31: How do you overcome your limitations in writing? 

To overcome their limitations in writing, students use the following strategies: 

 Make a lot of research about my composition. 

 I use to write a lot and know my limitations to evaluate them (monitoring). 

 Try to read and write as much as possible (practice). 

 Learn new words (memorization). 

 Look to others’ writing and get inspired from their ideas and the strategies that they 

use. 

 Use the dictionary (cognitive strategy). 

 Ask the teacher for help (social strategy). 

 Rewrite the essay with new ideas. 
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 “I overcome my limitations in writing with some other writers or researchers” 

(social strategy). 

The strategies that are employed by the respondents in order to overcome their limitations 

in writing are summarized in table 5.23. 

Table 5.23 

Techniques Used to Overcome the Limitations in Writing 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive 

Strategies 

 

 

Social  

Strategies 

Affective 

Strategies 

Monitoring(1)- 

practice(17)-reading (23)-

time-management(1)-self-

regulation(2) 

Making research(5)- 

Using the dictionary(3)-

listening and speaking in 

English(3)-summarizing(3)-

watching English movies(2) 

Asking 

teacher for 

help(2)- 

Working 

with other 

writers(1) 

 

Entertaining 

myself(1) 

 

Students use reading (23) and practice (17), which are two metacognitive strategies, to 

overcome their limitations in writing. 

Question 32: In your opinion, which strategies can help you to improve your writing? 

According to students, these strategies can help them to improve their writing: 

 The teacher has to teach well and I have to revise my lessons and do my exercises. 

 Learn the basics of writing, reading and imitate other writers. 

 Find a writing partner (social strategy). 

 Motivate myself, study the rules of writing and of grammar. 

 Write more (metacognitive strategy). 

 Concentration and more practice (metacognitive strategies). 
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 Master the writing strategies. 

 Give my writing to my friend (peer-correction). 

 Make a plan and work with it (planning). 

 To write and correct my mistakes in writing (monitoring). 

 Collect ideas from different topics and combine them (organizing). 

 “First I’ve to focus when the teacher is explaining and as I said before using new 

words in speaking with friends” (self-regulation). 

 Write a lot. 

 Do research and ask the others to find the best strategy and work hard to face my 

limitations in writing” (social strategy). 

 To communicate with British people (social strategy) and listen to the radio. 

Table 5.24  

Strategies to Improve Students’ Writing 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 

Cognitive  

Strategies 

Social 

Strategies 

Affective 

Strategies 

Reading(14)- 

practice(9)- 

Self-regulation(2)- 

Planning(2)-time-

management(1) 

Making research 

(6)-organizing- 

Listening to the 

radio(6) 

Chatting with others(1)- 

Peer-correction(1)-Asking 

others(1)- communicating 

with British people(1) 

None 

 

 

The students emphasized on reading (14) as a solution to improve their writing.  

Question 33: Do you like to be helped with strategies to improve your writing? 
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Table 5.25 

To Like to be Helped with Strategies to Improve Students’ Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Yes  58 96.66 

No  02 03.33 

Total  60 100 

 

Fifty eight (58) students out of (60) wanted to be helped with strategies to improve 

their writing. However, surprisingly, two (02) students didn’t want to. 

All in all, the results of the preliminary questionnaire showed that over seventy per cent 

of the students do not know that they are using strategies in their writing. Moreover, when 

asked about the strategies that they employ, only a few of them cited metacognitive 

strategies, such as planning, revising, reading, goal-setting, monitoring their success and 

self-regulation. Others have included social strategies like asking help from teacher or 

peers. Their affective strategies ranged from taking a deep breath and being passionate to 

singing, loving what to do (writing), trusting oneself and positive self-talk. The cognitive 

strategies used by the students were employing the words that they know in their 

compositions and using ideas from their reading. However, these strategies were only used 

by a few of the students, not all of them. 

Since not all the students know that there are many learning strategies used in writing, 

one way would be to teach them these strategies in an explicit way so that they would 

improve their writing. The syllabi of writing should include activities which boost 

students’ knowledge of the cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective strategies that 

help them master the writing skill. Students should be encouraged to become autonomous 

learners who take responsibility of their own learning. The teacher should be regarded as a 
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facilitator of learning, not as the only source. Students can become better writers and better 

learners if they are taught appropriate learning strategies. 

We recommend that the students should be taught the learning strategies used in writing in 

an explicit way.   

5.3. Students’ Motivation Questionnaire: Analysis and Discussion 

Students’ motivation questionnaire yielded the following results. 

For section one, which seeks students’ background information, the results were presented 

in the section of analysis and discussion of the preliminary questionnaire, section one. The 

majority of the respondents are females, which is a trait of the fields of social and human 

sciences. Their age varies between 17 and 23. The new holders of the Baccalaureate exam 

are 17, whereas the others are repeaters of other years, whether in high school or in the 

university. The highest percentage of their Baccalaureate option is literature and foreign 

languages (45%) while the lowest percentage is exact sciences (1.67%). Also, the majority 

of the students (90%) chose to study English, and this is supposed to motivate them to 

learn the target language. Their reasons for choosing English varied between intrinsic 

motivation (a. it is my favourite language and I like it- b. to learn about its culture) and 

extrinsic motivation (c. to communicate with others- d. to become a teacher of English- e. 

to travel abroad or emigrate- f. to study abroad). The results of question 5: if yes, please 

state your reasons are summarized in table 5.26: 

Table 5.26 

Students’ Reasons for Studying English According to their Motivation 

a b c d e f 

39 10 24 08 26 10 
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The numbers in the table represent the frequency of each reason. We can say that 

the highest frequency (39) was given to option a (it is my favourite language and I like it), 

which is part of intrinsic motivation. It was followed by option “e” (to travel abroad or 

emigrate), which is part of extrinsic motivation. The least frequent reasons are “b” (to learn 

about its culture), which is part of intrinsic motivation, and “f” (to study abroad), which 

makes extrinsic motivation.  

Section Two: Students’ Motivation in Writing 

Question 6: Classify the following language skills in order of importance from the most 

important skill (1) to the least important one (4). 

Table 5.27 

Classification of the Writing Skill 

Ranking  Number  Percentage  

First (1) 04 06.66 

Second (2) 10 16.67 

Third (3) 15 25 

Fourth (4) 31 51.67 

Total  60 100 

 

(51.67%) of the students placed writing in the fourth position whereas only 

(06.66%) placed it in the first position.   

Question 7: According to you, is writing? 

a. A very important skill – b. as important as the other skills – c. not important at all 
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Table 5.28 

The Importance of the Writing Skill 

Option  Number  Percentage  

A very important skill 31 51.67 

As important as the other 

skills 

27 45 

Not important at all 02 03.33 

Total  60 100 

 

The majority of the students (51.67%) and (45%) consider writing as either a very 

important skill or as important as the other skills, so they are aware of its great importance 

in academic settings.  

Question 8: Do you think that teachers, when testing or evaluating students, should use: 

a. Written test – b. Oral tests – c. Written and oral tests 

Table 5.29 

Types of Tests which should be Used by Teachers 

Types of tests Number  Percentage  

Written tests  12 20 

Oral tests  04 06.67 

Written and oral tests 44 73.33 

Total  60 100 

 

Forty four (44) students out of sixty (60) see that they should be tested both orally 

and in written form. 

Question 9: When you are asked to write in English, how do you feel? 

a. Interested – b. Unable – c. Bored 
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Table 5.30 

Students’ Feelings when Asked to write in English  

Students’ feelings Number  Percentage  

Interested  36 60 

Unable  18 30 

Bored  06 10 

Total  60 100 

 

From table 5.30, we can say that our students are motivated to write in English; this 

is shown through the high percentage (60%) of those who feel interested when they are 

asked to write in English. 

Question 10: According to you, assigning written homework to students is: 

a. An important element of student’s evaluation (assessment) 

b. A good way of improving your English? c. A burden? 

Table 5.31 

Students’ Opinions about Written Homework 

Option  Number  Percentage  

a 07 11.67 

b 41 68.33 

c 9 15 

a+b 03 05 

Total  60 100 

 

Forty one students (41 or 68.33%) are positive concerning assigning them written 

homework; however, (15%) see it as a burden, so they are not motivated to write at home. 

Question 11: What goals would you like to accomplish at the end of the written expression 

course? 

a. Pass the course – b. Improve your writing skills – c. Communicate with other users 

of English – d. Be a better writer – e. Be more educated – f. All of them 
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Table 5.32 

Students’ Goals from the Written Expression Course 

a b c d e f 

07 28 13 27 18 12 

 

From table 5.32, we can see that option b (improve my writing skills) had a 

frequency of (28) followed by option d (be a better writer), so our learners are intrinsically 

motivated to write in English. This result is reinforced with the least frequent goal, option a 

(pass the course), so our respondents are not extrinsically motivated. 

Question 12: How do you find the written expression course? 

a. Very interesting- b- Interesting- c- Not interesting at all 

Table 33 

Students’ Opinions about the Written Expression Course 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Very interesting 23 38.33 

Interesting  34 56.67 

Not interesting at all 03 05 

Total 60 100 

 

Concerning question 12, the majority of the students (56.67%) find the written 

expression course interesting or very interesting (38.33%). Only three (3) students out of 

sixty find it not interesting at all; this is believed to motivate them to learn the writing 

strategies proposed by the researcher.  

Question 13: According to you, how should your teacher correct your writing? 

a. Correct only the grammatical mistakes – b. Correct only the mistakes related to 

content – c. Correct all types of mistakes 
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Table 5.34 

Students’ Opinions about Teacher’s Correction to their Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

a 05 08.33 

b 04 06.67 

c 51 85 

Total  60 100 

   

The results to this question were that the greatest majority of the students (85%) are 

for the correction of all types of mistakes, so they are aware of the role of the teacher’s 

correction in helping students to improve their writing skills. 

Question 14: When you receive your written work from the teacher, what do you do first? 

a. Look at the mark – b. Read the teacher’s comments – c. Lose your self-confidence 

from the amount of corrections – d. Learn from your mistakes 

Table 5.35 

What Students First do after Receiving their Written Work from the Teacher 

a b c d 

52 34 06 23 

  

The highest frequency (52) was given to option (a): look at the mark, i.e. our 

students are extrinsically motivated in this case. It was followed by option (b): read the 

teacher’s comments. The least frequent option was (c): lose your self-confidence, so we 

can conclude that our students lose the affective strategy of controlling one’s emotions.  

Question 15: How do you consider the teacher’s corrections? 

a. Helpful - b. Easy to understand – c. Not much helpful – d. Ambiguous 
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Table 5.36 

Students’ Opinions Concerning the Teacher’s Corrections 

Option  Number  Percentage  

a 26 43.33 

b 17 28.33 

c 9 15 

d 04 06.67 

a+b 02 03.33 

No answer 02 03.33 

Total 60 100 

 

Students’ answers varied between option (a): helpful with a rate of (43.33%) and 

option (b): easy to understand with a rate of (28.33%). So our respondents consider the 

teacher’s corrections as both helpful and easy to understand. 

Question 16: What are your reasons for writing in English? 

a. To have extra marks – b. To improve your composition skills in writing –  

c. To improve your knowledge of English – d. To practice something you have 

already learned – e. To express your ideas 

Table 5.37 

Students’ Reasons for Writing in English 

a b c d e 

11 37 26 09 29 

 

Students’ reasons for writing in English are (b): to improve their composition skills 

in writing and (c) to improve their knowledge of English, both of which are characteristics 

of internal motivation. 

Question 17: How do you consider writing? 

a. A means of communication – b. A creative process – c. A boring activity –  
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d. A difficult but necessary activity  

Table 5.38 

Students’ Opinions Concerning Writing 

Option  Number  Percentage  

a 11 18.33 

b 16 26.67 

c 02 03.33 

d 13 21.67 

a+b 06 10 

a+d 03 05 

b+d 08 13.33 

No answer  01 01.67 

Total  60 100 

 

When asked about their opinion concerning the writing skill, the respondents chose 

options (b), i.e. a creative process and (d), i.e. a difficult but necessary activity. A very few 

of them (03.33%) only see writing as a boring activity. 

