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ABSTRACT

The effectiveness of the Process Genre Approach in the teaching of writing

Hanife Bensen

Near East University, Nicosia

This research has been conducted in order to identify the effectiveness of the process Genre approach in the teaching of writing. 

An investigation was conducted to a class of 20 mixed gender Turkish and Turkish Cypriot 17+ pre-intermediate level preparatory school students at the Near East University/Cyprus. Students were approximately engaged in the ‘process genre approach’ for a month and had three topics to encounter during this duration. Each student wrote three drafts for each topic given and each draft was compared and contrasted with each other. Participants (The experimental group) test results before acquiring the approach and after acquiring the approach were compared and contrasted.  In addition, 5 other pre-intermediate level mixed gender classes’ (The control groups) exam results were compared and contrasted with the group in question. 

Participants were observed by a researcher during the procedure of the approach. They were also given a questionnaire to fill in and were interviewed after the approach was acquired. The data obtained in the observation, questionnaire and interview were used as a source for analyses.  

This study resulted in a dramatic improvement in students’ writing skills. The process genre approach had a huge effect on students writing. The increase in participants’ grades before and after acquiring the approach can clearly be seen in the study. Improvements throughout students’ drafts are set onto a table. The data collection tools used to analyse the approach directly show the effectiveness of the approach.

ÖZET

Yazmayı Öğretirken Process Genre Yönteminin Etkileri

Hanife Bensen

Yakın Doğu Üniversitesi, Lefkoşa
Bu araştırma process genre yönteminin yazmayı öğrettirken ne kadar faydalı olduğunu göstermek için yapılmıştır.

Bu araştırma 17 yaş ve üzeri, seviyeleri orta öncesi olan 20 karma cinsiyette olan Türkiyeli ve Kıbrıslı Yakın Doğu Ünivrsitesi hazırlık sınıfında yürütülmüştür.

Öğrenciler yaklaşık bir ay süreyle process genre yaklaşımla eğitilip 3 konu görmüşlerdir. Her öğrenci verilen her konu için 3 kopya sunmuş ve her biri birbirleriyle karşılaştırmıştır. Katılımcılar (deney grupu), bu metoda katılmadan önce ve sonraki test sonuçları kıyaslanmış ve karşılaştırılmıştır. İlaveten 5 adet karma cinsiyetde olan ortanın bir alt seviye sınıflarının (control grupu) test sonuçları yukarda bahsedilen grupla kıyaslanmıştır.

Katılımcılar, bu metodu uygulaması esnasında bir araştırmacı tarafından gözlemlenmiştir. Ayrıca, kendilerine doldurmaları için bir soru formu verilip ve metod uygulamasından sonra mülakada tabi tutulmuşlardır. 

Gözlem, soru anketti ve müllakatdan elde edilen veriler bir inceleme kaynağı olarak kullanılmıştır.

Bu çalışma öğrencılerin yazma becerilerinde büyük bir başarıyla sonuçlanmıştır. Process genre metodunun öğrencilerinin yazmalarında çok etkili olduğu verilmiştir.

Katılımcıların notlarındaki artış çalışmada açık bir şekilde görülmektedir.,öğrencilerin yazdığı ön yazılarındaki gelişme bir tabloda toplanmıştır.

Bu çalışmayı incelemek için kullanılan bilgi toplama araçları bu yaklaşımının ne kadar etkin olduğunu göstermektedir.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction to the study

As one of the four main skills in English language teaching, writing is not an ability expected to be acquired naturally like the other three skills (listening, speaking and reading), even in our first language (mother tongue), it has to be taught. Speaking and listening are natural thus do not have to be learned. Most people know how to speak and listen in order to communicate and most individuals can read as well. On the other hand, writing is not natural and it must be learned. Generally, someone has to teach you how to write. Therefore, learning writing seems to be more laborious and demanding than learning the other three skills (Zheng 1999). This may be due to the fact that the rhetorical conventions of English texts, the structure, style and organization often differ from the conventions in other languages. Even though learners  especially in North Cyprus are taught the grammar rules, lexis, and punctuation “it is considered an enormous challenge to produce a coherent, fluent, extended piece of writing in one’s second language” (Nunan, 1999, p. 271). Recognising and managing the differences in one’s first and second language requires effort and time (Leki 1991).
Writing for various reasons usually appears an extremely daunting task for both the teacher and student.  The main focus has traditionally been on the final product when a writing task is assigned. Therefore, writing quality is judged on the basis of the final product and grammatical and linguistic accuracy. Due to this product focus, students pay little attention to the whole process of writing since they know little about how to generate ideas for writing (Geo, 2005). Very rarely do students struggle with text organization, independent thinking, and generation of ideas (Chen, 2002). In addition, trying to produce a coherent, well-written text (for the first time) can be a great source of stress to the writer if the intervening stages in the process of creating this text are overlooked. It is suggested by Flower & Hayes (1981) that, writing is a complicated recursive process instead of a linear one whereby writers are supposed to go back and forth when they compose. Few native speaker writers, let alone EFL student writers, can be expected to produce a highly structured text without first going through various pre-writing and drafting stages. However, this has not always been made clear to students of English as a Foreign Language (second language), who are still “often assigned writing tasks with little advice or support on the processes involved in completing them” (Tribble, 1996, p.75).
“Writing assignments are often relegated to the status of 'homework' due to pressures of time and syllabus requirements” (Hedge, 1988 p.301), thus nullifying the possibility of teacher guidance. The students' task in completing a writing assignment is made more difficult by the lack of provision for practice of the writing skill in class, writing often becoming a low priority for the teacher when time and syllabus constraints come to the fore. Furthermore, writing was viewed primarily as a tool for the practice and reinforcement of specific grammatical and lexical patterns; accuracy being all important whereas content and self expression given little if any priority. Basically students were 'writing to learn' and not 'learning to write' (Tribble 1996, p.118). 
In many countries, education systems emphasize writing for taking tests. For many students, the only reason to practice writing is to pass examinations or to get a good grade in the class. This focus on writing to pass examinations reduces writing to producing a product and receiving a grade from the teacher. This is not likely to make students interested in writing, which becomes decontextualised and artificial, giving students no real sense of purpose or perspective of a target audience (Yan 2005). 
As can be seen there are many writing related problems which persist in the language learning classroom. To summarize the main problems which teachers and students confront we can say that; students are given a topic and asked to write with no practice, using only the grammar and lexical patterns taught previously; writing assignments which tend to serve a text-oriented purpose, are set as homework as it is time consuming in terms of the teachers syllabus requirements. In addition there is little priority on the content and students self expression; students do not get enough teacher guidance; students only priority is to pass examinations or get a high grade and assessment of the writing assignments are done by the teacher.

Even though there are problems, there are ways to improve the teaching of this skill to prepare students for the writing they will have to do after they graduate. Three main approaches to teaching writing have been advocated and used in the past few decades of English language teaching. The fourth approach which Badger and White (2000) have aptly termed the ‘process genre approach’ needs to be investigated to see if the writing related problems which have been in fore for years could be reduced.

1.2 Aim of the study

The main aim of this study was to show the effectiveness of the process genre approach in the writing classroom. The use of this approach is thus, used in the language learning classroom to see whether it has an influence on students writings.   

In order to reach the aim the following research questions are presented;

1- What are the aspects involved in the process genre approach and how do these aspects affect learners?

2- What is the role of the teacher during the procedure of the approach?

3- What are the differences between before and after acquiring the approach?

4- What are the participants’ views about the process genre approach?  

5- Does the process genre approach affect students’ achievement?

6- Does the process genre approach affect students overall English and writing?
CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 The writing skill

The ability to write well is not a naturally acquired skill; it is usually learned or culturally transmitted as a set of practices in formal instructional settings or other environments. The writing skill must be practiced and learned through experience. It can be said that writing involves composing, which implies the ability either to tell or retell pieces of information in the form of narratives or description, or to transform information into new texts, as in expository or argumentative writing. Therefore, it is perhaps best viewed as a continuum of activities that range from the more mechanical or formal aspects of "writing down" on the one end, to the more complex act of composing on the other end (Omaggio Hadley, 1993). It is undoubtedly the act of composing, though, which can create problems for students, especially for those writing in a second language (L2) in academic contexts. Formulating new ideas can be difficult because it involves transforming or reworking information, which is much more complex than writing as telling. By putting together concepts and solving problems, the writer engages in "a two-way interaction between continuously developing knowledge and continuously developing text" (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987, p.12). Without any doubt, academic writing requires conscious effort and practice in composing, developing, and analyzing ideas. Compared to students writing in their native language (L1), however, students writing in their L2 have to also acquire proficiency in the use of the language as well as writing strategies, techniques and skills. 
According to Martin (2007) students might also have to deal with instructors and later, faculty members, who may or may not get beyond their language problems when evaluating their work. Although a certain amount of consciousness-raising on the part of the readers may be warranted, students want to write close to error-free texts and they enter language courses with the expectations of becoming more proficient writers in the L2. 
In order to be able to help students to be better writers, it is essential to first understand the students and the writing process. There is a maxim: "Writing that can be postponed, will be." It is not a great secret that the majority of students dislike writing; in fact, some hate it. 

This does not mean that there are not those who love the activity of writing, but they are rare. Emig (1978) has proposed that there is a biological base for writing located in the brain. Murray (1980:11) has written that "man has a primitive need to write." Perhaps it is true that both Emig and Murray enjoy composing immensely, it seems very difficult to fathom writing as being organically based; nor is it seen that many people try to satisfy their primitive need to write. In reality it can be seen that students put off writing as long as they can. Indeed, "Writing that can be postponed, will be."

Writing seems to be disliked and avoided because it is frustrating. It is most probably frustrating because it is unnatural. Speaking is natural and therefore not frustrating; when we speak, we open our mouths, and words flow out easily. On the one hand we do not think about the grammatical correctness of the utterances, nor do we think about mechanics. On the other hand we do not repeat utterances over and over again to check for correctness or appropriateness. Speech takes place very quickly; the words are spoken and soon lost forever. Most writing, on the contrary, does not flow out smoothly. We write a few lines, reread them, scribble out or erase one of the lines, and move on. We are constantly checking for correctness or asking someone else to check for correctness.

The most important thing that the writing teacher needs to know is: "We are not dealing with ESL but rather TSL: Thinking in a Second Language”. “If we can get our students to do that we have surely taught them something” (Raimes, 1985, p.92). Peoples’ minds have difficulty processing and retaining so much information at one time. When we write, we are thinking about editing and generating ideas at the same time. These are conflicting processes: creating and destroying. If we can get those thoughts down on paper as they happen, before they are lost, we can organize them later on paper; organizing them in our minds is too difficult. There are those who can organize ideas in their minds and then get them down on paper coherently, but they are the minority. Teachers, however, are teaching to the majority. The majority of students are not mental organizers.

So, since writing is avoided and disliked, what can us as teachers do to make writing more likable and less avoided?  As Martin (2007) suggests, it is essential for the student to learn to turn off the editor when s/he writes. S/he needs to learn to generate ideas without destroying them at the same time. The student can go back to the piece later (with a chain saw if necessary) and edit, after all the ideas are safely down on paper. But until all the ideas are down on paper, the editor must remain turned off.