Question 18: How important do you think motivation is for learning English and especially 

for writing in English? 

a. Very important – b. Important – c. Not important 

Table 5.39 

Students’ opinions concerning motivation in learning English and writing in English 

Option  Number  Percentage  

Very important  33 55 

Important  27 45 

Not important  00 00 

Total  60 100 

   

The last question in students’ motivation questionnaire was about students’ opinions 

concerning writing. From the results of the table, we can conclude that the learners 
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consider writing as either a very important skill (55%) or an important skill (45%). None of 

them considers it as an unimportant skill. 

5.4. Teachers’ Questionnaire 

Teachers’ questionnaire was designed to discover the techniques used by teachers to 

teach written expression module to first-year students. Besides, it aimed at finding out the 

degree of students’ motivation to write in English. 

Teachers’ questionnaire was given to teachers whose experience was five years and 

more. There are ten (10) teachers who teach written expression to first year classes; all of 

them are females. However, the questionnaire was given to six teachers only since one of 

the teachers is the researcher herself, and the other three teachers have less than 5 years of 

experience. 

The following are the results of the teachers’ questionnaire. 

Section One: Background Information 

As it was mentioned earlier, all the teachers of written expression of first year are 

females. Their age varies between 29 and 48, and their teaching experience is between 5 

and 23 years. All of the teachers are Magister holders. The modules that they have been 

teaching since they started teaching in the department of English language and literature in 

Batna 2 University are: grammar, written expression, oral expression, linguistics, TTU 

(Techniques du travail universitaire), research methodology, general culture, creative 

writing, phonetics, sociolinguistics, ethnography of communication and literature. So, all 

of the respondents are qualified to give data that we think will be valid due to their 

teaching experience. 
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Section Two: Written Expression/ Writing Strategies 

Question 6: Which approach do you use in teaching writing? 

a. The product approach – b. The process approach – c. The product-process approach 

– d. The genre approach – e. The strategy approach – f. Other, please specify. 

Table 5.40 

Teachers’ Approaches in Teaching Writing 

a b c d e 

00 00 05 03 02 

 

Most of the teachers use the product-process approach. 

Question 7: According to you, which elements in writing do you regard essential to be 

taught to students? 

a. Grammar –b. Vocabulary – c. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization – d. Other, 

please specify. 

Table 5.41 

Essential Elements in Writing  

abc ac bc 

3 1 1 

 

The majority of teachers agree that all the elements (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, 

punctuation and capitalization) should be taught to students since they are essential in 

writing. They added other elements, such as pragmatics (the study of the use of language in 

a social context), order of ideas and how to organize them (coherence), the appropriate use 

of tenses, techniques of writing and writing genres. 
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Question 8: What are your students’ weaknesses in writing? 

a. Grammar – b. Vocabulary – c. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization – d. Ideas/ 

content – e. Self-confidence and motivation – f. Other 

Table 5.42 

Students’ Weaknesses in Writing 

a b c d e 

04 03 05 02 03 

 

According to teachers, students’ weaknesses in writing lie mostly in spelling, 

punctuation, capitalization and grammar. They added other elements like lack of 

coherence and planning. 

Question 9: What are your students’ strengths in writing? 

a. Grammar – b. Vocabulary – c. Spelling, punctuation, capitalization –  

d. Content/ideas – e. Creativity – f. Other 

Three teachers (half of the respondents) answered by: none of the above, i.e. their 

students do not master well all the above-mentioned elements of writing. The other 

three teachers answered by content, ideas and creativity.  

Question 10: Which writing activities do you usually assign to your students? State the 

aim behind such activities. 

The following activities are assigned by teachers to their students: 

 Let the students write using their own words as a sort of practicing what they 

have seen during the course (feedback). 
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 Error correction: make learners understand that writing is a process and 

encourage the editing stage of this process. 

 Guided writing: to meet the different needs of learners 

 Exercise and paragraph writing 

 Brainstorming, in that one of the hardest tasks in writing is getting started. 

Pair work: to help students generate ideas, clarify them and questioning the 

meaning of expressions together. 

 Authentic writing activities: to make learners discover their full potential in 

writing.  

Question 11: Which writing strategies do you favour your students to use? 

a. Cognitive strategies – b. Metacognitive strategies – c. Social strategies –  

d. Affective strategies – e. All of them 

Please, say why?   

Four of the teachers out of six chose all of the strategies, whereas one chose social 

strategies and the other chose cognitive, metacognitive and social strategies without 

explaining why. 

The four teachers who chose the four kinds of strategies gave the following 

explanations: 

 By association of these strategies, the student will ultimately achieve the objectives 

set for the course. 

 All these factors work together to meet learners’ needs. 

 Whatever strategy helps support students in their writing may be useful during 

writing sessions. 
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 Because the lower the filter is, the more input the learner receives. 

For the teacher who chose social strategies only, she argued that this kind of strategies 

helps to enhance self-confidence (which is an affective strategy) and group work. Besides, 

social strategies promote organization, communication and interaction between students. 

Section Three: Motivation 

Question 12: According to you, how is motivation important in learning? 

When asked about their opinions concerning the importance of motivation in learning, 

the teachers answered by the following: 

 Motivation is one of the important elements in the learning process that leads either 

to success or failure (high/low motivation). 

 The success of learning depends on students’ motivation. Students who are highly 

motivated are more likely to do well in learning. 

 It is very important as it a “pivotal” drive behind students’ learning engagements. 

 It increases learners’ energy and level of learning. It also helps them become 

confident in their abilities and hold positive attitudes towards their learning. 

 Motivation is a fundamental prerequisite in learning. 

 It is the drive that stirs up learning. 

Question 13: What are the factors which weaken students’ motivation? 

According to the teachers, the factors which weaken students’ motivation are: 

 Negative feedback, negative learning environment (teacher and peers), lack of 

confidence, lack of knowledge about the subject matter or resources 
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 Lack of confidence, unclear classroom assignments, low self-efficacy, affective 

aspects, etc 

 How teachers design writing tasks for their students may help to demotivate 

them.  If tasks do not have meaning and interest to students or are not relevant 

to their own life experiences, students will feel bored and uninterested. 

 The learning atmosphere in general  

 Shyness and lack of self-esteem 

 Low self-esteem, lack of interest, weak relationship with the teacher 

 The classroom atmosphere, the programme/content, the skills of the teacher, the 

large number of students, the relationship between the students and their teacher 

Question 14: What are the factors which increase students’ motivation? 

The factors which increase students’ motivation, according to our respondents are: 

 Positive feedback, appreciation and encouragement 

 Self-confidence and self-esteem, creativity and novelty (activities + way of 

teaching) 

 Healthy classroom environment, provide varied instruction, and foster positive 

attitudes 

 Relating writing tasks to students’ lives and not only focusing on their final 

products 

 Give students more opportunities to interact with the teacher and classmates as 

well as to increase their level of confidence 

 A motivated teacher, competition (individual and group), sometimes 

punishment (marks) 
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 Offering rewards, group work, offering chances to improve, explaining the 

importance of training 

 Design a syllabus for written expression module depending on students’ needs 

and interest 

 Feeling secure, comfortable and relaxed during the course, and content selection 

(topics) 

Question 15: How would you describe your students? Are they: 

a. Intrinsically motivated – b. Extrinsically motivated – c. Demotivated 

Table 5.43 

Students’ Type of Motivation 

a b c 

02 04 02 

 

According to teachers, their students are extrinsically motivated. This result is 

contradictory with the one found in students’ motivation questionnaire, which showed that 

the learners are intrinsically motivated. 

Question 16: How would you describe the learning atmosphere? 

a. Motivating – b. Not much motivating 

All of the teachers agreed that the learning atmosphere is not much motivating. 

Question 17: How do you motivate your students? 

These are the techniques used by teachers to motivate their students: 

 Directly, I change their attention to an interesting issue or topic. In some cases, 

I use funny examples. 
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 Explain to them the learning objectives, encourage students to share their ideas, 

involve them in teaching, vary my strategies and techniques of teaching  

 I’m demotivated, so how can I motivate them? 

 By giving them more opportunities for self-expression to voice their own 

thoughts and feelings. Design writing activities which go hand in hand with 

their social and cultural contexts. 

 Allow students to work together, make goals high but attainable, provide 

positive feedback and offer equal chances for success. 

5.5. Descriptive Analysis and Interpretation of the Likert scale 

5.5.1. Before the Quasi-Experiment (Pre-instruction Phase) 

In order to measure the use of the four learning strategies, i.e. metacognitive, cognitive, 

social and affective strategies by students, we devised a five-point Likert scale adapted 

from Oxford’s SILL (the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning) designed in 1990, and 

a questionnaire by Shapira and Lazarowitz (2005). The Likert-scale is made of a scale of 

five values representing the frequency of the use of the learning strategies by our learners, 

with 1 being never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 4 often and 5 always. We administered the 

Likert-scale twice: the first time before the quasi-experiment and the second time after the 

quasi-experiment to see if the students have gained the use of the writing strategies or not.   

In total, a sample of 60 students answered the questionnaire. The data were collected 

and analyzed using SPSS statistics software program version 23. SPSS is Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences. The SPSS was used to measure (1) the mean based on the 

Likert-scale, (2) the standard deviation (SD), (3) the Cronbach’s Alpha for the degree of 

correlation between the variables, to measure the reliability of the questionnaire, and to 

assess the degree of correlation between the variables,   (4) the        ranking and (5) the 
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evaluation of the results, in this case the frequency of using the writing strategies. The 

questions were presented using a five-point Likert scale, as shown in Table 5.44, using the 

following formula of the equation of ranges. 

Equation of ranges=5-1÷5=4÷5=0.8 

5 being the highest ranking in the Likert-scale, 1 being the lowest ranking in the Likert-

scale and 5 being the number of the points in the Likert-scale 

Table 5.44 

Five-point Likert-scale 

Frequency Weighted Mean 

Never From 1 to 1.80 

Rarely From 1.81 to 2.60 

Sometimes From 2.61 to 3.40 

Often From 3.41 to 4.20 

Always From 4.21 to 5 

The Cronbach’s α (Alpha) of the questionnaire was found to be 0.80%, which is a 

high percentage that would yield reliable findings. The Cronbach's α is “a means to 

determine internal consistency of a measure when only one administration of a measure 

exists. It is used when the number of possible answers is more than 2 and can be applied to 

ordinal data” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p.353).  

Cronbach's Alpha is designed as a measure of internal consistency of items in the 

questionnaire. It varies between zero and one. The closer alpha is to one, the greater the 

internal consistency of the items in the questionnaire. The total number of questions or 

items in the questionnaire is 53 testing variables or LIKERT scale variables. Hence “N” of 

items in the below Cronbach’s Alpha test is 53. 
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Table 5.45 

Cronbach's Alpha-Reliability Test 

Cronbach's Alpha N° of Items 

0.80 53 

 

The following table summarizes the results of the pre-instruction phase concerning 

the metacognitive strategies. 

Table 5.46 

Data of Metacognitive Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean Standard Deviation 

(SD) 

Ranking Frequency 

1 3.51 0.96 11 Often 

2 4.00 1.11 5 Often 

3 3.58 1.12 10 Often 

4 4.53 0.81 1 Always 

5 2.36 1.08 18 Rarely 

6 3.30 1.04 14 Sometimes 

7 3.65 1.20 8 Often 

8 3.46 1.03 12 Often 

9 4.13 1.11 2 Often 

10 2.95 1.17 16 Sometimes 

11 3.10 1.20 15 Sometimes 

12 2.68 1.50 17 Sometimes 

13 3.90 1.20 6 Often 

14 4.06 1.00 3 Often 

15 3.85 1.14 7 Often 

16 4.01 1.09 4 Often 

17 3.46 1.29 13 Often 

18 3.63 0.97 9 Often 
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The mean, standard deviation and frequency of the metacognitive strategies are presented 

in the following table. 

Table 5.47 

Mean and SD of the Metacognitive Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Type of learning strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Metacognitive strategies 3.51 0.43 Often 

 

For the first type of the learning strategies, i.e. metacognitive strategies, there were 

eighteen (18) items. The metacognitive strategies included planning (items 6, 10 & 15), 

goal-setting (item 3), self-regulation (item 4), monitoring (items 7, 9 & 13), self-evaluation 

(items 11 & 18), learning from prior mistakes (item 2) and time-management (item 5). 

In order to analyse and interpret the results, we relied on the mean, the standard deviation 

(SD) and the ranking of the items. 

For the metacognitive strategies, item 4 (I try to be a better writer in English) was 

ranked first with a mean (4.53) and an SD (0.81) and fell in the range of “always”, i.e. our 

students tend “always” to be better writers in English, so they are self-regulated. It was 

followed by item 9 (after writing I try to check what I have written), which represents the 

metacognitive strategy “monitoring”, with a mean of (4.13) and fell in the range “often”, 

i.e. our learners often monitor or check what they have written. In the middle of the scale, 

we find item 18 (I consider my progress in writing in English) with a mean (3.63) and an 

SD (0.97) with the option “often”. This result consolidates the preceding one, i.e. our 

learners often use monitoring as a metacognitive strategy. 

The least frequently used metacognitive strategies are items 12 (I compare my 

writing with the writing of my friends) and 5 (I plan my time-table to have enough time to 
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write), which are ranked respectively seventeenth and eighteenth with a mean of (2.68) and 

an SD (1.50) for item 12 and a mean of (2.36) and an SD (1.08) for item 5. Our students 

only sometimes compare their writing with the writing of their friends whereas they rarely 

plan their time-table to have enough time to write.   

Certain statements were repeated using other words to check students’ consistency 

in answering the questionnaire. For example, items 6, 10 and 15 were asked about the same 

metacognitive strategy, which is planning. If we consider the results of the Likert-scale we 

find that item 6 was ranked fourteenth with a mean of (3.30) and an SD (1.04) and was 

sometimes used while item 10 was ranked sixteenth with a mean of (2.95) and an SD 

(1.17) and was also sometimes used, so our students are consistent in their answers. 

However, item 15 was ranked seventh with a mean of (3.85) and was often used.  

Also, statements 7 and 9 were about monitoring and students’ answers were as 

follow. For item 7, it was ranked eighth with a mean of (3.65) and an SD (1.20) and was 

often used whereas item 9 was ranked second with a mean (4.13) and an SD (1.11) and was 

also often used. Again, our students are consistent in their answers. For items 11 and 18, 

which both represent self-evaluation, they were ranked as follow. Item 11 was ranked 

fifteenth with a mean (3.10) and an SD (1.20) and fell in the range of sometimes while item 

18 was ranked ninth with a mean (3.63) and an SD (0.97) falling in the range of often. 

Here, our students are not consistent in their answers. 

We conclude the part of metacognitive strategies by saying that they scored a mean 

of (3.51) and an SD (0.43) and they were often used by our learners. 
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Table 5.48 

Data of Cognitive Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean Standard Deviation Ranking Frequency 

19 3.28 1.31 9 Sometimes 

20 4.50 0.79 1 Always 

21 3.96 1.14 3 Often 

22 3.33 1.11 7 Sometimes 

23 3.13 1.08 11 Sometimes 

24 4.28 1.00 2 Always 

25 3.35 1.35 6 Sometimes 

26 3.30 1.25 8 Sometimes 

27 3.11 1.07 12 Sometimes 

28 3.20 1.14 10 Sometimes 

29 3.51 1.25 5 Often 

30 3.90 0.96 4 Often 

 

Table 5.49 

Mean and SD of the Cognitive Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Type of Learning Strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Cognitive strategies 3.57 0.527 Often 

 

For the second type of learning strategies, cognitive strategies, these are the results. 

There were twelve (12) statements representing the cognitive strategies. They are: 

memorization (item 19), use of prior knowledge and ideas (items 20 & 21), use of the 

target language (item 22), summarizing (item 23), thinking (item 24), drafting (item 25), 

asking oneself about the topic of the composition (item 26), using other material to write 

(item 27), making notes (item 28) and mechanics (item 29). 

The first cognitive strategy is the use of prior knowledge (item 20) (I use the 

English words I know in my composition) with a mean (4.50) and an SD (0.79) and this 
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strategy is always used by the sample. It is followed by thinking (item 24) with a mean 

(4.24) and an SD (1.00) and which is always employed by the learners. In the middle of the 

scale, we find drafting (item 25) (I always write a draft) with a mean (3.35) and an SD 

(1.35) and which fell in the range of sometimes. The least used strategies are summarizing 

(item 23), which ranked eleventh with a mean (3.13) and was sometimes used, and using 

other materials to write with a mean (3.11) which was ranked last and fell in the range of 

sometimes (item 27).  

Now, we move to consistency. For item 24 (I always think of what I will write 

about before writing), it was ranked second and was always used whereas item 30 (I try to 

imagine the things I’m writing about while writing) was ranked fourth with a mean (3.90) 

and an SD (0.96) and was often used. Here the students are not consistent in their answers. 

Finally, for the mean of the cognitive strategies, it was (3.57) with an SD (0.527) 

and fell in the range of often. So, our students often used the cognitive strategies 

Table 5.50 

Data of Social Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean Standard Deviation Ranking  Frequency 

31 2.31 1.20 7 Rarely 

32 3.70 1.03 1 Often 

33 3.20 1.29 3 Sometimes 

34 3.35 1.20 2 Sometimes 

35 3.13 1.25 4 Sometimes 

36 2.58 0.94 6 Rarely 

37 2.68 1.24 5 Sometimes 

 

Table 5.51 

Mean and SD of the Social Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Type of learning strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Social Strategies 2.99 0.596 Sometimes 
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Social strategies are made of seven strategies. They are planning one’s writing with 

a friend (item 31), writing by oneself  (item 32), which is the opposite of the preceding 

item, asking help from peers (item 33), considering others’ reactions to one’s writing (item 

34), asking the teacher for clarification (item 35), asking help from peers (item 36), and 

discussing one’s writing with others (item 37). The first social strategy used by learners 

was writing by oneself (item 32) (I write down my ideas without discussing them with a 

friend) with a mean (3.70) and an SD (1.03). The students often do not use the social 

strategy of working with peers. It is confirmed with the results of item 16 (I like to write by 

myself. I do not like to be helped by anyone) in the metacognitive strategies which again 

fell in the range of often, i.e. our learners like to work by themselves and not use the social 

strategy of working with friends. It was followed by item 34 (I like to know about people’s 

reactions about my writing) with a mean (3.35) and an SD (1.20) and fell in the range of 

sometimes. These results are consolidated with those of items 36 and 31 (I ask help from 

peers while composing) and (I like to plan my writing with a friend), which are ranked 

sixth and seventh respectively with means (2.58 & 2.31) and both are rarely used. Here, we 

confirm that our learners are consistent in their answers and do not like to use the social 

strategies which had a mean (2.99) and an SD (0.596) and which are only sometimes used.  
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Table 5.52 

Data of Affective Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean Standard Deviation Ranking Frequency 

38 3.81 1.09 6 Often 

39 4.03 0.95 1 Often 

40 4.01 1.04 2 Often 

41 3.75 1.24 8 Often 

42 2.43 1.25 15 Rarely 

43 2.91 1.30 13 Sometimes 

44 3.58 1.23 9 Often 

45 3.76 1.04 7 Often 

46 3.40 1.21 11 Sometimes 

47 3.55 1.26 10 Often 

48 3.88 1.13 3 Often 

49 3.40 1.23 12 Sometimes 

50 3.83 1.15 5 Often 

51 2.78 1.19 14 Sometimes 

52 3.88 1.38 4 Often 

53 2.36 1.33 16 Rarely 

 

Table 5.53 

Mean and SD of the Affective Strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Type of Learning Strategies  Mean SD Frequency 

Affective Strategies 3.41 0.424 Often 

 

The first affective strategy used by students is problem-solving (item 39: when I 

have problems while writing, I try to solve them), which took the first position with a mean 

(4.03) and an SD (0.95) and it is often used. From the literature review we saw that good 

learners have the skill of solving problems they encounter in the learning process. It was 
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followed by an external incentive which is encouragement (item 40: My writing becomes 

better each time I am encouraged) with a mean (4.01) and was also often used. In the 

middle of the scale, we find item 38: I like writing with a mean (3.81) and it is often used. 

The strategies which are ranked last are item 42: I find writing a boring activity, ranked 

fifteenth with a mean (2.43) and which is rarely used, i.e. the students find writing an 

interesting activity. This is confirmed with item 45: I think that writing is an interesting 

activity, which is ranked seventh and is often used. So, the respondents often consider 

writing an interesting, and not, a boring activity. This is also confirmed with the results 

found in students’ motivation questionnaire.  

Concerning consistency, we have devised some questions which seek the same 

information but using different words. For instance, item 38 (I like writing) and item 43 (in 

my free time I like writing), both are asked to discover the degree of liking writing by 

students. The results revealed that item 38 was ranked in the middle of the scale and was 

often used whereas item 43 was ranked with the least used strategies, ranked thirteenth 

with a mean (2.91) and was sometimes used. Here, we can conclude that our learners are 

not consistent in their answers. 

For item 42 (I find writing a boring activity) and item 45 (I think that writing is an 

interesting activity), they are contrasting statements; however, they yielded similar results, 

i.e. the respondents think that writing is an interesting activity as it was shown before. 

Three statements were about self-encouragement; they are item 41 (I tell myself 

positive things to get motivated to write), item 46 (when I am unable to write, I tell myself 

positive things) and item 47 (I persuade myself that I can finish the writing task). The 

results showed that item 41 was ranked eighth with a mean (3.75) and an SD (1.24) and 

was often used; item 46 was ranked eleventh with a mean (3.40) and was only sometimes 

used whereas item 47 was ranked tenth with a mean (3.55) and was often used. We can say 
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that the respondents are sometimes consistent in their answers as for items 41 and 47, and 

sometimes not as for item 46. 

Four items tackled the problems with writing and how to solve them. These 

statements are item 49 (I stop writing when I have problems composing), item 50 (I try to 

relax whenever I find difficulties in writing in English), item 52 (I notice if I am nervous 

when writing) and item 53 (I talk to a friend about my feeling when composing). The 

results are as follow. For item 49, it was ranked twelfth with a mean (3.40) and was 

sometimes used. Nevertheless, item 50 was ranked fifth with a mean (3.83) and was often 

used. Item 52 was ranked before, in the fourth position, with a mean (3.88) and was also 

often used. Item 53 was the last used strategy since it was in the last position, ranked 

sixteenth with a mean (2.36) and an SD (1.33) and was rarely used. Here, our students are 

consistent in their answers because they confirmed in the social strategies that they worked 

by themselves and that they did not ask for help from peers (item 36) (I ask for help from 

peers while composing), which is also rarely used. So, the students neither use the social 

strategy of working with others nor talk about their feelings while composing to their 

friends; they like individuality and dislike pair or group work. Items 49, 50, 52 and 53 are 

linked with item 39 (when I have problems while writing, I try to solve them), which was 

ranked first and was often used. 

Table 5.54  

Data of all types of learning strategies (Pre-instruction Phase) 

Types of Learning Strategies  Mean SD Ranking Frequency 

Metacognitive strategies 3.51 0.43 2 Often 

Cognitive strategies 3.57 0.527 1 Often 

Social strategies 2.99 0.596 4 Sometimes 

Affective strategies 3.41 0.424 3 Often 

General mean and SD 3.37 0.38  Sometimes 
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To summarize the results of the Likert-scale in the pre-experiment phase, we can say 

that the cognitive strategies were ranked first with a mean (3.57) and an SD (0.52) and 

were often used and they are followed by the metacognitive strategies, which were ranked 

second with a mean (3.51) and an SD (0.43) and were also often used. Affective strategies 

were positioned third with a mean (3.41) and an SD (0.42) and were often used, and the 

last ones were the social strategies with a mean (2.99) and an SD (0.59) which were only 

sometimes used. All types of strategies had a mean of (3.37) and an SD (0.38) and were 

only sometimes used. 