One of the best ways to teach students how to turn off their editor is to teach them how to free-write. Free-writing is writing that is "free" of the editor. The student feels relaxed, and as a result there is no frustration about writing. The goal of free-writing is to generate as much material as possible (usually in 10-20 minutes). In order to achieve this goal Elbow (1979) claims that the most important thing is to remember: "Don't stop for anything." Don't stop to think about mistakes; don't stop to check spelling; don't stop to think about grammar; don't stop to cross out or read what you have written; don't stop for anything. The most important heuristic that free-writing affords is that it forces the students to think in English. If you are really free-writing and not stopping for anything, then there isn't sufficient time to translate from the L1 into the L2.

Getting students to free-write; means winning the battle of frustration. Frustration is the main cause of the dislike and avoidance of writing. Perhaps then your students will be more eager to write, and do more of it. Murray (1980, p.19) relates that he has a sign over his desk which epitomizes the key to better writing: "Nulla dies sine linea" (Never a day without a line).

Yet another way to change negative attitudes toward writing is to teach students that writing is more a mode of learning than a skill. When people think about skill, ideas of good and bad, and success and failure come to mind. Learning, on the other hand, is something everyone can attain and for this reason it is less imposing of an idea.

In the past, classical rhetoricians, notably Aristotle, used rhetorical devices such as definitions, comparison and contrast, chronological order, and so on, for heuristic devices to explore a subject, to learn more about it, and see it in a new light (Applebee, 1980). Today, Aristotle's to-poi has become ready-made frameworks upon which our ideas are laid. 

Raimes (1985, p.83) points out that writing should be primarily a means of communication. She relates that, "They are saying something that nobody cares about in order to practice something else." For Raimes, the teaching of writing should stress the students' ideas and how they express those ideas rather than stressing grammar. For example, if a student's essay is free of grammatical mistakes, and the organization is superb, that doesn't make it a good essay. It could be that the student is merely imitating information. This is why using a very structured textbook can be dangerous because it allows for little self-expression. In other words, lack of student creativity.
Traditionally, the writing of a paper began with an outline and after that the introduction was written. Conversely, process-oriented writing teachers suggest that the outline not be written first and not to begin with an introduction (Taylor, 1981; Ramies, 1985). There has been a false assumption that the writer knows what s/he is going to say before it is written. If the writer already knew what s/he was going to write before the paper was written, then writing would not be a learning process. Applebee (1980) points out that writing is a learning process in which writing finds its own meaning. Applebee also believes that truth and meaning cannot exist apart from language. Flower & Hayes (1979, p.25) comment on the dangers of outlining or organizing a paper during the first stages of the writing process: "Unfortunately, the original organization of the data itself rarely fits the most effective plan." Taylor (1981) argues that organization grows out of ideas and meaning.

Students need to be taught to sit down and write and write and write uninhibitedly, not looking back, not organizing, and not stopping for anything. If they do stop, the editor (that devil) sneak in through the back door and the writing loses its coherence. As a result, the writing process is destroyed.

Assigning a topic is only part of the writing teacher's job, and a small part at that. Even so, far too many teachers treat it cursorily. Often teachers assign topics and leave their students to fend for themselves. The result, obviously, is a bunch of confused and bewildered students. It seems the best thing to do to abolish this is as a writing teacher (when assigning a specific topic), to help the students learn how to achieve his/her goal. Raimes (1985, p.85) comments on this: "Giving an assignment involves more than selecting a topic for the students to write on. It means giving the suggestions as to how to go about writing it." Majorities of writing teachers fail to give their students a goal; they only give an assignment, and the result is a dead and lifeless piece of writing written to the teacher. It should be the teacher’s duty to create a specific audience for the students to write to so that the writing can be goal-oriented. Writing that has no goal usually lacks what Elbow (1981) calls "real voice."

One of our aims as teachers of writing is to teach our students to be self-sufficient writers. For this reason we need to help our students to look at their own writing critically. One way to achieve this is through writing conferences. Rather than marking the student's paper all up in red ink and handing it back to them; it is much more effective to meet individually with students and discuss the strong and weak points of their papers.

During the writing conference it is important that the student do most of the talking. The teacher should act as a facilitator of the learning process. Murray (1985, p.13) comments on this: "The teacher has to restrain him or herself from providing the content, taking care not to inhibit the students from finding their own meaning, their own subjects, their own forms, and their own language." However, Carnecelli (1980) warns against the teacher performing a type of "Carl Rogers therapy" in the writing conference where the teacher merely listens and nods his/her head in agreement. Murray (an L1 theorist) holds the assumption that the student has the necessary language to work from. But this is not usually the case with EFL students. Many times the teacher will have to suggest different ways of wording a sentence, and so on.
Rob, Ross, and Sutherlin (1986, p.91) after their study of error-feedback to Japanese EFL writing students concluded, "The results suggest that highly detailed feedback on sentence-level mechanics may not be worth the instructor's time or effort." The conclusions above seem to be premature and unwarranted. Why is it that the correction of error did not help the students to improve their writing? Perhaps it is because the students did not attend to or understand (for various reasons) the feedback and therefore did not use it as a tool to improve their papers.

There is a way teachers can help their students take feedback more seriously and that is through the conference. The teacher can explain the remarks that were put on the paper carefully and effectively in the writing conference. It is important that the paper not be graded prior to the conference. The students will not sit and listen if they have already received a grade (Carnicelli, 1980, p.103). During the conference the teacher needs to praise good parts of the paper, as well as point out weaknesses.

Realistically, in many teaching situations individual conferences are simply not possible due to time and space constraints. However, much of the dialog and content that would go into a conference can be realized in the form of written comments on the students' compositions, conversing with the teacher in the classroom, and in peer editing.

In writing comments on students' papers teachers "hold a license for vagueness while the student is commanded to be specific" (Sommers, 1982, p.164). If no conference is held for a particular paper, then Sommers suggests that "the comments should be specific enough so as to enable the student to make necessary changes" (1982, p.164).

According to Martin (2007) the most effective way in which we, as EFL writing teachers, can help our students to be better writers is by:
1. Helping them get rid of negative attitudes towards writing through the free-writing process.

2. Giving them feasible writing assignments, complete with specific instructions.

3. Giving specific feedback and correction in writing conferences, or in written form.

If these three suggestions are followed, combined with the teacher's patience and care, then "writing that can be postponed, won't be.”

Frith (2007) puts forward that being successful writer needs knowledge about the following:
Who? 
A writer needs to know who the audience is and what their relationship with them is. This is sometimes called the ‘tenor’ of the communication and will affect the style of writing. Depending on factors such as social dominance and social distance, linguistic choices will be made. These may be grammatical choices, for example the use of the passive or lexical choices, for example the level of lexical density, the tendency to use low frequency lexical items or the use of a nominalised style (Tribble 1996) in more formal writing. This raises two issues for learners. Firstly, they need to be capable of making a stylistic choice based on the context of the writing. Even assuming that they can do this in their mother tongue, cultural differences may mean that rather different choices would be made in the student’s L1. Students also need to be capable of implementing their choices, thus requiring complex knowledge of language systems. 

Richards (1990) states that a good writer will produce ‘reader based prose’, that is, that s/he will produce clear, unambiguous text by considering the reader’s perspective, predicting what questions s/he may ask his/herself as s/he is reading the text and taking into account any shared knowledge. In terms of coherence, this means that there must be an orderly development of ideas, continuity, and no irrelevance, appropriate emphasis on ideas and a sense of completeness (Richards 1990). For the learner it can be very problematic to consider the reader’s perspective, particularly when, as is so often the case in the classroom, the reader is not only absent and distant in time and space (Nunan 1991), but does not even exist! This can additionally cause motivational problems. 

What?
Richards’ (ibid.) idea of coherence takes us to our next focus; that a writer needs to respect the accepted textual form according to the genre s/he is writing in, sometimes referred to as the ‘mode’. A reader will expect a particular layout and schematic structure of the discourse depending on the context of the communication and a failure on the writer’s part to provide this could lead to an unsuccessful piece of writing (Tribble 1996). Tribble (ibid.) also goes so far as to suggest that the success of the piece of writing relies more on making an appropriate choice here than it does on having a full control of the language system. In the case of transactional letters, a problem-solution pattern of discourse is favoured. This, however, may not be the case in our students’ cultures. Middle Eastern students I have taught seem to have enormous trouble with organisation of ideas and it can sometimes be difficult to persuade students that it is not just the control of the English language system which is important. Spanish students seem to have problems with issues of layout in transactional letters, especially where the norms are only slightly different in Spanish. 

While discussing the structure and organisation of a text, it is necessary to mention cohesion. Cohesion can be effected lexically (through reformulation or use of lexical fields or, particularly in speech, through repetition), through conjunction or grammatically (use of pronouns, articles, substitution, tense or ellipsis) (Thornbury 1997). Frith (2007) believes that, students tend to have problems with articles (especially learners whose L1 does not have them), tense agreement, overuse of repetition (acceptable in some languages) and use of conjunctions. This last item is, “I feel, inadequately dealt with in course books which tend to overload students with logical connectives of various functions but do not sufficiently explain when or when not to use them at a discourse level”. 

Finally in this section on ‘what’ a writer is writing, the subject matter, or ‘field’ needs to be referred to. Writers need to have the relevant content knowledge (Tribble 1996). This is rarely a problem for students writing transactional letters in the learning environment where the content is usually provided and/or non-specialist and we can probably assume that in the working environment our students already have this knowledge. 

Why?
A writer needs to know the purpose or function of his/her is writing in order to make it meaningful. Hedge (1988) cites purpose as indispensable in kindling motivation. Genre analysts consider it pivotal to genre. Swale (1990, p.58) defines a genre as: ‘(comprising) a class of communicative events, the members of which share some set of communicative purposes’. Badger and White (2000) add that: 
Genres are also influenced by other features of the situation, such as the subject matter, the relationships between the writer and the audience, and the pattern of organisation. 
(Badger and White, ELT Journal, April 2000, p.155) 
The points above suggested by Frith (2007) have so far concentrated on the genre related knowledge that writer’s need the writing process knowledge that writer’s also need are not mentioned.   

The writing process knowledge can be most effectively explored through describing the process writing approach (mentioned below), where linguistic skills are emphasised over linguistic knowledge. In this approach learners are encouraged to go through the same stages as skilled writers do. Richards (1990) identifies three key stages leading to publication: prewriting or rehearsing; drafting; and revising. The prewriting stage includes consideration of the audience and the purpose of the letter, generation of ideas and organisation of the text (Hedge 1988). It is important to note that this process is not considered as being linear (see, for example, White and Arndt 1991). 

Although this approach may seem, at first sight, the ideal solution to the above-mentioned issues, it has attracted a great deal of criticism. Tribble (1996) points out that it does not provide EFL/ESOL students with knowledge about genre conventions while Badger and White (2000) add that there is insufficient input in terms of linguistic knowledge and propose a marriage between this approach and the ‘genre approach’(mentioned below). 

2.2 Errors in L2 Writing

According to Green (1998) there are several ways to think about error in writing in light of what we know about second language acquisition and what we know about how texts, context, and the writing process interact with one another. As mentioned, students writing in a second language generally produce texts that contain varying degrees of grammatical and rhetorical errors. In fact, depending on proficiency level, the more content-rich, and creative the text, the greater the possibility there is for errors at the morph syntactic level. These kinds of errors are especially common among L2 writers who have a lot of ideas, but not enough language to express what they want to say in a comprehensible way. What we classify as an error, which is associated with learner competence, may actually be a mistake, or more specifically in an EAP context, a "derailment" related to learner performance (Shaughnessy, 1977). These "derailments" occur when students attempt to use the academic voice and make their sentences more intricate, especially when the task requires more complex ideas. 