5.5.2. After the Quasi-Experiment (Post-instruction Phase) 

The quasi-experiment lasted for a semester. After the study, the researcher 

administered the Likert-scale for the second time to the same sample. The results were as 

follow. 
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Table 5.55 

Data of Metacognitive Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean SD Ranking Frequency 

1 3.55 0.89 9 Often 

2 4.18 0.91 1 Often 

3 3.66 0.95 7 Often 

4 4.11 0.97 3 Often 

5 2.75 1.18 18 Sometimes 

6 3.23 1.12 15 Sometimes 

7 3.83 1.12 6 Often 

8 3.65 0.89 8 Often 

9 4.10 1.16 4 Often 

10 3.26 1.11 14 Sometimes 

11 3.50 1.09 10 Often 

12 3.06 1.58 17 Sometimes 

13 3.93 1.21 5 Sometimes 

14 4.15 1.02 2 Sometimes 

15 3.08 1.16 16 Sometimes 

16 3.40 1.25 11 Sometimes 

17 3.36 1.10 12 Sometimes 

18 3.33 1.03 13 Sometimes 

 

Table 5.56 

Mean and SD of the Metacognitive Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Type of learning strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Metacognitive strategies 3.56 0.48 Often 

 

For the first type of strategies, metacognitive strategies, the mean developed with 

(0.05) because it was (3.51) before the quasi-experiment and became (3.56) after the quasi-
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experiment. For the ranking, the students gave the first position to item 2 (I make use of 

my mistakes in writing to help me write better), which was often used, with a mean (4.18) 

and an SD (0.91) whereas it was ranked fifth before the quasi-experiment. The following 

strategy was item 14 (when writing I imagine ideas related to the topic of my composition), 

which was only sometimes used while it was ranked third before and was often used. The 

third statement was item 4 (I try to be a better writer in English) with a mean (4.11), which 

was often used whereas it was ranked first and was always used. In the middle of the scale, 

we find item 1 (I use any opportunity to write in English) with a mean (3.55) and an SD 

(0.89) and which was often used. The last used strategies are n° 15 (I plan my writing 

ahead) with a mean (3.08) and which was only sometimes used and n° 12. This was not the 

case before the quasi-experiment because item 15 was ranked seventh. The seventeenth 

statement was item 12 (I compare my writing with the writing of my friends) with a mean 

(3.06) and an SD (1.58), which was sometimes used. It was also ranked seventeenth and 

was sometimes used before the study. So, here the respondents are consistent. They were 

also consistent in ranking the last statement (item 5) (I plan my timetable to have enough 

time to write) with a mean (2.75) and an SD (1.18), but which was sometimes used, not 

like before the quasi-experiment when it was rarely used.  

Concerning consistency and as it was cited in the previous section, some statement 

were repeated on purpose to check students’ consistency in answering the questionnaire. 

For statements 6, 10 and 15, which are asked about the metacognitive strategy, planning, 

the results were as follow. Item 10 was ranked fourteenth, item 6 was ranked fifteenth and 

item 15 was ranked sixteenth. For the frequency of use, both items 6 and 10 were only 

sometimes used as in the pre-instruction phase whereas item 15 moved from being often 

used to being sometimes used. 
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For items 7 and 9, which check monitoring, students ranked item 7 (I try to 

examine what I have written) sixth whereas it was ranked eighth. Item 9 was ranked fourth 

while it was ranked second. However, both statements are often used in the pre-instruction 

and the post-instruction phases. For items 11 & 18, which represent self-evaluation, they 

were ranked tenth and thirteenth respectively whereas they were ranked fifteenth and ninth 

before the quasi-experiment. For the frequency of use, item 11 progressed from being 

sometimes used to being often used while item 18 regressed from being often used to being 

sometimes used. 

Concerning the frequency of use of all statements, some items kept the same 

frequency; other items progressed whereas others regressed. For the first category, 

statements 1, 2, 3, 7, 8 & 9 kept the same frequency “often”, and also statements 6, 10 & 

12 kept the frequency “sometimes”. For the second category, we find two items whose 

frequency progressed, item 5 which moved from “rarely” to “sometimes”, and item 11 

which moved from “sometimes” to “often”. In the last category, statements 13, 14, 15, 16, 

17 & 18 regressed from being “often” used to being only “sometimes” used.   

Table 5.57 

Data of Cognitive Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean SD Ranking Frequency 

19 3.33 1.27 9 Sometimes 

20 4.48 0.83 1 Always 

21 4.01 0.98 3 Often 

22 3.53 1.04 6 Often 

23 3.32 1.11 10 Sometimes 

24 4.11 1.09 2 Often 

25 3.71 1.15 5 Often 

26 3.41 1.13 8 Often 

27 3.21 1.13 11 Sometimes 

28 3.01 1.17 12 Sometimes 

29 3.51 1.24 7 Often 

30 3.96 1.16 4 Often 
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Table 5.58 

Mean and SD of the Cognitive Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Type of Learning Strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Cognitive strategies 3.63 0.51 Often 
  

For the cognitive strategies, they were ranked as follow. The first strategy was 

using prior knowledge, represented in item 20 (I use the English words I know in my 

composition) with a mean (4.48) which was also ranked first in the pre-instruction phase 

and which was also always used. It was followed by item 24 (I always think of what I will 

write before writing) with a mean (4.11) which was also ranked second but which was 

always used before the quasi-experiment and moved to being often used, i.e. its frequency 

regressed. The third strategy was using prior ideas in statement 21 (I use ideas from my 

reading in my writing) with a mean (4.01) which was also ranked third and was often used, 

so here the learners are consistent in their answers.  

There are other statements which were ranked in the same position in the post-

instruction phase. These are item 30 (I try to imagine the things I’m writing about while 

writing) which was ranked fourth in both phases and which was often used. Also item 26 

(while I write, I ask myself questions related to the subject of my composition) which was 

ranked eighth in both phases but whose frequency progressed from being sometimes used 

to being often used. The last one is item 19 (I write new words in English several times to 

memorize them) which was ranked ninth in both phases and which was sometimes used. 

The last used strategy was making notes in item 28 (I make notes when writing) 

which was ranked twelfth with a mean (3.01) and an SD (1.17) and which was sometimes 

used. The statements which kept the same frequency were items 19, 23, 27 and 28 which 

were sometimes used. Moreover, we have items 21, 29 and 30 which were often used and 
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item 20 which was always used. Others progressed such as statements 22, 25 and 26, 

whose frequency changed from “sometimes” to “often”. One statement only has regressed, 

which is item 24, from “always” to “often”. The mean of the cognitive strategies 

progressed from (3.57) to (3.63), i.e. with a difference of (0.06). 

Table 5.59  

Data of Social Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Items  Mean SD Ranking Frequency 

31 2.81 1.24 6 Sometimes 

32 3.45 1.28 1 Often 

33 3.11 1.18 3 Sometimes 

34 3.26 1.35 2 Sometimes 

35 2.91 1.03 5 Rarely 

36 2.75 1.03 7 Sometimes 

37 3.03 1.35 4 Sometimes 

 

Table 5.60 

Mean and SD of the Social Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Type of Learning Strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Social strategies 3.05 0.72 Sometimes 

 

Social strategies had also different results. The first statement was item 32 (I write 

down my ideas without discussing them with a friend) with a mean (3.45) and which was 

often used. It was ranked in the same position in the pre-instruction phase and had the 

same frequency. So, here the learners are consistent in their answers and again they dislike 

peer or pair work. It was followed by item 34 (I like to know about people’s reactions 

about my writing) with a mean (3.26) and which was sometimes used. These were the 

same results before the quasi-experiment. Besides, we had the same results concerning the 

third position which was allotted to item 33 (when I find difficulties while writing, I ask 
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for help from friends) with a mean (3.11) and which was sometimes used. The last 

statement was item 36 (I ask for help from peers while composing) with a mean (2.75) and 

which was sometimes used.  

Concerning the frequency, items 33, 34 and 37 had the same frequency (sometimes) 

whereas item 32 had “often”. Others had progressed from “rarely” to “sometimes”, such as 

item 31 (planning writing with a friend) and item 36 (asking help from peers while 

composing). One strategy had regressed, asking the teacher for clarification, from 

“sometimes” to “rarely”. For students’ consistency in answering the questionnaire, they 

were consistent in answering items 31 and 36 to ask help from peers and to plan writing 

with friends which moved from “rarely” to “sometimes”, i.e. students have acquired this 

social strategy. Finally, the mean of social strategies moved from (2.99) to (3.05), i.e. it 

progressed with a value of (0.06). 

Table 5.61 

Data of Affective Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Items Mean SD Ranking  Frequency 

38 3.55 1.12 9 Often 

39 3.95 1.03 2 Often 

40 4.06 0.91 1 Often 

41 3.95 1.11 3 Often 

42 2.63 1.26 16 Sometimes 

43 2.73 1.00 14 Sometimes 

44 3.71 0.99 5 Often 

45 3.60 1.15 7 Often 

46 3.45 1.29 10 Often 

47 3.60 1.30 8 Often 

48 3.63 1.28 6 Often 

49 3.16 1.19 11 Sometimes 

50 3.81 1.03 4 Often 

51 3.11 1.32 13 Sometimes 

52 3.15 1.24 12 Sometimes 

53 2.70 1.48 15 Sometimes 
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Table 5.62 

Mean and SD of the Affective Strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Type of learning strategies Mean SD Frequency 

Affective strategies  3.42 0.49 Often 

 

The last category is affective strategies whose mean progressed with (0.01) since it 

was (3.41) before the quasi-experiment and became (3.42) after the quasi-experiment. The 

first affective strategy was encouragement in item 40 (my writing becomes better each 

time I am encouraged) with a mean (4.06) and which was often used. It was followed by 

problem-solution in item 39 with a mean (3.95) and which was also often used. In the 

middle of the scale, i.e. in the eighth position, we find self-encouragement with item 47 (I 

persuade myself that I can finish the writing task) with a mean (3.60) and which was often 

used. At the end of the scale, we find item 53 (I talk to a friend about my feelings when 

composing) with a mean (2.70) and an SD (1.48) in the fifteenth position, which 

progressed from being rarely used to being sometimes used. The last position was 

attributed to item 42 (I find writing a boring activity) with a mean (2.63), which also 

progressed from being rarely used to being sometimes used. 

Concerning consistency, items 38 and 43 were asked about the degree of liking 

writing. Item 38 was ranked ninth and was often used whereas item 43 was ranked 

fourteenth and was only sometimes used. As in the pre-instruction phase, the students are 

not consistent in their answers. 

For items 42 and 45, which are contrasting statements, the students confirmed that 

they sometimes find writing a boring activity, yet at the same time they often think that 

writing is an interesting activity. So, their answers are not as consistent as they were before 

the quasi-experiment. 
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Statements 41, 46 and 47, which talk about self-encouragement, were ranked third, 

tenth and eighth with the same frequency, often. Here the students are consistent, not like 

in the pre-instruction phase. 

As it was mentioned in the pre-instruction phase, four statements tackle the 

problems found with writing and how to overcome them. These statements are items 49, 

50, 52 and 53. Item 49 (I stop writing when I have problems composing) was ranked 

eleventh and was sometimes used. However, item 50 was ranked fourth and was often 

used. Item 52 (I notice if I am nervous when writing) was ranked twelfth and was 

sometimes used whereas item 53 (I talk to a friend while composing) was ranked fifteenth 

and was sometimes used. Here we notice that there was an improvement in the use of 

talking to a friend. All affective strategies were often used.    

Table 5.63 

Data of all learning strategies (Post-instruction Phase) 

Types of learning strategies Mean SD Ranking Frequency 

Metacognitive strategies 3.56 0.48 2 Often 

Cognitive strategies 3.63 0.51 1 Often 

Social strategies 3.05 0.72 4 Sometimes 

Affective strategies 3.42 0.49 3 Often 

General mean and SD 3.41 0.44  Often 

 

Table 5.64 

Means before and after instruction 

Mean before instruction Mean after instruction 

3.37 3.41 

 

To conclude, we can say that the cognitive strategies were ranked first with a mean 

(3.63) and were often used. They were followed by the metacognitive strategies with a 
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mean (3.56), which were also often used. Affective strategies were in the third position 

with a mean (3.42), which were also often used. And the last rank was given to social 

strategies with a mean (3.05) but which were only sometimes used. This was the same 

ranking as before the experiment. Nevertheless, there was a progress in the use of all these 

learning strategies with a value of (0.04), i.e. it progressed from (3.37) to (3.41) and moved 

in the frequency from being sometimes used to being often used. 

After the descriptive study of the Likert-scale questionnaire in both phases of the 

quasi-experiment, we move to the statistical study of the results obtained from the Likert 

scale both before and after the instruction in the strategy use.  

5.5.3. Analysis and Interpretation of the Likert-Scale Results Using the t-test 

5.5.3.1. The Pre-instruction Phase 

Table 5.65 

The One-Sample t-test in the Pre-instruction Phase 

Table a  

One-Sample Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Metacognitive Strategies 60 3.5120 .43722 .05644 

Cognitive Strategies 60 3.5736 .52774 .06813 

Social Strategies 60 2.9952 .59629 .07698 

Affective  Strategies 

X 

60 

60 

3.4135 

3.3736 

.42407 

.38645 

.05475 

.04989 
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Table b 

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 3 
 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Metacognitive 

Strategies 
9.072 59 .000 .51204 .3991 .6250 

Cognitive Strategies 8.419 59 .000 .57361 .4373 .7099 

Social Strategies -.062 59 .951 -.00476 -.1588 .1493 

Affective  Strategies 

X 

7.554 

7.488 

59 

59 

.000 

.000 

.41354 

.37361 

.3040 

.2738 

.5231 

.4734 

 

The mean of the metacognitive strategies is (3.5120) and the standard deviation 

(SD) is (0.43722) whereas the value of the t is (9.072), this means that the metacognitive 

strategies in the pre-instruction phase are often used and the learners’ answers have a 

tendency to go to the option of “always”.    

For the second type of learning strategies, i.e. cognitive strategies, their mean is 

(3.5736) and the SD is (0.52774) whereas the value of the t is (8.419), this means that the 

cognitive strategies are also often used and students’ answers have a positive tendency to 

go to the option of “always”. 

Social strategies scored a mean of (2.9952), an SD of (0.59629) and a value of the t 

of    (-0,062), this means that the social strategies are sometimes used, but because the t is 

negative, students’ answers have a very small negative tendency to go to the option of 

“never”. 

The last type of learning strategies, affective strategies, have a mean of (3.4135) 

and an SD of (0.42407) with a value of the t of (7.554), this means that the affective 
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strategies are often used and the learners’ answers have a positive tendency to go to the 

option of “always”.  

The general mean for all types of learning strategies is (3.3736), the SD is 

(0.38645) and the value of the t is (7.488), hence all types of learning strategies are 

sometimes used in the pre-instruction phase and students’ answers have a positive 

tendency to go to the option of “often”. 

These results occur with a (59) degrees of freedom, which is found by subtracting 1 

from the total number of the sample, which is 60 since we considered the two groups as 

one group. 

df = N-1 (Where df stands for degrees of freedom, and N for the total number of the 

sample.) 

We set the significance of error at 0.05, which is an acceptable value in the social 

and human sciences for a two-tailed test. This means that we have a rate of 0.05% that our 

results occurred by chance alone and a rate of 95% confidence interval that our results did 

not occur by chance. 
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5.5.3.2. The Post-instruction Phase 

Table 66 

The One-Sample t-test in the Post-instruction Phase 

Table a  

One-Sample Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

A 60 3.5657 .48760 .06295 

B 60 3.6319 .51856 .06695 

C 60 3.0500 .72597 .09372 

D 

X 

60 

60 

        3.4271 

       3.4187 

.49456 

.44901 

.06385 

.05797 

 

Table b  

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 3 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

A 8.987 59 .000 .56574 .4398 .6917 

B 9.440 59 .000 .63194 .4980 .7659 

C .533 59 .596 .05000 -.1375 .2375 

D 

X 

6.689 

7.223 

59 

59 

.000 

.000 

.42708 

.41869 

.2993 

.3027 

.5548 

.5347 

 

Here A stands for metacognitive strategies, B for cognitive strategies, C for social 

strategies, D for affective strategies, and X for all types of learning strategies. 

The mean of the metacognitive strategies is (3.5657) and the standard deviation 

(SD) is (0.48760) whereas the value of the t is (8.987), this means that the metacognitive 
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strategies in the pre-instruction phase are often used and the learners’ answers have a 

tendency to go to the option of “always”.    

For the second type of learning strategies, i.e. cognitive strategies, their mean is 

(3.6319) and the SD is (0.51856) whereas the value of the t is (9.440), this means that the 

cognitive strategies are also often used and students’ answers have a positive tendency to 

go to the option of “always”. 

Social strategies scored a mean of (3.0500), an SD of (0.72597) and a value of the t 

of    (0.533), this means that the social strategies are also often used, and students’ answers 

have a small positive tendency to go to the option of “always”. 

The last type of learning strategies, affective strategies, have a mean of (3.4271) 

and an SD of (0.49456) with a value of the t of (6.689), this means that the affective 

strategies are often used and the learners’ answers have a positive tendency to go to the 

option of “always”.  

The general mean for all types of learning strategies is (3.4187), the SD is (0.44901) 

and the value of the t is (7.223), hence all types of learning strategies are often used in the 

post-instruction phase and students’ answers have a positive tendency to go to the option of 

“always”.  

5.6.Students’ Writing Scores 

Students’ writing performances were evaluated before and after the instruction in 

learning strategies using a scoring rubric which was presented in chapter four. We had to 

see the effect of the learning strategies as an independent variable on students’ written 

performances as a dependent variable through the use of motivation as a moderator 

variable to test the second research hypothesis: motivating students through teaching 

learning strategies would likely improve students’ writing scores. 
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First, we will proceed with a descriptive analysis of students’ writing scores by 

comparing the means in the writing test before and after the instruction in learning 

strategies. Then, we will use inferential statistics to retain or not the null hypothesis (H0), 

and so to confirm or reject the alternate hypothesis (H1).  

a. Descriptive Statistics 

The following tables display students’ scores in both experimental groups in the pretest 

and the posttest. 
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Table 5.67 

Students’ Scores in the Pretest 

Student’s 

number 

Format  Punctuation and 

mechanics 

Content  Organization  Grammar and 

sentence 

structure 

Student’s 

score 

1 0.25 01.75 02.5 0.5 01.5 06.5 

2 0.5 01 03 01 02 07.5 

3 0.5 01.25 04 01.5 02 09.25 

4 0.25 0.25 00 00 00 00.50 

5 0.5 01.5 03 01 01.5 07.5 

6 0.5 02 04 02 01.5 10 

7 0.5 02 02 02 01.5 08 

8 0.5 01.5 05 03 02 12 

9 0.25 03 06 02 03.5 14.75 

10 0.25 02.5 04 03 02.5 12.25 

11 0.25 01.5 02 01.5 02 07.25 

12 0.25 01.25 03 01 02 07.5 

13 0.5 01.5 03 01.5 02 08.5 

14 0.25 01.25 04 02 02 09.5 

15 0.5 01.75 04 04 02.5 12.75 

16 0.25 0.75 02 0.5 02 05.5 

17 0.5 01.25 03 02 02 09.75 

18 0.25 01.25 02.5 03 02 09 

19 0.25 01.75 03 01 02.5 08.5 

20 0.25 02 03.5 01 02 08.75 

21 0.5 01.5 05 02.5 02.5 12 

22 0.25 01.5 00 0.25 01.5 03.5 

23 0.5 01.5 03 01 01.75 07.75 

24 0.5 02 03.5 01 02.25 09.25 

25 0.5 01.5 04 02 02 10 

26 0.5 01.5 03 01.5 02 08.5 

27 0.25 01.25 02 01 02 06.5 

28 0.5 01.5 04 02 02 10 

29 0.5 02 05.5 04 03.5 15.5 

30 0.25 01.5 03.5 01 0.75 07 
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Student’s 

number 

Format  Punctuation 

and 

mechanics 

Content  Organization  Grammar 

and 

sentence 

structure 

Student’s 

score 

31 00 01.5 04.5 03.5 01.5 11 

32 00 01.5 04.5 02.5 02 10.5 

33 0.25 01.5 04.5 02.5 02 10.75 

34 0.5 01.5 02 0.5 02 06.5 

35 00 01.5 02 01.5 02 07 

36 0.25 01.5 01.5 01 01.75 06 

37 0.5 01 03.5 03 01.5 09.5 

38 0.25 01.5 02.5 05 02 11.25 

39 0.25 01.5 02 0.5 02 06.25 

40 0.25 01.25 03 03.5 02 10 

41 0.5 01.5 03.5 03.5 02 11 

42 0.5 01.25 02 0.5 02 06.25 

43 0.25 0.75 00 00 01 02 

44 0.25 01.5 03.5 02.5 02 09.75 

45 0.5 02.5 04 01 02 10 

46 0.5 01.5 02.5 0.5 02 07 

47 0.25 03 01.5 01.5 02.5 08.75 

48 0.25 02.25 01.5 01 02 07 

49 0.5 01.5 02 02 02 08 

50 00 01.5 05 02.5 02 11 

51 00 01.5 00.50 00.50 01.5 04 

52 00 02 06 04 02.5 14.5 

53 0.25 01.5 05.5 04.5 01.5 13.25 

54 0.25 01.5 00 00 02 03.75 

55 0.25 02.25 01.5 01 02 07 

56 0.25 01.5 02.5 01.5 02 07.75 

57 0.5 01.5 05.5 01.5 02 11 

58 0.5 01.5 02 01 02 07 

59 0.25 01.75 01.5 01 00.50 05 

60 0.5 02 02.5 01 02 08 

The mean      08.5917 
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Table 5.68 

Students’ Scores in the Post-test 

Student’s 

number 

Format  Punctuation 

and 

mechanics 

Content  Organization  Grammar 

and 

sentence 

structure 

Student’s 

score 

1 01 01.5 04 03.5 02.5 12.5 

2 0.75 01 04 03 02 10.75 

3 0.75 01.5 06 04 02 14.25 

4 00.50 00 00 00 00 00.50 

5 0.5 01.5 03.5 04 02.5 12 

6 01 01.5 03.5 03.5 01.5 11 

7 00 02.5 04 03 02.5 12 

8 0.75 02 04.5 04.5 02.5 14.25 

9 01 03 05 03.5 03 15.5 

10 01 02.5 04.5 05 02.5 15.5 

11 01 01.5 04 03.5 02 12 

12 0.75 01.5 03.5 04 02.5 12.25 

13 01 02.25 05 04.5 03 15.75 

14 0.25 01.25 03 02.5 02 09 

15 01 01 04.5 05 03 14.5 

16 00 02.25 05 04.5 02.5 14.25 

17 0.25 01.25 03 02 02 08.5 

18 00 01.5 04 02.5 01.5 09.5 

19 01 02.25 05 05 02 15.25 

20 0.5 02 05.5 03.5 02 13.5 

21 0.25 01.5 04 02.5 02 10.25 

22 0.25 01.5 04 03 02.5 11.25 

23 01 01.5 03.5 02.5 03.5 12 

24 0.75 02.25 03.5 02 02.5 11 

25 01 02.5 04.5 04.5 03.5 16 

26 01 01.5 04 03 03 12.5 

27 0.75 01.75 04 04 02.5 13 

28 01 01.5 05 05 02.5 15 

29 01 02 06 04.5 02 15.5 

30 01 01.5 04 03 01.5 11 
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Student’s 

number 

Format  Punctuation 

and 

mechanics 

Content  Organization  Grammar 

and 

sentence 

structure 

Student’s 

score 

31 00 01.5 03.5 02 02.5 09.5 

32 0.25 01.75 06 05 02.5 15.5 

33 0.75 02.5 05 04 03.5 15.75 

34 01 01.5 03 02 02 09.5 

35 01 02 04.5 05 03 15.5 

36 0.25 01.75 05.5 05.5 02 15 

37 01 01.5 04 03 02 11.5 

38 0.5 02.5 03.5 04.5 02.5 13.5 

39 01 01.75 04 03.5 03 13.25 

40 0.75 01.75 06 03.5 02.5 14.5 

41 01 02.25 05 04 02 14.25 

42 00 02 03 01.5 02 08.5 

43 01 01.75 03 01.5 02 09.25 

44 01 01.5 04 02 03 11.5 

45 01 02.75 04.5 04.5 03 15.75 

46 0.25 0.75 0.5 00 02 03.5 

47 01 02.5 04.5 04 03.5 15.5 

48 00 02.25 04.5 04.5 04 15.25 

49 01 02 04 05 02 14 

50 00 01.5 04 04 03 12.5 

51 00 02 03 01 02.5 08.5 

52 0.75 01.5 05 04.5 01.5 13.25 

53 01 02 04.5 04.5 03.5 15.5 

54 00 02 04 02 02 10 

55 0.25 01.75 03.5 02 03 10.5 

56 01 01.5 04 03.5 03 13 

57 00 02.75 04.5 04.5 04 15.75 

58 00 01.25 03.5 01 02 07.75 

59 01 01.5 02.5 02 03 10 

60 0.5 02.5 03.5 03 02.5 12 

The mean      12.3333 
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Table 5.69 