During most of the 1950s and 1960s, language learning (and according to some psychologists, all human and animal learning) was generally believed to be a matter of habit formation and operant conditioning. Language students repeated model sentences containing all of the significant grammatical structures of English over and over in classroom drills. Errors were to be avoided at all costs, because they might become bad habits (Green 1998). 

Although some language teachers still subscribe to this view of student errors, the tendency today is to see the "mistakes" of language learners as inevitable and necessary to a learning process that involves a good deal of trial and error. To the extent that there is a danger, it is not that errors will produce bad habits, but that a learner will cease growing in second language competence before he or she reaches the desired level of proficiency. 

A substantial body of research indicates that there are natural orders in which learners from all first language backgrounds tend to acquire grammatical structures in second languages, and that language instruction can affect the rate at which students progress, but not the sequences of acquisition themselves. In other words, students master grammar points when they are developmentally ready, and not before. 

Learning how to write, like learning how to function in a second language, can also be seen in developmental terms. Mayher et. al. (1983) suggest that the process of learning to write involves a gradual shift of emphasis from fluency to clarity to correctness. Their model was formulated with young first language writers in mind, but it applies to second language writers as well: 

Green (1998) suggests that in stressing fluency, the goal is to build a sense of comfort, confidence, and control. Young writers must feel that they have ideas and a language system in their heads and that they can combine these to fill up blank sheets of paper. Only when words fill the page can we emphasize clarity: does the writing make sense to others? The final concern is whether or not the text conforms to the conventions of standard written English and is, therefore, correct. These three dimensions, of course, continually overlap; even the youngest writers must engage in some struggles for clarity and correctness, and even the most experienced writer has frequent problems with fluency; particularly when writing on a new topic or in a new genre.
From behaviorist and mentalist perspectives of error, which have emphasized the product (the error itself) to more constructivist views, which focus on underlying process (why the error is made), researchers have attempted to understand the errors in writers' texts by hypothesizing their possible sources (Bartholomae, 1980; Hull, 1985). Although reading an error-filled text can be tiring and disconcerting, errors can help us identify the cognitive strategies that the learner is using to process information. According to Ellis (1985), it is through analyzing learner errors that we elevate "the status of errors from undesirability to that of a guide to the inner working of the language learning process" (p. 53). 
Whether an error, mistake, or "derailment," an awkward discourse can occur for a variety of reasons, some of which have already been mentioned.  According to Myles (2002), first of all, learners may translate from L1, or they may try out what they assume is a legitimate structure of the target language, although hindered by insufficient knowledge of correct usage. In the learning process, they often experience native language interference from developmental stages of inter-language or from nonstandard elements in spoken dialects (a common occurrence in students writing in their native language as well). They also tend to over-generalize the rules for stylistic features when acquiring new discourse structures. In addition, learners are often unsure of what they want to express, which would cause them to make mistakes in any language. Finally, writers in L2 might lack familiarity with new rhetorical structures and the organization of ideas (Carson, 2001; Connor & Kaplan, 1987; Kutz, Groden, & Zamel, 1993; Raimes, 1987). L2 writing relates closely to native-language literacy and particular instructional contexts. Students may not be acquainted with English rhetoric, which can lead to writing that appears off topic or incoherent to many native English speakers. Rhetoric and writing are direct outcomes of socio-cultural and political contexts; in other words, they are schematic representations of the writer's unique experiences within a particular social milieu. For example, Chinese or Indonesian students may write in accordance with a set of rhetorical norms (such as the "eight-legged" essay) that differ from those of English (Cai, 1999; Matalene, 1985; Williams, 1989). 

Repeating a previous mistake, or backsliding, is a common occurrence in L2 writing. More important, though, is the issue of fossilization--when "learner inter-language competence diverges in more or less permanent ways from the target language grammar" (Odlin, 1994, p.13). Fossilized errors can be problematic in writing because the errors become ingrained, like bad habits, in a learner's repertoire, and they reappear despite remediation and correction. They can be common among immigrants who have learned much of the L2 "on the street," where the emphasis is on fluency and not linguistic correctness. Errors in writing, fossilized or otherwise, can be glaring, especially to the reader who has had little experience interacting with L2 speakers and texts.
There have been numerous approaches to the teaching of writing in the history of language teaching (Raimes 1993, p.85, Nunan, 1991, Tribble, 1996, Hedge 1988, White Rand and Arndt, 1991, Zamel, 1987, Badger and White 2000). These have evolved with the development of different approaches to teaching in general, which have in turn contributed to the changing role and status of writing within English language syllabuses and the English as a Foreign Language classroom. In spite of other general methodological changes, however, writing continues to be one of the most difficult areas for the teacher and learner of English to tackle.
2.3 The product approach

With the traditional product approach, teachers focus on what a final piece of writing will look like and measure it according to the criteria of “vocabulary use, grammatical use, and mechanical considerations such as spelling and punctuation,” as well as content and organization (Brown 1994, p.320). The normal procedure is to assign a piece of writing, collect it, and then return it for further revision with the errors either corrected or marked for the student to do the corrections (Raimes 1983). This is a traditional approach, in which students are encouraged to mimic a model text, which is usually presented and analysed at an early stage. The product approach has received much criticism because it ignores the actual processes used by students, or any writers, to produce a piece of writing. The approach merely resulted in ‘mindless copies of a particular organizational plan or style’ (Eschholz 1980, p.24).  The learner is not allowed to ‘create’ in the target language at all… the use of language is the manipulation of fixed patterns; …, these patterns are learned by imitation; and …, not until they have been learned can originality occur… (Pincas 1962, p.185-6). It focuses on imitation and churning out a perfect product, even though very few people can create a perfect product on the first draft, the entire activity of writing is seen as ‘an exercise in habit formation’ (Silvia, 1990, p.3). Another criticism is that this approach requires constant error correction, and that affects students’ motivation and self-esteem.
Miao (2005) puts forth that the product approach to writing is in line with the audio-lingual ideology with a structural linguistic view that language is a system of structurally related elements for the encoding of meaning, and a behaviorist view that language learning is 'basically a process of mechanical habit formation' (Richards and Rodgers, 2001, p.57). So input that provides important source for imitation becomes the major driving force of language learning. Consequently, the product approach sees writing as being primarily about linguistic knowledge, stressing the appropriate use of vocabulary, syntax, and cohesive devises. Most of the time writing tasks encourage learners to imitate, copy and transform models provided by teachers or textbooks. Accordingly, the final product which reflects the writer's language knowledge is highly valued. In this perspective the teacher plays a primary role as an examiner (Zamel, 1987). 

The product approach does not effectively prepare students for the real world or teach them to be the best writers. Nevertheless, the product approach still has some credibility because at some point there will be a final draft that requires attention to grammar, spelling, and punctuation.
2.3.1 Stages of the product approach
According to Nunan 1991 the product approach is as follows;  

Stage1

Model texts are read, and then features of the genre are highlighted. For example, if studying a formal letter, students' attention may be drawn to the importance of paragraphing and the language used to make formal requests. If studying a story, the focus may be on the techniques used to make the story interesting, and students focus on where and how the writer employs these techniques. 
Stage 2
This consists of controlled practice of the highlighted features, usually in isolation. So if students are studying a formal letter, they may be asked to practice the language used to make formal requests, practicing the 'I would be grateful if you would…' structure. 

Stage 3 
Organisation of ideas. This stage is very important. Those who favour this approach believe that the organisation of ideas is more important than the ideas themselves and as important as the control of language. 

Stage 4
The end result of the learning process. Students choose from a choice of comparable writing tasks. Individually, they use the skills, structures, and vocabulary they have been taught to produce the product; to show what they can do as fluent and competent users of the language. 

However, this is a trend that has changed greatly in recent years. Meriwether (1997) notes that, there is now widespread recognition that writing is a process which involves several identifiable steps.

2.4 The process approach

In the mid-1970s the process approach began to replace the product approach; 
a process-oriented approach to teaching writing is an idea that began to flourish 30 years ago, as a result of extensive research on first-language writing (Reyes, cited in Montague, 1995). 

The process approach treats all writing as a creative act which requires time and positive feedback to be done well. In process writing, the teacher moves away from being someone who sets students a writing topic and receives the finished product for correction without any intervention in the writing process itself (White and Arndt, 1991).  

This approach identifies four stages in writing: (1) prewriting, (2) composing/drafting, (3) revising, and (4) editing (Tribble 1996). These stages are recursive, or nonlinear, and they can interact with each other throughout the writing process. For example, many writers return to prewriting activities during some stage of the revision process to develop a new idea or refine a viewpoint. The process approach emphasizes revision, and also feedback from others, so students may produce many drafts with much crossing out of sentences and moving around of paragraphs. The correction of spelling and punctuation is not of central importance at the early stages. 

An important element of the process approach is the meaningfulness it brings to learners, who make a personal connection to the topic and come to understand the processes they follow when writing about it. This starts with prewriting and brainstorming to generate ideas and activate the schemata, which is the background experience or world knowledge a person possesses that allows a writer to relate personal experiences to the topic and discover everything he or she has to say (Tribble 1996).
Since many student writers do not possess the strategies to recall, trigger, and activate these stored experiences while writing, the role of the teacher in strategy training is paramount. The result will be improved student writing because the connection with the topic and processes gives students something interesting to write about and the tools to do it. 

Tribble defines the 'process approach' as 'an approach to the teaching of writing which stresses the creativity of the individual writer, and which pays attention to the development  of good writing practices rather than the imitation of models'. (Tribble, 1996, p.160). Thus, the focus shifts from the final product itself to the different stages the writer goes through in order to create this product.
Various headings have been given to the different stages in the writing process, possibly the most exhaustive being White and Arndt's 'generating ideas, focusing, structuring, drafting, evaluating and re-viewing'. (White and Arndt, 1991, p. 4. See also Hedge, 1988, p.15 and Tribble, 1996, p.59). These stages generally involve different forms of brainstorming, selecting and ordering ideas, planning, drafting, redrafting and revising and editing. Furthermore, as Raimes comments, the process in 'not linear at all' but 'recursive' (Raimes, 1985, p.229. quoted in Tribble, 1996, p.59), as, in Tribble's words, 'at any point in the preparation of a text, writers can loop backwards or forwards to whichever of the activities involved in text composition they may find useful'. (Tribble, 1996, p.59). This not only provides the student writer and the teacher with a practical and manageable framework within which to work through the writing process, but also allows for great flexibility, depending on each individual task and the personality and preferences of each individual writer.

The more a writing activity can engage the learner as a person, the more it will capture his/her imagination and spark his/her motivation. This involves a consideration both of what our students might need to write outside the classroom and of what they are interested in, as highlighted by White and Arndt (1991, p. 49), and marries quite well with the shift in primary focus inherent in the process writing approach from language, to ideas and content. As Raimes comments, students have traditionally had 'no intellectual or emotional investment in what they are writing about. They are saying something that nobody cares about in order to practice something else' (Raimes 1985). Advocates of process writing approaches have attempted to remedy this, in the provision of interesting and stimulating topics to write about, the development of activities which engage the students' interest in these topics and help them to express and develop their ideas on them and in the attempt to develop tasks where students have a more genuine purpose to write and a stronger sense of the audience for whom they are writing. 

Raimes (1991) suggests that, the attention to the writer as language learner and creator of text has led to a "process approach," with a new range of classroom tasks characterized by the use of journals, invention, peer collaboration, revision, and attention to content before form. A concern with the process approach is how writers generate ideas, record them, and refine them in order to form a text. Process approach researchers explore writing behaviors, by focusing on studying and understanding the process of composing (Zamel, 1983). Flower and Hayes (1981) established the model of writing processes: planning, writing, and reviewing. These processes are recursive and interactive, and these mental acts can be reviewed, evaluated, and revised, even before any text has been produced at all. They suggest that the best way to model the writing process is to study a writer's thinking aloud protocols as the principle research tool, thus capturing a detailed record of what is going on in the writer's mind during the act of composing itself.
 
Hyland (2003) puts fourth that the process approach to teaching writing emphasizes the writer as an independent producer of texts so that teachers allow their students' time and opportunity to develop students' abilities to plan, define a rhetorical problem, and propose and evaluate solutions. Response is crucial in assisting learners to move through the stages of the writing process, and various means of providing feedback are used, including teacher-student conferences, peer response, audio taped feedback, and reformulation. 


Although there are many ways of approaching process writing, it can be generalized in three stages (White and Arndt 1991): 
1-Pre-writing
The teacher needs to stimulate students' creativity, to get them thinking how to approach a writing topic. In this stage, the most important thing is the flow of ideas, and it is not always necessary that students actually produce much (if any) written work. If they do, then the teacher can contribute with advice on how to improve their initial ideas.

2-Focusing ideas
During this stage, students write without much attention to the accuracy of their work or the organisation. The most important feature is meaning. Here, the teacher (or other students) should concentrate on the content of the writing. Is it coherent? Is there anything missing? Anything extra?

3-Evaluating, structuring and editing
Now the writing is adapted to a readership. Students should focus more on form and on producing a finished piece of work. The teacher can help with error correction and give organisational advice. 

Why should teachers be interested in a process approach to writing?
According to White and Arntd (1991) focusing on language errors 'improves neither grammatical accuracy nor writing fluency' and they suggest instead that paying attention to what the students say will show an improvement in writing.

Research also shows that feedback is more useful between drafts, not when it is done at the end of the task after the students hand in their composition to be marked. Corrections written on compositions returned to the student after the process has finished seem to do little to improve student writing.
The teacher needs to move away from being a marker to a reader, responding to the content of student writing more than the form. Students should be encouraged to think about audience: Who is the writing for? What does this reader need to know?

Students also need to realise that what they put down on paper can be changed: Things can be deleted, added, restructured, reorganised, and so on. 
The process approach to writing initially dwelt on the fundamental issue of L1 writing but with a shift in emphasis from the text to the writer and on “the cycle of writing activities” which are involved in text production (Tribble, 1996:37). Later, studies on L2 writers (Zamel, 1982, 1983; Raimes, 1985, Arndt, 1987) highlighted the fact that writing as an activity entails the writer or learner to move through identifiable stages of developing the text from data collection to publishing it. Secondly, the writing process is recursive. Additionally, cognitive strategies are central to the working of this approach.

Widely accepted models of the process approach have stages that include prewriting, composing, revising, evaluation and finally, publishing of the product. As the learner moves from the initial stages of data collection or brainstorming for ideas to the final written draft, he/she can choose to review any of the stages, and revise to reformulate ideas via conferencing with the teacher or engage in peer consultation. It also stresses on the application of cognitive skills to facilitate the effective working of the process approach. Writing involves building up a problem-solving strategy to generate solutions and translate the ideas into a cohesively written text. It requires the learner to develop a ‘reader-based’ approach while writing in contrast to a ‘writer-based’ approach to communicate ideas to the reader (Flower, 1985). This gives significance and purpose to the writing activity, thus guiding the learner to make intelligent choices on the content knowledge to be used and how it could be organized for better effect (White & Arndt, 1991).

According to Kaur and Chun (1999) the teacher plays a greater role in this approach in providing input and consequently, feedback during the revision and evaluation stages. The number of times this is done is not restricted as writing is a recursive activity. The teacher’s response serves to provide support for the learner in the writing process as well as engage him/her in critical self-evaluation of the written product. The teacher may also act as a source of input for the learner, though more advanced learners can rely on their own sources of input from the library or the Internet. But in the final analysis, the learner has to consider, to a fair degree, the context of the writing task. In summary, this approach informs us that writing essentially involves thinking skills and knowledge of the various stages in the process to transform information into coherently written texts. 
2.4.1 Limitations of the process approach

Despite the advantages already mentioned, the process approach is not without its limitations (disadvantages). The main criticism directed against it is that it does not adequately address the issue of the reader, especially when the form of the text expected is convention and content-specific. A review of business letters will illustrate this point. Firstly, some standard rules of writing conventions, addressing the recipient and sentence structure to present information are accepted norms of writing in the business context. The main reason for the lack of discrimination between different text types is the assumption that all types of writing are similar. Secondly, the ‘imagined reality’ of the writer does not necessarily reflect the real context existing in the business setting, thereby leading to a purposeful ignorance of the contextual meaning of a written text or discourse. In addition, teaching of the correct usage of forms and even of grammar items is neither explicit nor context-related. Consequently, it may lead to the likely increase of grammar errors and use of irrelevant forms in the final written product (Kaur and Chun, 1999). 

Significant differences exist in writing created for different purposes, for academic writing or scientific reports do not resemble legal briefs in totality. In order to provide a more substantive description of the form and linguistic functions of words and sentence structures in a text, it is necessary to consider the “socio-cultural and psycholinguistic aspects of text construction” (Bhatia, 1993 p.11). One such explanation is provided by the genre analysis of texts. . 
2.4.2 The difference between the product and process approaches 

Steele (n.d) claims that process driven approaches show some similarities with task-based learning, in that students are given considerable freedom within the task. They are not curbed by pre-emptive teaching of lexical or grammatical items. However, process approaches do not repudiate all interest in the product, (i.e. the final draft). The aim is to achieve the best product possible. What differentiates a process-focused approach from a product-centred one is that the outcome of the writing, the product, is not preconceived.
	Process writing 
	Product writing 

	text as a resource for comparison 

ideas as starting point 

more than one draft 

more global, focus on purpose, theme, text type, i.e., reader is emphasised 

collaborative 

emphasis on creative process 
	imitate model text 

organisation of ideas more important than ideas themselves [image: image1]
one draft 

features highlighted including controlled practise of those features 

individual 

emphasis on end product 


Nunan (1999) clearly states how very different this 'process' approach is from the traditional product-oriented approach. Whereas the product approach focuses on writing tasks in which the learner imitates, copies and transforms teacher supplied models, the process approach focuses on the steps involved in creating a piece of work (Ibid). The primary goal of product writing is an error-free coherent text. Process writing allows for the fact that no text can be perfect, but that a writer will get closer to perfection by producing, reflecting on, discussing, and reworking successive drafts of a text (Nunan, 1999, p.272). 

Jordan (1997, p.164) acknowledges that process writing evolved as a reaction to the product approach, in that it met the need to match the writing processes inherent in writing in one's mother tongue, and consequently allow learners to express themselves better as individuals. This is not to say, however, that the product approach no longer exists, nor that it has no practical applications. Indeed, the process approach can still contain elements of product-based writing. Nunan (1999, p.298) reaffirms this by stating that there is no reason why a writing program should not contain elements of both approaches. With this in mind, each of the aforementioned stages will now be considered (Simpson 2007).

In spite of the fact that the process approach emphasizes the writer's independent self, it has its drawbacks (Bazerman, 1980). The disadvantages of process approaches are that first, they often regard all writing as being produced by the same set of processes; second, they give insufficient importance to the kind of texts writers produce and why such texts are produced; and third, they offer learners insufficient input, particularly, in terms of linguistic knowledge, to write successfully (Badger & White, 2000). Bizzell (1982; 1992) suggests teachers need to focus on the conventions of academic discourse, emphasizing the relationship between discourse, community, and knowledge. The outside forces that help guide the individual writer to define problems, frame solutions, and shape the texts also need to be considered. Horowitz (1986) also raises cautions about the process approach saying that the process-oriented approach fails to prepare students for at least one essential type of academic writing, overuse of peer evaluation may leave students with an unrealistic view of their abilities, and the process-oriented approach gives students a false impression of how university writing will be evaluated (Kim. Y & J, 2005).
2.5 The Genre Approach
In the 1980s the genre approach became popular along with the notion that student writers could benefit from studying different types of written texts. As Nunan (1999, p. 280) explains, different genres of writing “are typified by a particular structure and by grammatical forms that reflect the communicative purpose of the genre.” By investigating different genres, students can perceive the differences in structure and form and apply what they learn to their own writing. Even in the classroom, where academic writing usually predominates, writing tasks can be introduced that are based on different genres with roots in the real world, such as the genres of essays, editorials, and business letters. 
This is a comparatively new approach to writing. According to Bamforth (1993 cited in Nunan, 2001): 

Genre theory grounds writing in particular social context, and stresses the convention-bound nature of much discourse. Writing, therefore, involves conformity to certain established patterns, and the teacher's role is to induce learners into particular discourse communities and their respective text types. (p.94)

This theory perceives texts as attempts to communicate with readers (Miao, 2005). Hence communicative purposes determine the social contexts in which writing is used, and the text types that characterized by both the grammatical items and the overall shape or structure of the discourse. Writing instruction in this perspective may be 3-staged: modeling the target genre, analyzing the genre through teacher-student negotiation and constructing a final text (Hyland, 2002, p21). 

The process approach focuses on the writer, the creativity and individualism of writing, and the process of writing as a whole, starting from the generation of ideas through to the edition of work. Genre approaches, on the other hand, focus more on the reader, and on the conventions that a piece of writing needs to follow in order to be successfully accepted by its readership (Muncie, 2002). 

Genre instruction has emerged as both a set of pedagogies rooted in linguistic theory and a critical response to some of the tenets of whole language instruction (Hicks, 1997). According to Hyon (1996), current genre theories have developed in three research areas; English for specific purposes (ESP), North American New Rhetoric studies, and Australian systematic functional linguistics. Generally, the philosophy of the genre approach is that all texts confirm to certain conventions, and that if a student is to be successful in joining a particular English-language discourse community, the student will need to be able to produce texts which fulfill the expectations of its readers in regards to grammar, organization, and content (Muncie, 2002).

Traditionally, genres were seen as fixed and classifiable into neat and mutually exclusive categories and subcategories. For example, exposition, argument, description, and narratives were treated as the large categories, with sub-types such as the business letter and the lab report (Freeman & Medway, 1994). Thus, in the traditional view of genres, teaching genres means teaching textual regularities in form and content of each genre. 