Students’ Scores in the Pre-test and the Posttest 

Student’s number Pre-test Posttest 

1 06.5 12.5 

2 07.5 10.75 

3 09.25 14.25 

4 00.5 00.5 

5 07.5 12 

6 10 11 

7 08 12 

8 12 14.25 

9 14.75 15.5 

10 12.25 15.5 

11 07.25 12 

12 07.5 12.25 

13 08.5 15.75 

14 09.5 09 

15 12.75 14.5 

16 05.5 14.25 

17 09.75 08.5 

18 09 09.5 

19 08.5 15.25 

20 08.75 13.5 

21 12 10.25 

22 03.5 11.25 

23 07.75 12 

24 09.25 11 

25 10 16 

26 08.5 12.5 

27 06.5 13 

28 10 15 

29 15.5 15.5 

30 07 11 
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Student’s number Pre-test Posttest 

31 11 09.5 

32 10.5 15.5 

33 10.75 15.75 

34 06.5 09.5 

35 07 15.5 

36 06 15 

37 09.5 11.5 

38 11.25 13.5 

39 06.25 13.25 

40 10 14.5 

41 11 14.25 

42 06.25 08.5 

43 02 09.25 

44 09.75 11.5 

45 10 15.75 

46 07 03.5 

47 08.75 15.5 

48 07 15.25 

49 08 14 

50 11 12.5 

51 04 08.5 

52 14.5 13.25 

53 13.25 15.5 

54 03.75 10 

55 07 10.5 

56 07.75 13 

57 11 15.75 

58 07 07.75 

59 05 10 

60 08 12 

The means 08.5917 12.3333 

 

First, we will proceed with a descriptive analysis of students’ writing scores by 

comparing the means in the writing test before and after the instruction in learning 

strategies. Then, we will use inferential statistics to confirm or reject the null hypothesis 

(H0).  

The following tables show the results of students’ writing scores before and after the study. 
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Table 5.70  

Students’ scores below and above 10 in the pre-test 

Pre-Test 

Scores Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

below 10 40 66,7 66,7 66,7 

10 and 

above 
20 33,3 33,3 100,0 

Total 60 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 5.70 shows that the frequency of students’ scores below 10 was (40) scores, 

i.e. (66.7%) of the students did not attain the average mean of (10) in the pre-test. 

However, twenty (20) students only scored above (10), and they represented a rate of 

(33.3%). 

Table 5.71 

Students’ scores below and above 10 in the posttest 

Post-Test 

Scores Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

below 10 11 18,3 18,3 18,3 

10 and 

above 
49 81,7 81,7 100,0 

Total 60 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 5.71 shows that the frequency of students’ scores below 10 was only (11) 

scores, i.e. (18.3%) of the students did not attain the average mean of (10) in the posttest. 

However, forty nine (49) students scored above (10), and they represented a rate of 

(81.7%), i.e. there was an increase of (29) students whose scores increased. 
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Now, we move to the descriptive study of students’ scores in each part of the 

scoring rubric, i.e. students’ sub-scores in format, punctuation and mechanics, content, 

organization, and finally grammar and sentence structure in both the pre-test and the 

posttest. 

Table 5.72 

Students’ sub-scores in the pre-test 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Format 60 0,00 0,50 0,3333 0,16382 

Punctuation and 

mechanics 
60 0,25 3,00 1,5917 0,47382 

Content 60 0,00 6,00 3,0000 1,48438 

Organization 60 0,00 5,00 1,7375 1,19269 

Grammar and sentence 

structure 
60 0,00 3,50 1,9250 0,53540 

Total_SPSS_before 60 0,50 15,50 8,5917 2,92018 

 

Table 5.73 

Students’ sub-scores in the posttest 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Format 60 0,00 1,00 0,6375 0,39975 

Punctuation and mechanics 60 0,00 3,00 1,7958 0,53181 

Content 60 0,00 6,00 4,0667 1,08716 

Organization 60 0,00 5,50 3,3667 1,30471 

Grammar and sentence 

structure 
60 0,00 4,00 2,4667 0,68189 

Total_SPSS_after 60 0,50 16,00 12,3333 3,05655 

 

From tables 5.72 and 5.73, we can say that the lowest score in both the pre-test and 

the posttest was (0.50) and it was given for the same student whereas the highest score was 

(15.5) in the pre-test and (16) in the posttest, i.e. with a difference of (0.50) only. However, 

the mean in the pre-test was (8.5917), but it improved in the posttest and became 
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(12.3333), i.e. with a difference of (+3.7416), which is a significant difference. Concerning 

the five elements of the scoring rubric, the results were as follow. For the first element, 

format, the mean was (0.3333) in the pre-test and became (0.6375), i.e. it improved with 

(+0.3042). For the second element, punctuation and mechanics, the mean moved from 

(1.5917) to (1.7958), i.e. with a difference of (+0.2041). The third element, content, had a 

mean of (3.000) in the pre-test and became (4.0667), i.e. it improved with (+1.0667). For 

the fourth element, organization, the mean moved from (1.7375) to (3.3667), i.e. with a 

difference of (+1.6292). The last element, grammar and sentence structure, the mean was 

(1.9250) in the pre-test and became (2.4667), i.e. it improved with (+0.5417). Hence, all 

the elements improved; the first one was organization and the last one was punctuation and 

mechanics. 

5.6.1. Analysis and Interpretation of Students’ Writing Scores 

In order to answer the second research question and to test the second hypothesis, 

we opted for inferential statistics by using the parametric paired t-test. Dornyei (2007, p. 

209) defines inferential statistics as “…inferential statistics are the same as descriptive 

statistics except that the computer also tests whether the results that we observed in our 

sample…are powerful enough to generalize to the whole population”.  

5.6.1.1. The Choice of the Paired t-test 

The paired t-test is also called “the related samples t-test, …[the] repeated measures 

or  [the] matched samples t-test” (Zumbo & Jennings, 2002, p. 415). The paired sample t-

test is used  

for research designs where we want to compare two sets of scores (i.e. two 

variables) obtained from the same group (for example, the learners’ course grades 

in history and English) or when the participants are measured more than once (for 
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example, test scores before and after a course). That is, this procedure examines 

different results obtained from the same group. (Dornyei, 2007, p. 221) 

There are four assumptions which underlie the use of the paired sample t-test: 

1. The dependent variable must be continuous using an interval or a ratio scale. 

2. The observations are independent of one another. 

3. The dependent variable should be approximately normally distributed. 

4. The dependent variable should not contain any outliers. 

Now, we shall consider these assumptions in relation to our data. 

1. Level of measurement: The sample data should be numeric and continuous using an 

interval or a ratio scale. Our data is measured on an interval scale because it 

represents test scores which are on intervals from each other or on a continuum. 

2. Independence: If the learners are independent of one another, such as the case with 

our learners. 

3. Normality: Using a histogram, the data should look like a bell-shaped data. This 

assumption can be violated if the sample is large enough, i.e. more than 30 (Zumbo 

& Jennings, 2002), which is the case with our sample. 

4. Outliers: These are rare values which appear far away from the majority of the data. 

Outliers can bias the results and potentially lead to incorrect conclusion if not 

handled properly. One method for dealing with outliers is to simply remove them. 

However, removing data points can introduce other types of bias into the results, 

and potentially resulting in losing critical information. If outliers seem to have a lot 

of influence on the results, a non-parametric test such as the Wilcoxon Signed Rank 

test may be used instead, which is not the case with our study. 

 



262 

 

 

5.6.1.2. Interpretation of the t-test and Testing the Second Hypothesis: Inferential 

Statistics 

The paired sample t-test is used to confirm or reject the second research hypothesis 

and to answer the second research question (RQ2). 

RQ2: How would motivation and teaching learning strategies to students affect their 

writing? 

There are two hypotheses which answer the above research question, H0 and H1. 

H0: Motivating students through teaching learning strategies would not affect students’ 

writing scores. 

H1: Motivating students through teaching learning strategies would likely improve 

students’ writing scores. 

H0 is the null hypothesis, which assumes that the mean difference (µd) is equal to 0. 

H1 is the upper-tailed alternate hypothesis, which assumes that the mean difference (µd) is 

greater than 0. 

H0: µd=0 

H1: µd>0 (upper-tailed) 

Table 5.74  

Paired Samples Statistics 

 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 Total_SPSS_after 12.3333 60 3.05655 .39460 

Total_SPSS_before 8.5917 60 2.92018 .37699 
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Table 5.75  

Paired Samples t-test 

 

 

 

Paired Differences 

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower 

Pair 1 Total_SPSS_after - 

Total_SPSS_before 

3.74167 2.84745 .36760 3.00609 

 

Paired Samples Test 

 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Upper 

Pair 1 Total_SPSS_after - 

Total_SPSS_before 

4.47724 10.179* 59 .000 

 

*p<.05(two-tailed) but *p<.025(one-tailed) 

The calculation of the value of the t-test was done using SPSS software version 23. 

But before calculating the t-value, we have to set a risk level, which is called the alpha 

level. The alpha level is used to test the significance of the test and hence to ensure that the 

result was not due to chance. In most social research, the alpha level (α) is set at 0.05 

(Dornyei, 2007). Consequently, if the p-value sig. (2-tailed) is lower than 0.05, (H0) is 

rejected and (H1) is retained. However, if p-value sig. (2-tailed) is higher than 0.05, (H0) is 

retained and so (H1) is rejected. 

The results in table 5.75 show that the t-value was 10.179 with the significance test 

p-value sig. (2-tailed) at p-value ˂ 0, 05. That is to say (H0) was rejected and (H1) was 

retained. In concrete words, the improvement in learners’ writing scores was statistically 
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significant. These results revealed then a positive impact of the learning strategies 

instruction on the participants both descriptively and inferentially. 

However, because the SPSS computes only two-tailed tests, and as our hypothesis 

is directional, we have to halve the value of the p, so the p-value is 0.025, i.e. the obtained 

result might be due to chance in 2.5 per cent of the cases. 

5.6.2. Effect Size 

The effect size is also called “strength of association” (Dornyei, 2007). It is used in 

studies to measure “the magnitude of an observed phenomenon” or the strength of the 

relationship between variables with a number of common effect sizes, such as r² (ibid., p. 

212). 

Cohen’s effect size is calculated using the following formula 

𝑟2 =
𝑡2

𝑡2 + 𝑑𝑓
 

r²: effect size or eta squared 

t²: the t value squared 

df: degrees of freedom  

Cohen (1992) has identified small, medium and large effect sizes indices; .20: small, .50: 

medium, and .80: large. 

𝑟2 =
10.1792

10.1792 + 59
=
103.612

162.612
= 0.637 

r² = 0.637 

Hence, we have a medium effect size.   
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5.7. Conclusion  

In the present study, we have used many tools to answer the research questions and to 

test the research hypotheses. The use of such tools is believed to achieve validity, 

reliability and consistency of the data obtained. 

The preliminary questionnaire, which was administered at the outset of the quasi-

experiment, answered the first research question and its sub-question; besides, it confirmed 

the first research hypothesis. The data gathered from this research tool showed us that first 

year students at the department of English language and literature in Batna 2 University do 

not use learning strategies in their writing with a rate of (73.33%). The remaining students 

use very few learning strategies in their writing, such as planning and revising 

(metacognitive strategies), organizing and summarizing (cognitive strategies), with no 

social or affective strategies. Also, the greatest majority of the respondents (96.66%) were 

positive concerning the introduction of the strategy approach because they wanted to be 

helped with strategies to improve their writing.     

Students’ motivation questionnaire showed us that our learners are both 

extrinsically and intrinsically motivated to learn English. Moreover, they consider writing 

as either an important or a very important skill. Also, they want to be tested in both forms: 

oral and written. When they are asked to write in English, our respondents feel interested, 

and they think that doing homework is a good way of improving their English. Their goals 

from the written expression course are to improve their writing skills and to be better 

writers, so they are intrinsically motivated. They think that the written expression course is 

interesting or very interesting. When asked about their opinions concerning the teacher’s 

correction, they wanted their teacher to correct all types of mistakes. When they receive 

their written works from the teacher, the first thing that they do is to look at the mark, 

which shows that they are extrinsically motivated. They think that their teacher’s 
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corrections are helpful and easy to understand. Their reasons for writing in English are to 

improve their composition skills and to improve their knowledge of English, which reveals 

that they are intrinsically motivated. They think that writing is a creative process; beside, it 

is a difficult but necessary activity. Finally, they consider motivation in learning English 

and in writing in English as very important or important. 

On the other hand, the teachers who filled in the questionnaire use the product-

process approach in teaching writing. They think that students’ weaknesses in writing are 

spelling, punctuation, capitalization, grammar, coherence, and lack of planning. However, 

half of them think that students do not have strengths when it comes to the writing skill, 

which contradicts students’ answers in the preliminary questionnaire, who said that their 

strengths in writing lie in organization, grammar, ideas, vocabulary, learning from 

teacher’s feedback, good vocabulary, spelling, punctuation, coherence and creativity. 

Concerning the activities that they assign to their students, they mentioned practice, error 

correction, guided writing, pair work, and authentic writing activities. Besides, they favour 

their students to use the four types of learning strategies: metacognitive, cognitive, social 

and affective. 

They cited some factors which weaken students’ motivation, such as negative 

feedback, negative learning environment, and lack of competition. Moreover, they 

mentioned some of the factors that enhance students’ motivation, such as positive 

feedback, encouragement, self-confidence, self-esteem, and healthy classroom 

environment. They think that their students are extrinsically motivated, which contradicts 

the answers found in students’ motivation questionnaire. They assume that the learning 

atmosphere is not much motivating and that they use many activities to motivate their 

students, such as explaining the learning objectives, encouraging students to share their 

ideas, allowing them to work together and positive feedback.  
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The Likert-scale questionnaire was administered to measure the frequency of the 

use of the four types of the learning strategies before and after the study to discover 

whether their frequency would increase or decrease. The results were interpreted according 

to the means and standard deviations of these strategies in the pre-instruction and the post-

instruction phases. We came to the conclusion that the frequency of the use of the learning 

strategies before the quasi-experiment fell in the range of “sometimes” whereas it 

increased to the range of “often” in the post-instruction phase. This shows the positive 

effect of the strategy teaching on students’ frequency of employing the four types of 

learning strategies. 

Finally, we had to see the effect of learning strategies, as the independent variable, 

on students’ written scores, as the dependent variable, using motivation, as a moderator 

variable. For this sake, we employed the paired t-test to compare between the means of the 

respondents before and after the study. The t-value at 59 degrees of freedom was 

significant (t=10.179) at the alpha level which was set at 0.025 (one tailed-hypothesis), so 

the result was not due to chance but to the effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable with a medium effect size (r² = 0.637). Hence, we confirmed our 

second hypothesis, i.e. motivating students through teaching learning strategies improved 

students’ writing scores. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS, LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

The preceding chapter displayed the results gathered from the different research 

tools, i.e. the questionnaires and the scores analysis. Besides, it answered the research 

questions and confirmed the research hypotheses. The present chapter provides some 

recommendations drawn from the results of the study. 

First, the study targeted both genders: males and females, so why not to set another 

study which targets males only or females only and see what effect(s) would teaching 

learning strategies have on students’ written performances according to gender? (see 

Takenchi, Griffiths & Coyle, 2007).  

Moreover, the population was all first-year students; another interesting study 

would follow these students in second and third years to see whether they would continue 

using these strategies or not. Besides, we believe that we will have different results with 

different levels, such as second-year students or third-year students. 

Second, the researcher used the four types of learning strategies, i.e. metacognitive, 

cognitive, affective and social to teach writing. Another interesting study would use one 

type of strategies only at a time and see what effect(s) it would have on students’ written 

performances. For instance, the results of both the preliminary questionnaire and the 

Likert-scale questionnaire showed that the respondents did not use affective strategies in 

their writing; one way would be to train them to use such type of strategies and discover its 

impact(s) on students’ compositions.  

Third, the research tools used to collect data were questionnaires and scores 

analysis. Another useful data collection tool used in the field of strategy research was the 

use of the think aloud protocols (TAP), which could be used here instead of the Likert-
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scale questionnaire to gather data about the learning strategies that are used by the learners 

while composing (see Hedge, 2000; White, Schramm & Chamot, 2007). A further research 

tool could be the use of interviews for the students whose writing was considered good. 

Other tools include observation, audio and video recording (ibid.), stimulated recall and 

self-report (Manchon, Roca De Larios & Murphy, 2007). 

Fourth, the preliminary questionnaire shed light on students’ difficulties in writing 

in English, which are spelling, punctuation, capitalization, vocabulary, organization, 

grammar, ideas, verb tenses, expressing ideas, sentences, lack of words, language transfer, 

lack of appropriate strategies, coherence and wordiness (see preliminary questionnaire, 

section two, question 8). Some possible suggestions to remedy these problems would be: 

assigning students check sheets for punctuation and capitalization (this is also backed up 

by students’ scores in the posttest since the least aspects that were improved were 

punctuation and capitalization), incorporating some grammar courses into the written 

expression syllabus, such as verb tenses, integrating more pre-writing activities to gather 

ideas and use appropriate vocabulary, and check sheets with cohesive devices to achieve 

coherence. Another remedial activity would be to make a comparative study between 

writing in Arabic and writing in English and show the drawbacks of language transfer 

since the two languages are very different one from another.   

  The reasons behind incorporating some grammar courses into first-year written 

expression syllabus are the results of the preliminary questionnaire in question 10: What 

makes writing difficult for you? And also question 12: What are your weaknesses in 

writing in English? In both questions, the students responded by “grammar”, so it is a 

problem for them that should be remedied. This is backed up with teachers’ answers which 

reported grammar as an essential element to be taught (teachers’ questionnaire, question 7). 
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Moreover, we suggest a course which takes into consideration students’ needs, so adding a 

grammar element to the written expression course would be of benefit.  

Fifth, we suggest training students in the affective and social strategies since they 

reported that these strategies were not taught for them in high school (questions 14 & 22). 

Sixth, the teachers reported that the learning atmosphere is not much motivating, so 

we suggest some motivational strategies drawn from Dornyei (2001). Dornyei (2001) 

writes the following: 

Humans are, in fact, amazingly capable of producing concentrated effort when they 

want to, regardless of any uninspiring presentation or dull practice sequence…. The 

real problem with boredom is twofold: It is a fertile ground for disruptions-

sometimes we can hardly wait for an excuse to ‘take a break’. It does not inspire 

further, continuing motivation. Boring but systematic teaching can be effective in 

getting short-term results, but rarely does it inspire a life-long commitment to the 

subject matter. (p. 75) 

In his book “motivational strategies in the language classroom” (2001), he suggests 

thirty five (35) motivational strategies proposed for teachers. These are:  

 Demonstrate and talk about your own enthusiasm for the course material, and how 

it affects you personally. 

 Take the students’ learning very seriously. 

 Develop a personal relationship with your students. 

 Develop a collaborative relationship with the students’ parents. 

 Create a pleasant and supportive atmosphere in the classroom. 

 Promote the development of group cohesiveness. 
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 Formulate group norms explicitly, and have them discussed and accepted by the 

learners. 

 Have the group norms consistently observed. 

 Promote the learners’ language-related values by presenting the role models. 

 Raise the learners’ intrinsic interest in the L2 learning process. 

 Promote integrative values by encouraging a positive and open-minded disposition 

towards the L2 and its speakers, and towards foreigners in general. 

 Promote the students’ awareness of the instrumental values associated with the 

knowledge of an L2. 

 Increase the students’ expectancy of success in particular tasks and in learning in 

general. 

 Increase your students’ goal-orientedness by formulating explicit class goals 

accepted by them. 

 Make the curriculum and the teaching materials relevant to the students. 

 Help to create realistic learner beliefs. 

 Make learning more stimulating and enjoyable by breaking the monotony of 

classroom events. 

 Make learning stimulating and enjoyable for the learner by increasing the 

attractiveness of the tasks. 

 Make learning stimulating and enjoyable for the learners by enlisting them as active 

task participants. 

 Present and administer tasks in a motivating way. 

 Use goal-setting methods in your classroom. 

 Use contracting methods with your students to formalize their goal commitment. 

 Provide learners with regular experiences of success. 
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 Build your learners’ confidence by providing regular encouragement. 

 Help diminish language anxiety by removing or reducing the anxiety-provoking 

elements in the learning environment. 

 Build your learners’ confidence in their learning abilities by teaching them various 

learner strategies. 

 Allow learners to maintain a positive social image while engaged in the learning 

tasks. 

 Increase student motivation by promoting cooperating among the learners. 

   Increase student motivation by actively promoting learner autonomy. 

 Increase the students’ self motivating capacity. 

 Promote effort attributions in your students. 

 Provide students with positive information feedback. 

 Increase learner satisfaction. 

 Offer rewards in a motivational manner. 

 Use grades in a motivating manner, reducing as much as possible their 

demotivating impact. 

Teachers can choose from these activities those which are relevant to their students and 

their teaching situations. However, Dornyei (2001) assumes that “…motivational 

strategies, even those which are generally the most reliable, are not rock-solid golden rules, 

but rather suggestions that may work with one teacher or group better than  another, and 

which may work better today than tomorrow” (p. 30). This depends on learners’ culture, 

age, proficiency level, and relationship to the teacher. 
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Seventh, teachers may use scaffolding (Weissberg, 2006), which is the assistance 

brought from the teacher to the learner to accomplish a given language task, as a way to 

boost students’ potentials in writing.  

In order to improve students’ writing, we suggest the following: 

 Students can use journals (Rubin, Chamot, Harris & Anderson, 2007), diaries and 

portfolios (Hamp-Lyons, 2006) to track their success. 

 Teachers can encourage their students to use writing blogs and social media to 

write texts to their mates. Besides, teachers can encourage students to share their 

writing in writing clubs with the teacher as mediator and facilitator of learning. The 

teacher can also use electronic feedback to correct students’ compositions 

(Goldstein, 2006) 

 Students may be encouraged to use peer feedback (Hyland & Hyland, 2006) and 

peer editing. Furthermore, the teacher may help the learners by providing them with 

self and peer-evaluation sheets. 

 Teachers can use either individual or class conferencing (Goldstein, 2006; Hyland 

& Hyland, 2006) and workshops to meet students’ needs. Conferencing occurs 

when the teacher talks with individual students about their work which is in 

progress. Hedge (2000) argues that “[t]hrough careful questioning, the teacher can 

support a student writer in getting ideas together, organizing them, and finding 

appropriate language” (p. 313). 

 Teachers should include the component of culture in writing classes since it is an 

important aspect in the language classroom.  

 Teachers should have adequate training in strategy instruction to be able to teach 

these strategies well (Larsen-Freemen & Anderson, 2001). 
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 Students should be trained to become autonomous, self-regulated learners (ibid.). 

 Students should write at a daily basis (Graham, 2008). 

 Teachers should design writing activities that promote the use of strategies. 

 Writing should be regarded as a goal-oriented, recursive, cognitively-demanding, 

problem-solving task (Manchon et al., 2007). 

 The writing syllabus should regard students’ needs.  

 Teachers should understand the significant influence that strategy use has on 

writing, on language proficiency and on academic performance in general (See 

O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). 

 Teachers should dedicate more time to investigate students’ writing difficulties and 

devise remedial activities accordingly. Therefore, students should be encouraged to 

make greater effort and improve their writing. Students may not be aware of the 

seriousness of their position. The writing instructors should show their students the 

importance of improving their writing by proposing activities that are relevant to 

remedy for their students’ writing problems.  

Graham (2008) proposes seven recommendations for teaching writing; these are: 

Recommendation 1: Dedicate time to writing, with writing occurring across the 

curriculum, and involve students in various forms of writing over time. 

This means that students should be given many opportunities to write in order to 

become better writers. Graham suggests a practice of at least one hour a day planning, 

revising, authoring, or publishing text. This may vary from writing projects that go beyond 

a single paragraph or day-to-day projects that may take weeks or even months to complete. 
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Furthermore, students should be trained to write in a variety of purposes. 