However, this traditional view has been criticized and recently the notion of genre has been reconceived. As Hicks (1997) indicates, genre theory calls for a return to grammar instruction, but grammar instruction at the level of text, where personal intentions are filtered through the typical rhetorical forms available to accomplish particular social purposes. In other words, the central belief is that "we don't just write, we write something to achieve some purpose" (Hyland, 2003, p.18). Most simply, reflecting Halliday's concern for linking form, function, and social context, Martin and his colleges (1992) defines genre as a goal-oriented, staged social process. Genres are social processes because members of a culture interact to achieve them; they are goal-oriented because they have evolved to achieve things; and staged because meanings are made in steps and it usually takes writers more than one step to reach their goals (Richardson, 1994).
The positive sides of the genre approach are that it acknowledges that writing takes place in a social situation and is a reflection of a particular purpose, and it understands that learning can happen consciously through imitation and analysis (Badger and white, 2000). In the ESL context, the genre approach is also useful for sensitizing ESL instructors to link between formal and functional properties that they teach in the classroom. As Bhatia (1993) suggested, it is important for writing teachers to connect these two elements in order to help students understand how and why linguistic conventions are used for particular rhetorical effects. Moreover, because genres reflect a cultural ideology, the study of genres additionally opens for students an awareness of the assumption of groups who uses specific genres for specific ends, allowing students to critique not only the types of knowledge they learn, but also the ways in which knowledge is valued and in which it reflects covert assumptions (Coe, 1994). 

However, an argument has been raised at times that teaching students' genres would degenerate into teaching arbitrary models and textual organization with little connection to a student's learning purposes (Freedman, 1983). Sometimes, misunderstanding of the meaning of "explicit" teaching caused this argument to arise. This means that, according to Gibbons (2002), students are encouraged to reflect on how language is used for a range of purposes and with a range of audiences, and that teacher's focus explicitly on these aspects of language. Another limitation of genre approaches that has been addressed is about students' role in this approach. As Badger and White (2000) point out, the negative aspect of genre approaches is that they undervalue skills needed to produce a text, and see learners as largely passive. (Kim. Y & J, 2005). 
According to Cope and Kalantzis (1993), the genre approach to writing consists of three phases:

(1) The target genre is modeled for the students.
(2) A text is jointly constructed by the teacher and students.
(3) A text is independently constructed by each student. The approach acknowledges that writing takes place in a social situation and reflects a particular purpose, and that learning can happen consciously through imitation and analysis, which facilitates explicit instruction (Badger and White 2000). 
The genre approach has been criticized because it undervalues the processes needed to produce a text and sees learners as largely passive (Badger and White 2000). However, supporters respond that the genre approach succeeds at showing students how different discourses require different structures. In addition, introducing authentic texts enhances student involvement and brings relevance to the writing process. 

2.5.1 The difference between the Process and Genre Approaches
In the process approach, the steps or stages are illustrated and practiced from the generation of ideas and compilation of information through a series of activities for planning, gathering information, drafting, revising, and editing (Campbell, 1998, p. 11). This sequence of activities typically occurs in four stages: “prewriting, composing/ drafting, revising, and editing” (Badger & White, 2000, p. 154). Prewriting is the phase of idea gathering. Drafting is the process of writing a rough outline of what will be addressed. Once students produce a rough draft, they read it again and share it with peers or a 35 teacher to receive comments. Then they make modifications to their writings based on the feedback from their peers or a teacher; revising, or elaborating on the first draft, takes place at this point. Editing, correcting mechanical errors like spelling or punctuation, is the last stage. Proponents of the process approach argue that the procedures of process writing help learners to develop more effective ways of conveying meaning and to better comprehend the content that they want to express. They strongly believe that students can discover what they want to say and write more successfully through the process model than the genre approach, as the process approach is viewed as writer-centered (Walsh, 2004, p. 15). However, none of the process writing procedures of the past sufficiently dealt with linguistic knowledge, such as grammar and the organization of content [maybe just ‘grammar and organization’], as much as necessary (Kim.(n.d)). Even though the final stage of editing addressed some mechanical features of language, they were mainly concerned with the skills of processing ideas like planning and drafting. Furthermore, the process approach has a very restricted view of writing, in that the approach presumes that writing proficiency takes place only with the support of the repeated exercise of the same writing procedures. Although it is obvious that the amounts of pre-writing necessary for writing a personal letter and for creating an academic research paper are different, in the process model, the practice of writing is identical regardless of what the topic is and who the writer or the reader is (Badger & White, 2000,  p.154-155). In the genre approach, on the other hand, the knowledge of language is intimately attached to a social purpose, and more focus is on the viewpoint of the reader than on that of the writer. Writing is mostly viewed as the students’ reproduction of text based on the genre offered by the teacher. It is also believed that learning takes place through imitation and exploration of different kinds of models. Accordingly, learners should be exposed to many examples of the same genre to develop their ability to write a particular genre. Through exposure to similar texts, students can detect the specialized configurations of that genre, and they also can activate their memories of prior reading or writing experiences whenever they encounter the task of creating a new piece in a familiar genre (Badger & White, 2000, p. 155-156). When it comes to explaining writing development in the genre approach, Hammond (1992, as cited in Burns, 2001) proposed “a wheel model of a teaching learning cycle having three phases: modeling, joint negotiation of text by learners and teacher, and the independent construction of texts by learners” (p. 202). Modeling, Hammond noted, is the time when the target genre that students should construct is introduced to them [the students]. At this stage, discussion focuses on the educational and social function of the genre, and analysis focuses on the text structure and language. Joint negotiation of text refers to the stage when learners carry out exercises which manipulate relevant language forms. It fosters a negotiating process between the teacher and the students. It involves reading, research, and disseminating information, and the text of the genre is dependent on those activities. The independent construction of texts is the final phase; in which learners produce actual texts through activities such as choosing a topic, researching, and writing (p. 202). Proponents such as Kay and Dudley- Evans (1998) have argued that the genre approach is more effective for learners to advance their writing skills in a second language than the process approach since the model helps free students from their severe worries over writing (p. 310). For instance, at the University of Brunei Darussalsam, Henry and Roseberry (1998) did an experimental study in academic classes using short tourist information texts in English. Participants in this research were divided into two groups: a group which used the genre-based instructions and a group which did not employ the genre approach in the same writing task. After three weeks, participants took a test. The genre group did better than the non-genre group, and the data showed that 36 knowledge of the typical structure of the content made it easier for learners to arrange their ideas in terms of both achieving their communicative goals and producing more well-organized writing. It proved that the learners’ understanding of both the rhetorical structure and the linguistic features was increased by the genre-based instructions (Henry & Roseberry, 1998, p.154-155). 
2.6 The Process Genre Approach

Today many teachers who teach writing recognize that we need not rigidly adopt just one approach in the writing classroom. In some cases, combining the approaches, results in a new way of thinking about writing. One example is a synthesis of the process and the genre approaches, which Badger and White (2000) have aptly termed the process genre approach. This approach allows students to study the relationship between purpose and form for a particular genre as they use the recursive processes of prewriting, drafting, revision, and editing. Using these steps develops students’ awareness of different text types and of the composing process.  
According to Yan (2007) when using the process genre approach, teachers should be aware of the following three general guidelines. First, because writing is so difficult, the teacher should adopt the role of assistant and guide and work closely with students to encourage them, offering helpful feedback and suggestions. It is crucial for teachers to offer positive and constructive advice on what students have written. Teachers also can make efforts to arouse curiosity and self-confidence by matching student interests to the writing topic, and they should be sensitive to any individual differences that arise in the writing process. Second, teachers should directly train students about writing strategies. If teachers demonstrate how prewriting activates the schemata and outline strategies for the drafting and revision processes, students will be more successful in writing compositions. As Yau (1991) states, writing performance is as much a result of, student’s use of strategies in various processes of writing, as it is of their handling of the language. Third, teachers should include the listening, speaking, and reading skills in the writing class. Integrating the four language skills promotes the expansion of the students’ overall language competence (Goodman 1986). The process genre approach makes this feasible, as background material is read during prewriting activities, and speaking and listening occur during lectures and when giving or receiving feedback.

The process genre approach is described in terms of a view of writing and a view of the development of writing. In this approach, writing is viewed as involving knowledge about language (as in genre and product approaches), knowledge of the context in which writing happens and especially the purpose for the writing (as in genre approaches), and skills in using language (as in process approaches). The approach also describes that writing development happens by drawing out the learners' potential (as in genre approaches) and by providing input to which the learners respond (as in process approaches) (Badger and White, 2000). 
Badger and White suggest five features of a process genre model; situation, purpose, consideration of mode/field/tenor, planning/drafting/publishing, and text. According to them, in the writing classroom, teachers need to replicate the situation as closely as possible and then provide sufficient support for learners to identify the purpose and other aspects of the social contexts, such as tenor, field, and mode of their writing. For instance (if using manipulating Badger and White's example), writers who want to be car dealers would need to take into consideration that their description is intended to sell the car (purpose), that it might appeal to a certain group of people (tenor), that it might include certain information (field), and that there are ways in which car descriptions are presented (mode). After experiencing a whole process of writing, the students would use the skills appropriate to the genre, such as redrafting and proofreading, and finally complete their texts.
By following the conditions set out above, composition courses will not only afford students the chance to enjoy the creativity of writing and to become independent writers (as in process approaches), but also help them understand the linguistic features of each genre and emphasize the discourse value of the structures they are using (as in genre approaches). (Kim. Y & J. 2005). 
A process genre approach starts with the situation which gives rise to a particular genre of writing. The students then produce some writing in line with their own needs supported by the teacher, their peers, and sample texts (Badger 2002).

	 A genre process model of teaching writing 
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According to Badger and White (2000) the process genre approach consists of six steps; 
1. Preparation

The teacher begins preparing the students to write by defining a situation that will require a written text and placing it within a specific genre, such as a persuasive essay arguing for or against an issue of current interest. This activates the schemata and allows students to anticipate the structural features of this genre. 
2. Modeling and reinforcing
In this step the teacher introduces a model of the genre and lets students consider the social purpose of the text, including who the audience will be. For example, the purpose of an argumentative essay is to persuade the reader to act on something. Next, the teacher discusses how the text is structured and how its organization develops to accomplish its purpose. The students may do some comparisons with other texts to reinforce what they have learned about the particular genre. 

3. Planning

In this step many meaningful activities activate the students’ schemata about the topic, including brainstorming, discussing, and reading associated material. The aim is to help the students develop an interest in the topic by relating it to their experience. 

4. Joint constructing

During this step, which will facilitate later independent composing, the teacher and students work together to begin writing a text. While doing so, the teacher uses the writing processes of brainstorming, drafting, and revising. The students contribute information and ideas, and the teacher writes the generated text on the blackboard or computer. The final draft provides a model for students to refer to when they work on their individual compositions. 

5. Independent constructing

At this point students have examined model texts and have jointly constructed a text in the genre. They now undertake the task of composing their own texts on a related topic. Class time can be set aside for students to compose independently so that the teacher is available to help, clarify, or consult about the process. The writing task can be continued as a homework assignment. 
6. Revising

Students eventually will have a draft that will undergo final revision and editing. This does not necessarily mean that teachers have to collect all the papers and mark them one by one. Students may check, discuss, and evaluate their work with fellow students, as the teacher again guides and facilitates. The teacher may make an effort to publish the students’ work, which will impart a sense of achievement and motivate the students to become better writers. Yan. (2005). 
In figure 1 below Badger and White (2000), illustrates how these six steps interact in a recursive way with themselves and with other writing skills. A short description of what occurs during the six steps will also illustrate how elements of the process and genre approaches work in unison. 
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2.6.1 Solutions for the ‘Process Genre Approach’
As already suggested, this is a hybrid of the process approach, discussed above, and the genre approach, which we will turn to now. The genre approach bears more to a passing resemblance to the product approach in that a model text is analysed and perhaps some controlled writing is carried out focusing on aspects of vocabulary or syntax. This is followed by some guided writing before a final free writing stage. Both approaches view imitation as important in learning. The main difference and the key aspect of the genre approach is that the model texts are seen as belonging to specific genres defined by social contexts and purposes (Badger and White 2000). 