 Communicating with others (e.g., personal letters and emails) 

 Informing others (e.g., description and process writing) 

 Persuading others (e.g., expressing an opinion about a controversial topic) 

 Learning content material (e.g., summarizing) 

 Entertaining others (e.g., writing stories and plays) 

 Reflecting about self (e.g., writing about personal events) 

 Responding to literature (e.g., book evaluations) 

 Demonstrating knowledge (e.g., traditional classroom tests and writing tests) 

Recommendation 2: Increase students’ knowledge about writing. 

Students should learn the characteristics of good writing as well as the different 

purposes and forms of writing. One way to achieve such a goal is through well-crafted 

literature which provides a model that illustrates the characteristics of good writing. This 

helps students discover how authors use words to describe specific images, organize ideas, 

and set and change the mood of text, or use illustrations to reinforce a reader’s 

understanding. Also, reading provides a tool for learning about the different purposes and 

forms of writing. 

Recommendation 3: Foster students’ interest, enjoyment, and motivation to write. 

In order to foster students’ interest in writing, the writing assignments should serve 

a real or meaningful purpose. For instance, it is more motivating to write a letter to a real 

person than an imaginary one. Besides, students are more likely to enjoy writing if the 

classroom environment is a supportive and pleasant place. Hence, the teacher should be 
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accepting and encouraging of students’ writing efforts. Teachers and students should 

provide positive feedback to encourage the writing students. 

A writing activity is likely to be more fun when students work together and help 

each other as they plan, draft, revise, edit, and/or publish their composition. 

Students are also likely to be more motivated to write if the teacher is enthusiastic 

about writing. Teachers should share their own writing with their students. Moreover, they 

should celebrate student success by displaying and praising their best work.  

Teachers should also set high, but realistic, expectations for their students, and help 

them develop an “I can do” attitude. They should encourage them to do as much as they 

can on their own. 

Recommendation 4: Help students become strategic writers. 

In order to help their students become better writers, tutors should teach their 

students planning, drafting, revising, and editing strategies so that they can use them 

independently. A strategy “involves a series of actions or steps that a writer undertakes to 

achieve a desired goal” (Graham, 2008, p. 5). This may vary from simple strategies, such 

as brainstorming and semantic webbing, or more complex ones, like integration of multiple 

strategies in complex writing tasks, such as writing a report. 

Graham (2008, pp. 5 & 6) suggests an effective method for teaching a writing 

strategy which includes the following: 

• Describe the writing strategy and the purpose for learning it. 

• Make it clear when students should use the strategy. 

• Show students how to use the strategy. 
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• Provide students with practice applying the strategy, giving assistance as needed. 

• Continue instruction until students can use the strategy independently. 

• Encourage students to apply the strategy in appropriate situations once instruction has 

ended. 

• Ask students to evaluate how the strategy improved their writing. 

Recommendation 5: Teach basic writing skills to mastery. 

Teachers should teach their students many skills that developing writers need to 

learn to the point where they can practice them with little effort or thought. This includes 

handwriting (or typing), spelling, punctuation, and capitalization skills, so that these skills 

do not interfere with the thinking processes involved in writing. 

Recommendation 6: Take advantage of technological writing tools. 

There is a variety of technological tools for writing that can be used by teachers to 

support developing writers in general and struggling writers in particular. These tools make 

the process of writing easier and often provide very specific types of support. The most 

common of these tools is word processing, which provides at least three advantages: (1) 

revisions can be made easily, (2) the resulting paper can be presented in a variety of 

professional-looking formats, and (3) typing provides an easier means of producing text for 

many students (of course, students need to be trained to type). Besides, word-processing 

programs are usually enriched by other software programs, such as spell and stylistic 

checkers, designed to reduce specific types of mistakes. 

However, the biggest drawback to the use of word processing is a lack of computer 

hardware that is easily portable. 
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Recommendation 7: Use assessment to gauge students’ progress and needs. 

Assessment is an important part of writing instruction because it helps teachers to 

determine if their writing program is working, whether it needs to be adjusted, and if some 

learners need extra help. However, there is no consensus on how writing is best assessed. 

Assessing students’ writing should not be limited to teachers. Students may also 

assess their own writing progress in relation to a self- or teacher-identified writing goal. 

Limitations of the Study 

Despite its supposedly careful methodological design, the study has some 

limitations that need to be highlighted. 

First, the researcher used two intact groups and did not use any of the sampling 

techniques available in the literature (random sampling, convenience sampling, etc.). 

Second, both groups served as experimental groups so that all the participants 

would benefit from the strategy instruction. Hence, there was no control group with which 

we could make comparisons. A quasi-experimental design would fit such a situation (i.e. 

with only experimental groups), since it is basically looking for a broad positive influence 

of learning strategies on students’ performances (there is not a true manipulation of the 

independent variable, which needs a control group for comparison with the experimental 

group, to check with more precision the magnitude of the difference between the two 

groups, due to the manipulation of the independent variable).  

Third, the number of the participants (60) does not fulfill the 1/5 of the whole 

population, which is required in social and human sciences. Therefore, we are cautious of 

making generalizations. 

These limitations will open the door for further research and investigations.  
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 

Writing is a very important skill to master, especially at tertiary level since it 

enables individuals to have access to better careers in their lives. It is the outcome of using 

strategies which manage the composing process and the development of text. Writing 

requires the use of many activities, such as setting goals, generating ideas, organizing 

information, selecting appropriate language, making a draft, reading and reviewing it, then 

revising and editing. It is a complex process that is difficult for second and foreign 

language writers.  

It was not until the 1970s that researchers started to have interest in what second 

language writers do as they compose to discover the inner complicated cognitive 

operations that go on in the writer’s mind. These operations are called “strategies”, which 

are specific methods of solving a problem or performing a task.  

ESL and EFL learners can become better writers if they are taught appropriate 

learning and writing strategies. These strategies enhance learning, help learners to perform 

specific tasks, and solve specific problems. Besides, they make learning easier, faster and 

more enjoyable, and assist learners to compensate for a deficit in learning. 

The present doctoral dissertation aims at establishing a relationship between writing 

and learning strategies. Besides, it proposes a framework whose objective is to motivate 

students and improve their writing performances through a learning and writing strategies-

based instruction. This is achieved through a strategy instruction adapted from two models, 

which are the Cognitive Academic language Learning Approach (CALLA) and the Self-

Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD).  

Throughout the research journey, the researcher tried to answer the following research 

questions: 
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1. Do first-year EFL students at the department of English in Batna 2 University use 

learning strategies in their writing? And if yes, what are they? 

2. How would motivation and teaching learning strategies to students affect their 

writing? 

Moreover, we tested the following research hypotheses: 

1. It would appear that first-year EFL students at the department of English in Batna 2 

University do not use learning strategies in their writing. 

2. Motivating students through teaching learning strategies would likely improve 

students’ writing scores. 

The study is quasi-experimental in nature and involves two intact groups from first-

year students. Each group is composed of thirty (30) students; hence, the total sample is 

made of sixty (60) students. The strategy instruction is carried out during the second 

semester of the academic year 2016-2017. The researcher has made use of different 

research tools, which are questionnaires and scores analysis. A pre-test is administered at 

the beginning of the study and a posttest is used at the end of the study, to make sure that 

any improvement in students’ writing scores, as the dependent variable, is globally due to 

the use of the learning strategies, as the independent variable, using motivation, as a 

moderator variable. 

At the end of the study, we could answer the two research questions and say that the 

results are in the direction of the hypotheses set at the beginning of the research work. 

Concerning the first hypothesis, we come to the conclusion that (73.33%) of the students 

are not aware of the learning strategies used in writing (see results of the preliminary 

questionnaire, section 3, question 21). This is confirmed by answering the sub-question of 

the first question: if yes, what are they? The few students who used learning strategies, 
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made use only of some metacognitive strategies, such as preparing the lesson, planning and 

revising. Moreover, they cited some cognitive strategies, such as organizing, using 

previous knowledge, drafting, grammar, punctuation and capitalization. However, the 

respondents reported neither affective nor social strategies in their answers. 

As for the second hypothesis, it is also confirmed because we notice that the strategy 

instruction has led to the improvement in students’ writing. This is backed with students’ 

scores in the pre-test and the posttest, which are different and which have improved. Using 

inferential statistics by employing the paired-sample t-test leads us to confirm the second 

hypothesis by showing that the improvement in students’ scores in the posttest is globally 

due to the independent variable, in this case the use of learning strategies. It is also 

confirmed through students’ answers in the motivation questionnaire since students 

reported that they consider writing as either an important skill or a very important skill (see 

students’ motivation questionnaire, question 7), and feel interested when asked to write 

(question 9), and are intrinsically motivated (questions 5 & 11). 

However, the study has some limitations. First of all, the researcher could not use 

random sampling due to administrative regulations. Second, because of the number of 

students in each group (30 students per group), we could not give them regular feedback. 

Furthermore, the application of the strategy instruction for one semester only is insufficient 

to draw conclusions. That is why we suggest the extension of teaching learning strategies 

to other semesters and to other levels. All these variables could not be kept constant and 

they present threats to the study and jeopardize its validity. 
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Résumé 

La présente étude vise à étudier l’effet des stratégies d’apprentissage sur les 
productions écrites des étudiants. La population cible est constituée de tous les 
étudiants de première année (673) du département d'anglais et de littérature de 
l'Université Batna 2, au cours du deuxième semestre de l'année universitaire 2016-
2017. Cependant, notre échantillon est composé de deux groupes formant un total de 
soixante (60) étudiants. Notre problématique consiste à trouver une solution aux 
problèmes de l’expression écrite des étudiants en utilisant un plan quasi-expérimental. 
La présente recherche tente de montrer qu’il existe une relation efficace entre les 
stratégies d’écriture et d’apprentissage, et propose par la suite un cours qui, espérons-
le, encouragera les performances d’écriture des apprenants. Au début de l’étude, nous 
émettons l’hypothèse qu’il semblerait que les étudiants de première année du 
département d’anglais de l’Université de Batna 2 n’utilisent pas de stratégies 
d’apprentissage dans leurs écrits. En outre, motiver les étudiants en leur enseignant 
des stratégies d’apprentissage améliorerait probablement leurs résultats en expression 
écrite. Pour rassembler les données et les analyser, nous avons opté pour un processus 
de triangulation (voir le problème sous différents angles) en utilisant différents outils 
et procédures de recherche. Un questionnaire préliminaire est administré au début de 
l'étude pour répondre à la première question de recherche: les étudiants de première 
année du département d'anglais de l'université de Batna 2 utilisent-ils des stratégies 
d'apprentissage dans leurs écrits? Et sa sous-question: si oui, quelles sont ces 
stratégies? Les résultats ont révélé que (73,33%) des sujets ne sont pas au courant des 
stratégies qu’ils utilisent dans leurs écrits. Ensuite, les étudiants doivent remplir un 
questionnaire (en utilisant l’échelle de Likert) pour mesurer la fréquence de leur 
utilisation des quatre types de stratégies d’apprentissage, à savoir les stratégies 
cognitives, métacognitives, sociales et affectives. Ce questionnaire est administré 
deux fois: au début et à la fin de l’étude pour voir s’il ya une amélioration de la 
fréquence d’utilisation de ces stratégies par les étudiants en raison de l’instruction 
stratégique. Les résultats montrent que la fréquence à laquelle les apprenants utilisent 
tous les types de stratégies est passée de «parfois» à «souvent» avec une différence de 
(0,04) dans la moyenne. Le troisième questionnaire remis aux étudiants est un 
questionnaire de motivation qui montre qu’ils sont intrinsèquement motivés, ce qui 
contredit les résultats obtenus dans le questionnaire des enseignants, selon lequel les 
apprenants sont motivés de manière extrinsèque. Le dernier outil de recherche est 
l’utilisation des notes de productions écrites des étudiants avant et après l’étude, ce 
qui montre que leur performance écrite s’est améliorée. Ce résultat est vérifié en 
utilisant la valeur t de l'échantillon apparié à 59 degrés de liberté (t = 10,179), ce qui 
est significatif au niveau alpha (0,025) pour une hypothèse unilatérale. Dans 
l’ensemble, cette thèse essaie de démontrer que c’est en utilisant des stratégies 
d’apprentissage appropriées que l’on arrive à améliorer les productions écrites des 
étudiants. 