The process genre approach, according to Badger and White, involves the provision of a situation from which the learners are helped to identify the purpose and consider the field, mode and tenor of the text they are about to produce. Texts within the genre (in our case transactional letters with a particular function) will have been selected and researched by the teacher who then encourages student research into the genre (Tribble 1996). Language awareness activities may be carried out. Perhaps with the help of flow-charts, the students will plan and organise their ideas before drafting and revising with the purpose and audience in mind. These latter stages will probably not be linear and students may jump between them as they find necessary. The collaborative aspect of process writing (as highlighted by Richards 1990), which in my experience has always suited the learning styles of most of my students, is maintained, as is the learner-centred approach, particularly if the situation is chosen wisely. 

An analysis of the stages of the process genre approach in equivalence to the issues previously mentioned. First we need to select, or ideally involve the students in selecting, a situation which provides motivation and a clear purpose. Perhaps this could be a letter requesting information from an English-speaking company or institution or a letter that a student needs to write for work. Alternatively, students tend to become highly involved if asked to write to each other, although this does require an amount of characterisation in order to create the social distance inherent in professional transactional letters. 

Ideas could then be generated by looking at a sample letter from the genre and producing a question related to each piece of information included. They could then ask each other these questions. Another means of brainstorming, which I have found works with some learner types, is through quick-writing. 

The students can now be encouraged to consider the (real) audience and make stylistic choices together, before later being given the opportunity to compare their choices with those made by a skilled writer in the sample letter(s). At this stage, students can be lead to notice how these stylistic choices are implemented through tasks which may involve highlighting noun phrases (to raise awareness of nominalised style), or comparing with a spoken equivalent to the text (a wonderfully clear way of raising awareness of low-frequency vocabulary or sentence complexity). A production stage could follow in the form of solid, traditional transformation, word ordering, or gap filling exercises. Translation into L1 is another technique that could possibly be used with monolingual classes. 

Before looking at the sample texts the students could also be given the opportunity to consider the discourse structure and layout of the genre. Then later, with the samples, they could be asked to produce reusable templates for a standard letter in the genre. Together they could be asked to order a jumbled text, or match or give titles to each paragraph, depending on its function. (Again, these ideas are commonplace, due to their effectiveness.) With more than one sample within or across genres (perhaps inferring sources), students are more likely to appreciate the conventions. Analysis could then take place of a particular type of cohesion present in the texts which the group have previously found problematic. Some good ideas may be to ask students to find lexical sets or, with the logical connectives deleted, ‘sketch the progression of the stages in the arguments’ (Crewe 1990:324) before attempting to replace the connectives and comparing their version with the original. 

Based on this research the groups will then work together to prioritise (through ranking) and organise their ideas into a plan, with the teacher explaining the value of this exercise or giving a demonstration with a commentary of his/her thought processes, although this could be difficult to administer. The students should aim for clarity and logical progression at this stage and could be encouraged to use logical connectives neither at this stage nor the drafting stage in order that due care is taken to achieve this. Crewe (1990) sensibly advises that connectives should be present to ‘express cohesive relationships that already exist in the writer's thinking’ and not to create relationships. 

Drafting could involve the interesting idea of groups of student’s quick writing individual sections of the letter, or the learner-centred peer counseling, where students write individually, but have an assigned partner to discuss problems with during the drafting process. 

The revising stage could involve students reading each other’s work and offering (positive and negative) feedback on the clarity of the message, which if prepared carefully, can reap great rewards. The students could decide on key criteria to assess the work. They could also discuss the biggest problems they had with the draft and say what they would add/remove if they had to. In rewriting, suitable logical connectives could be inserted where the message requires a greater degree of clarity.
2.6.2 Teaching writing to a specific field

In terms of teaching business English, it is evident that teachers must consider the social and cultural context, the shared roles and language registers in that specific community besides the purpose of the communicative interaction (Kaur & Chun 2005). This can be achieved in the genre-based approach with its analytical approach to text study and production. A natural concomitant in the process is the development of writing skills in the learner, a basic objective of the process approach to writing. Notwithstanding the limitations of both approaches, a synthesis of process genre-based approach is seen as an accommodating as well as enriched mode to teach writing.

This approach retains the basic stages in process writing as the central framework of instruction. It provides guided stages for the learner, encouraging him to investigate and consider the types of content knowledge he/she needs to acquire, inclusive of the various genres as input material, at the pre-writing stage. The main aim is to help the learner consider a variety of genres, and not only one type as introduced by the teacher in the genre-based approach. This serves to eliminate the weakness in the genre approach, with its over-emphasis on form in writing. As a result, the written text to be produced in this approach is not preconceived. 

The process approach contains an explicit system for decision-making and evaluation. Two advantages are apparent. Firstly, an approach that highlights critical self-evaluation and analysis of text is deemed to bring about language awareness in the learner, which is essentially the “enhanced consciousness and sensitivity to the forms and functions of language” (Carter, 2003: 64). In the process genre-based approach, the learners will be able to reflect on the similarities and differences existing between different types of genres to understand their situated use and variety. A sense of text form is obtained but not imposed upon the learner.  Even though it is acknowledged that in the final stage, the creation of a genre according to context is a positive aspect in the approach, its successful implementation is contingent upon the ability of the teacher to guide the learner through the stages given. More often than that, learner awareness is not inculcated due to a dominance of the teacher-agenda in the conferencing session with the learners, “thus precluding critique and student negotiation of generic conventions” (Johns, 2003: 204). Secondly, the flexibility of recursive writing allowed by the process approach in the reviewing and drafting stages highlights useful writing skills involved in the processing of different genres. Input materials (provided by the learner and the teacher) are useful complements to the cycle of activities in the process genre approach. Grammar can be taught in context while reviewing the text at various stages of writing. So, while the genre-based approach conceptualizes writing purpose, language, and context clearly, the process approach provides a framework for teaching text production skills in an effective way.

In such a facilitative learning environment, the learners can start writing using the process approach, review the available genres at a later stage or earlier stage of writing to obtain more information to make informed decisions, thereby writing more effectively in the context of the task set for them. Explicit teaching of the presence of some conventional features in genres is tenable but it is hoped that learners view genres not as ends in themselves but a means to achieve the ends. 

2.7 Models and the four approaches to teaching and learning writing 
Models are essential in product writing, which focuses on a final product and where ‘the learner is engaged in imitating, copying, and transforming models of correct language’ (Nunan, 1991, p.87). Process writing recognizes ‘that competent writers do not produce final texts at their first attempt’ and thus the priority of using models was reduced in favor of the skills that learners would need to write, i.e., a focus on ‘how’ to write, rather than just ‘what’ to write (summary of Nunan, 1991, p.87). The genre approach revived the use of models,- as focusing on ‘what makes’ a genre (a type of written discourse) became prioritized. The process-genre approach combines the benefits of the others, making it inclusive and versatile (Badger/White, 2000).
 The Table below shows how models and samples fit into these approaches (Gobal. (n.d): 
	Approach
	Use of models

	Product
	• Familiarizes learners with features of a text
• Learning is assisted imitation of input from model texts
• Models texts often made specifically for the classroom

	Process
	• Learners ‘develop, rather than consciously learn’ (Badger/White, 2000:
p.154), so
• Using models is considered less important
• Product is not ‘preconceived’; models may be used ‘only after the
students have written something of their own’ White/Arndt, 1991, p. 5-6

	Genre
	• Learners get exposed to authentic examples of the focus genre
through models and samples
• These are analyzed and discussed, ‘but not for slavish imitation’
(Tribble, 1996, p. 58)
• Social context is important and can be determined from analysis
• Any ‘imitation is only a first stage, however, designed as much to
inform as to enforce adherence to strict genre rules.’ (Harmer, 2001, p.259

	Process/Genre
	• ‘Writing development happens by drawing out the learners’ potential
and by providing input to which learners respond (Badger/White, 2000, p.158)
• Learner-centered: ‘what input is needed will depend on [the] particular
group of learners’ (Badger/White, 2000, p.158)
• Input may be model/sample texts 


2.8 The strength and weakness of different approaches


The product approach recognizes imitation as one of the important ways of learning. So instruction as direct sources of input is given a big role. As EFL learners, many students may find direct instruction of linguistic knowledge essential and economical. But at the same time, the product approach is always criticized to attach too much importance to the final products than process skills. If teachers only evaluate the products based on preconceived and fixed notions about good writing, they are undervaluing students' skills and knowledge which they bring from outside, the classroom as social individuals (Badger & White, 2000). Writing activities are something no more than grammatical exercises. Writing classes are teacher-dominated. And the writers are model and rules observers rather than creators of words. This is why most students find writing disinteresting. The advantages of the process approaches can be generalized as follows. First, they activate student's schematic knowledge (the prior experience they bring to the writing classroom) (Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998) and highly motivated students (Caudery, 1997), which the product approach fails to do and will be very effective if used in my context. Secondly, it increases students' awareness of the process of writing and draw their attention to the importance of writing skills. It points to another aspect of writing, the intangible yet valuable process, for teachers in my context and can help to correct the preoccupation with the accuracy of product, which is the source of students' frustration. Thirdly, the process approach acknowledges writing as a social and collaborative act (Bruffee, 1985) and encourages writers' interaction with the other writers in peer response activities. On this assumption comes the importance that is stressed on audience and purpose in writing. Finally, critical thinking and problem-solving skills are also encouraged in the process of writing. This endows writing with the power of self-discovery and cognitive development. These skills should also be developed in light of our students' future writing needs in personal and professional life.
Meanwhile, the overwhelming values of the process approaches are being reassessed, too. Criticisms also come from several aspects. First of all, the psychological factors in writing are overemphasized and at the same time, the demands of the writers' environments, the contextual factors which define, shape, and ultimately judge a piece of writing are ignored. This is why Horowitz (1986a) believes the process-oriented approach fails to prepare students for 'at least one essential type of academic writing' (p141)--the essay examination writing. Actually we can find that examination writing is what our students are usually required of and how their writing abilities are judged by in many contexts, ESL or EFL. While the process approach encourages students to choose topics most appealing to them, most of the time they have to write whatever topics are required in the exam. While the process approach allows students to write and revise the drafts again and again, they have to finish a piece of writing in a timed exam. In this sense, a complete adoption of process approach will bring about problems with regard to students' present need of writing for exam. Secondly, the process approach downplays the various expectations and conventions of professional and academic communities (Hyland, 2002). For EFL students and for international students in English-speaking countries who probably only write in English as part of their educational requirement and not at all thereafter, the approach might be suitable. However, for those who are more likely to write for many different contexts in their professional lives, it is far from enough Raimes, 1991). Hence many writing teachers find it hard to apply this approach in all settings.


The genre approach brings an important concept to writing: a powerful outside reader. It helps to generalize about the rhetorical forms of writing that a reader will expect and teach those forms as prescriptive patterns (Raimes, 1991). Furthermore, by acknowledging that writing takes place in social situations, it provides a link between private act and social recognition. It attaches equal importance to both the constraints of the writing situation and the writer's mental processes, a dimension that is missing in the process approach. Finally, it also understands that learning happens through imitation and analysis. A genre approach is extremely helpful to learners studying English for Academic Purposes (ESP) or English for Specific Purposes (ESP) (Harmer, 2001; Hyland, 2002). But at the same time, criticisms of the genre approach come similar to the product approach. First, in this approach, writing skills are also undervalued with more focus on forms and styles. Secondly, learners in this approach are largely passive since model presentation and analysis make up most of the teaching activities.


Obviously the discussion cannot provide a definite answer to the question that which approach to writing is the best in my context. Instead, the idea of seeking the best method is misleading. The product and process issues should be seen as 'both/and' rather than 'either/or' entities (Raimes, 1991, p415), so is the process and genre issues. In fact, all these approaches are complementary to and compatible with each other (Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998; Raimes, 1991; Hyland, 2002; Nunan, 2001). Dyer 1996 suggests the 'environmental mode', which is the process/product combination; Badger & White (2000), Caudery (1997) and Hyland (2002) propose the process genre approach; Raimes (1991) practices two types of writing with her students: writing for learning (a process approach) and writing for display (a product approach) (Miao, 2005). 
                                                          CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Design
In this quasi-experimental study, a nonequivalent control group design is employed.  Six groups of subjects of similar characteristics were mainly used in the study.  All groups follow exactly the same programme of the Near East University preparatory school. However, the experimental group in addition follows the process genre approach.   Five high pre-intermediate control groups writing test results are compared and contrasted with the experimental group.

3.2 Subjects

An investigation was conducted to 20 mixed gender pre-intermediate level Turkish and Turkish Cypriot students aged 17+ in the preparatory school of the Near East University/ 

North Cyprus during the months of March-April 2007. Eleven of the students were female and nine were male. One of the female students and two of the male students are Turkish from Turkey whereas the other students are Turkish Cypriot from North Cyprus.  Students were previously engaged in the process approach during the months of November-December 2006. All students in the university have 18 hours of English lessons a week. In addition, they have two hours of speaking lessons and two hours of writing lessons a week. There are six mixed gender both Turkish and Turkish Cypriot classes of higher level pre-intermediate groups in the university. One of these groups was the experimental group and the other 5 of these higher pre-intermediate level classes were used as the control groups. The first test which students in the Near East University had to carry out was held on 26 March 2007. Therefore, students had a month’s duration to carry out the process genre approach as test 2 was held on 30 April 2007.

3.3 Data Collection Tools

The methodology of this thesis is based on the various data collected from various resources these are a questionnaire, interview questions and observation tools.

A questionnaire (see appendix 2) was given to the 20 experimental group participants to fill in after test 2 was accomplished. An interview (see appendix 1) was administered to the 20 experimental group participants after the procedure of the process genre approach was acquired and test 2 was completed. Subjects of the experimental group were observed and notes were taken throughout the procedure by the researcher. In addition, participants of the experimental groups’ drafts that subjects had to accomplish were compared and analysed (see table 4 ‘outcomes of the drafts’). Subjects were obliged to write at least three drafts for each topic given. These drafts were used to analyse the subjects’ developments. The experimental groups’ exam results from test 1 and test 2 were compared (see table 3 ‘results of the tests’. Furthermore, the control groups’ exam results in test 1 and test 2 were compared with the experimental groups’ exam results in test 1 and test 2 (see appendix 3 descriptive chart’). 

3.4 Data Analyses

The questionnaire, which was provided to the experimental group, consisted of 26 true/false questions (see appendix 2). The outcomes of the questionnaires were set onto a table (see table 1 and appendix 2) after being analysed by a second teacher. Each subject in the experimental group was asked 10 questions which were recorded by the researcher and the outcomes of the interview were set onto a table (see appendix 1 and table 2). The subject’s further implications were also used.  Subjects of the experimental group were obliged to write three drafts for the given topics (topics which might be asked in the test-see procedure).The first drafts of the students which were set as homework was either assessed (analysed) by the teacher or a peer for correction. The other two drafts were assessed by another peer in the classroom or by the teacher and given back to the subjects to analyse and revise. When the students’ final drafts where submitted the class teacher assessed the papers. 

The tests at the university are assessed by another teacher and then reassessed by the class teacher. The writing section of test 1 was graded out of 6.5 and the writing section of test 2 was graded out of 8 (see table 3).

3.5 Reliability

The outcomes of the interview questions were listened to and reassessed by a second teacher. The outcomes of both teachers were compared and finally set onto a table (table 2 ‘outcomes of the interview’). After the results of each test (test 1 and test 2 of the control and experimental groups), the papers were assessed out of 20, firstly by the class teacher and secondly another teacher, according to another criterion (see table 5 ‘results of the experimental group out of 20). Another teacher reassessed all drafts of each subject of the experimental group, after all drafts were submitted for each topic. Finally, the outcomes were set onto a table (see table 4 ‘outcomes of drafts’). Taken into consideration the above stated issues it can easily be said that inter-rater reliability was used to assess the outcomes of this thesis. 
3.6 Procedure 

According to the syllabus of the Near East University, preparatory school students had to carry out three topics that might have been asked in test 2. Therefore, each teacher was required to prepare their students before test 2 for these topics.  The experimental group was approximately given a 2-week range to accomplish each topic. One of the topics was given before test 1(letter about a film) therefore, students spent less time on this topic.

In equivalence to the process genre approach the following procedures were completed;

For the first topic given students had to compare two cities or countries
Generating ideas

Students talk about how to compare a city or country using the adjectives recently learnt.   Students in groups of 4-5 write as many adjectives as possible in 2 minutes.                                                                                                                     Learners in their groups are given 3 minutes to write as many headings as possible for 2 cities which are chosen by each group. For example comparing food, living costs, people etc. the groups choose 5 headings from the list they made and put 5 adjectives for each heading. Students individually start to write sentences for each paragraph using the adjectives they chose. In addition, students use linking words and comparative words used in the genre they see. For example; in comparison with, compared to, similar to, different from and so on.
Focusing ideas 
As part of the essay-writing process, students in groups put the ideas generated in the previous stage onto a 'mind map'. The teacher then draws a mind-map on the board, using ideas from the different groups, eliminating the insufficient ones. At this stage he / she can also feed in some useful collocations - this gives the learners the tools to better express their own ideas. 

Learners then use the comparative adjectives to individually write for about 10 minutes, without stopping and without worrying about grammar or punctuation under the titles given (the food in Turkey is spicier than England). Learners then compare together what they have written, and use a dictionary, the teacher, or each other to find in English any words or phrases they wrote in their L1.

Focus on a model text

Learners in groups are given several examples of a genre, and they use a genre analysis form to identify the features and language they have in common.

Learners identify the function of different paragraphs in a piece of writing. For example; the use of the adjectives and the settings of the paragraphs.

Learners are given an essay with the topic sentences taken out, and put them back in the right place. This raises their awareness of the organization of the essay and the importance of topic sentences.

Organising ideas
Students in groups draft a plan of their work, including how many paragraphs and the main points of each paragraph. These can then be pinned up around the room for comment and comparison. 

When preparing to write an essay, students group some of the ideas produced earlier into main and supporting statements.

Assessment

Students in class produce their compositions again in groups; the teacher collects the compositions, mixes them, and gives it to another group to assess. (as I give +’s and –‘s in my class; the groups who find 5 mistakes will get a plus, this will motivate them). After group assessment students at home write a similar composition other peers assess this in class and then a final paper is written this time in class for the teacher to assess the paper.
The second topic in which students had to know before test 2 was about the advantages and disadvantages about something;

Generating ideas

The teacher and students discuss about shopping. Then they discuss about shopping on the internet and street shops.

Students in groups of 4-5 write down as many advantages (for) and disadvantages (against) shopping on the internet.

The teacher draws a table on the board and lists students’ responses given by each group, erasing the same sentences.  

Focusing ideas
Students are divided into two groups. Those who have more ‘for’ are in one group and those who have more ‘against’ in another group. Students debate with the other group. For example; the group who had more ‘for’ say that the internet is easier and the other group ‘against’ say it is not and why, responding to the group. The teacher gives each logical group’s answer a point. This motivates the students to talk and come up with creative ideas from their experiences.
Focus on modal text

Students look at a genre presented in their course books (face 2 face). There is an email about ‘for’ the internet and another email about ‘against the internet. Students look at the layout of both of the e-mails, the language features used in both of the e-mails’ and the linking words used to connect each sentence. Students choose the correct linking words in the emails and the correct beginnings of each paragraph and match them.
Organizing ideas

Students in pairs organize a plan for their emails.

Students write the first paragraph and their partner checks the paragraph. This continues until all paragraphs are accomplished. 

Assessment 

Students write down the finished version of the email and the mistakes are corrected by their teacher who guides students as they are writing the paragraphs.
For homework the students are given 4 topics about for and against something for example; shopping in malls and street shops. When the homework is collected by the teacher they are given to another student to mark. The students are given back their drafts to see their mistakes.
Finally in class the teacher asks the students to choose another topic and students write an email as a pop quiz. Yet again the papers are checked by the teacher. 
The final topic which students had to accomplish was writing a letter to a friend describing a film they had recently watched.
Generating ideas

Students talk about a film they like best with a friend. They discussed their favourite actors and their best scene. They also talk about the affects and music of the film. The teacher and students then talk about the films as a class.

Focusing ideas


The teacher emphasizes that the purpose of this lesson is to write and present letters on this matter. The teacher elicits the key words needed to write the letter.
Students are explained the genre they are going to use. The genre is a letter written explaining the writers’ views and opinions about a film recently watched. The teacher and students discuss types of letters and the layouts of each.
Focus on a modal text


Students read the genre given and answer the questions given. In addition to this linking words needed to write the letter are also given in the genre with support by the teacher. 
Before answering the questions given in the genre the students bear in mind the following questions; 

1. What do you think is the purpose of this text?

2. Who do you think is the target audience?

3. Has the writer achieved his purpose?

4. Why do you think the text is persuasive or not persuasive?

The basic understanding of the genre is clarified by the teacher. After a whole class reading session students review the four questions stated above. The major points are summarized by the teacher.
Student’s attention is focused on the structural features that make the writing persuasive.

Students re-read the text and are asked to pay special attention to the structural features by answering the following questions;


1. How does the text begin and end?

2. How is the whole text patterned and sequenced?

3. How many stages does the text go through?

4. What is the function of each of these stages?

In groups students talk about the text and their findings of the questions stated above.

A group representative shares his/her ideas with the whole class. The teacher gives comments and explains the structural features of film writing by presenting a copy of a sample text with the features clearly marked.


To reinforce students’ knowledge of the structural features of argument the teacher compares a good and a bad text as an example.
Another sample text is distributed with the headings randomly ordered in structure, and is compared to the first one by using the following criteria.

1. What is the purpose of the writer?

2. Does the article achieve the purpose in the way the first one does?

3. If not, what is the problem?
Organizing ideas

Students discuss the answers with the teacher. They are directed to reorganizing the text according to the different stages of letter writing to improve its effectiveness in persuading the audience. They are also directed to provide an appropriate title. Then they check the results with each other in pairs. The teacher checks the results with students and clarifies the important points.


Students are informed that they are going to jointly construct a letter to the chairperson by using the genre they have just studied.
The teacher demonstrates the process involved in writing a text by asking questions and making suggestions about the structuring of the text. Then, the teacher writes the generated text on the blackboard so that the students can concentrate on the meanings they are creating.
The teacher previews the jointly constructed text and revises it to clarify the major points.

Students are directed to write individually on the same topic.

Students are encouraged to present their own views. The teacher is available for help or consultation.

Assessment 


Students are assigned to finish the first draft for homework. They are informed to bring the first draft to the next class for revising. The teacher collects the homework and assigns another peer in the classroom to do the checking. After students have look at their mistakes the teacher asks students to write another draft in the classroom. When the writings had finished the teacher collected them and marked them. A final draft was done in class as a quiz after students had received and checked their mistakes.
  
CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Aspects of the process genre approach

4.1.1 Students own ideas

Students own ideas play an important role throughout the procedure. Students’ ideas allow them to capture their imaginations and spark their motivation before the writing assignments are given which shows us teachers our students are interested allowing them to have a more genuine purpose. According to the observation carried out during the procedure, students own ideas also play an important role because students find it easier to remember and write down their own ideas when writing assignments are given as a quiz. As one of the interview questions ‘Do you like saying your own ideas about a topic?’ (see appendix 1; question 3) it can be seen from the outcomes that all of the students prefer giving their own ideas throughout the writing procedure (see table 2). Most of the students in the interview also added that they like the discussion sessions of the procedure as it gives them a chance to share their ideas with friends and their teacher. According to the students responses; sharing ideas with peers enables them to learn different people’s (students’) opinions, helps remember what to write, it is interesting to know what other students feel about the topic, improves their writing, and encourages them to join in. The first question ‘did you use your own ideas during the stages of the approach?’ of the questionnaire also shows that most of the students prefer sharing their ideas during the stages of the process genre approach. All 20 students answered the questionnaire the same (see table 1 ‘outcomes of the questionnaire and appendix 2, question 1). This illustrates that writing tasks should involve sharing ideas with peers and the teacher. During the observation carried out by the researcher, students like to find out what the teachers view or opinion is about a certain topic. For some reason, students see the teacher as someone who knows best and uses the teachers’ ideas, which students are more likely to remember better, when the time comes to write their assignments.

Table 1: Students’ opinions on the Process Genre Approach
	QUESTIONS
	                AGREED
	                DISAGREED

	1- Did you use your own ideas during the stages of the approach?         
	20
	

	2- Did you work in groups during the stages of the approach?                
	20
	

	3- Did the teacher guide you throughout the process?        
	20
	

	4- Did you use listening during the stages of the approach?                    
	20
	

	5- Did you use speaking during the stages of the approach?                    
	20
	

	6- Did you use reading during 
the stages of the approach?                      
	20
	

	7- Did you use writing during the stages of the approach?                       
	20
	

	8- Did you write more than one draft for every topic given?                    
	20
	

	9- Did you learn anything about the language after the approach was acquired?
	20
	

	10- Did you have a purpose when you wrote each topic?                         
	20
	

	11- Did you think about the audience when you wrote?                           
	19
	1

	12- Were the genres (texts) used during the stages similar to what you wrote?    
	20
	

	13- Did you learn linking words during the process of the approach?      
	20
	

	14- Did you learn enough grammar during the stages of the approach to be able to write?
	20
	

	15- Did you learn enough vocabulary during the stages of the approach to be able to write?                                                                                                          
	20
	

	16- Did you understand the genres given during the stages of the approach?
	20
	

	17- Did you learn how to write the paragraphs for each type of writing assignment given?                                          
	20
	

	18- Do you think this approach improved your achievement?                   
	20
	

	19- Do you think this approach improved your writing skills?                  
	20
	

	20- Did this approach improve your overall English?                                
	20
	

	21- Do you think you are a better writer now?                                          
	20
	

	22- Did your friend assess one of your drafts for each assignment?          
	20
	

	23- Did your teacher assess one of your drafts for each assignment?        
	20
	

	24- Did you amend your mistakes in each draft for each assignment?      
	19
	1

	25- Did you see your progress from your first drafts to your final drafts?
	20
	

	26- Did your teacher allow you enough time to write in the classroom?    
	20
	


Due to the fact that none of the subjects’ responses were ‘sometimes’ the above table is divided into two (see appendix 2 ‘questionnaire’). Respondents who responded ‘always’ and ‘often’ are below the agreed section of the above table whereas those who responded ‘rarely’ and ‘never’ are detected below the disagreed section. 

4.1.2 Collaboration 

Team work is always good in terms of writing. The collaborative work, the discussions are so important in generating and organising ideas. Once students have written their first drafts, model texts can be introduced as texts for comparison.  The results of the observation clearly reveal that teacher intervention through model texts could thus aid the learning process. The collaborative aspect of process writing (observed throughout the procedure), suited the learning styles of most of the subjects, is maintained as is the learner-centered approach, particularly if the situation is chosen wisely.  The outcomes of the interview which was carried out to the 20 experimental group participants, ’Do you prefer working in groups/pairs or individually?’ question 4 (see table 2) indicates that 17 of the participants prefer working in groups, 2 prefer working in pairs and 1 prefers working individually therefore, we can say that the process genre approach enables collaboration. The 17 students who prefer working in groups added in the interview that they like to share many ideas, which improves their overall English, they find out knowledge from other peers and the teacher is able to join in with the class as a student where s/he can contradict and enhance the student’s motivation. Question 2 stated in the questionnaire (see appendix 2) also puts forth that, all of the students worked in groups.  As observed throughout the procedure working in groups raises student’s awareness. Students do not take the lesson as a learning environment; on the contrary they see the classroom as a place where people can talk about a certain topic freely without errors being corrected all the time. Therefore, it is less likely to see students sitting doing nothing because they are sharing ideas with peers and the teacher. The teacher here can take two roles. One can be going around guiding and monitoring the groups, the other can simply be by acting as a student and collaborating with the students.

4.1.3 The four main skills

The process genre approach involves all skills (listening, reading, speaking, and writing). At the very beginning of the procedure (see methodology section) students have to talk in order to give their own ideas. Students also have to talk in groups during the procedure; as a result, it is apparent that the procedure used involves the speaking skill. Reading is another skill which undoubtedly can not be ignored. Students are obliged to read a genre therefore reading inevitably takes place. In terms of the listening skill, students are listening to their peers and their teacher constantly. Some genres have listening exercises which enables a choice to choose when necessary.  The data obtained in the questionnaire ‘Did you use listening-Did you use speaking-Did you use reading-Did you use writing during the stages of the approach?’ (see appendix 2 questions 4-7 and table 1) reveals that all subjects had used all four skills during the approach therefore it could be said that the process genre approach involves the four main skills in English language teaching. The outcomes of the observation indicates that by using all the language skills it is possible to maximize a broader spectrum of learning so learner’s learning capacity and student satisfaction is hopefully increased as catering all the skills means catering for every participant in the classroom. For example, some students are visual learners, some are audio and some are kinesthetic and so on.
4.1.4 The linguistic features of a genre
Students can easily understand the linguistic features of each genre and emphasize the discourse value of the structures they are using when the genre is given. By the help and guidance of the teacher, students are able to understand the lexis easily. Near East University Preparatory School students have a vocabulary quiz every week therefore each vocabulary seen in the genres are used over and over again in other genres to help students understanding and for their learning to take place. The questions 13-17 asked in the questionnaire; related to the linguistic features resulted, 20 out of 20 participants agree (see appendix 2, table 1). This clearly shows that students learnt enough (in accordance with their level) of the linguistic features during the procedure of the ‘process genre approach’ to be able to write on their own. Students wrote each topic paragraph by paragraph learning writing strategies one by one. The results of question 5 ‘Do you prefer writing the composition paragraph by paragraph and then the composition or directly the composition? (see appendix 1; table 2) indicated in the interview stated that all students agreed that they had written paragraph by paragraph. The purpose of this is enabling students to separate the paragraphs and encouraging them to write more (which promotes imagination and free-writing) about the topic. Once students had learnt how to write the paragraphs the same strategy with different linkers and headings can be used for the second paragraph. Students also reported in the interview, responding in regard to the question, ‘Do you prefer writing the composition paragraph by paragraph and then the composition or directly the composition?’ (see appendix 1; question 5 and table 2) that writing paragraph by paragraph enables them to write more information, prevents them from forgetting, is easier, raises systematic learning, it enables them to learn the layout, it enables them to present their work to the audience clearly so the audience can understand and it prevents confusion for both the reader and writer as each paragraph is about a different aspect.

4.2 Teacher’s role

In the classroom the teacher plays an important role.  The observation carried out by the researcher indicates that teachers, who adopt the role of assistant and act as a guide working closely with students, encourage them by offering helpful feedback and suggestions when necessary. The outcomes of the questionnaire; question 3 ‘Did the teacher guide you throughout the process?’ (see appendix 2 and table 1) clearly states that the teacher guided the students during the procedure (see methodology section) of the process genre approach. The observation reveals that it is crucial for teachers to offer positive and constructive advice on what students have written throughout the writing assignments. In addition, teachers who train their students about the writing strategies; showing students step by step the layout of the writing, allowing them to write paragraph by paragraph before handing in the first draft, enable students to be aware of the differences of each paragraph. In other words, students are less likely to mix the paragraphs up. The outcomes of the interview question 5 ‘Do you prefer writing the composition paragraph by paragraph and then the composition or directly the composition?’ also indicate that subjects prefer writing paragraph by paragraph (see table 1 and appendix 2). According to the observation, the integration of all language skills into the classroom by the teacher improves students overall English. Furthermore, using the four skills promotes the expansion of the students’ overall language competence. Therefore it can be said that teachers who integrate the four skills are more likely to improve their students overall English. The outcomes of the questionnaire questions 4-7 ‘Did you use listening, speaking, reading and writing during the stages of the approach?’ indicate that all participants were engaged in all four skills. Being well prepared is another situation the teacher has to take into consideration. According to the observation carried out during the procedure of the process genre approach, a well prepared teacher motivates his/her students therefore; there are fewer students who get bored. The interview question 6 ‘Is the approach enjoyable or boring?’ (see appendix 1, table 2) reveals that, 3 students got bored but we have to keep in mind that this was not because the procedure bored them it is because writing is a boring process (writing over and over again). One of these students added that the writing stages are boring but they know that they are learning something and that it is a useful approach. Also adding, ‘no pain, no game’! 6 of the students said that it is both ‘boring and enjoyable’ the reasons the majority suggested was on the one hand when they are in a good mood they enjoy the writing stages, on the other hand when in a bad mood they get bored. One student in this group said that when s/he understands the topic/genre s/he enjoys the approach. Another student in this group said it depends on the topic and ‘writing everyday although it is for our benefit is boring’.  The majority of the participants (11 of the 20) considered the procedure and the writing stages enjoyable. These students responded that they felt they were learning and knew it was better for them so they enjoyed the approach.

Table 2: Outcomes of the Interview
	STUDENT
	Q 1
	Q 2
	Q 3
	Q 4
	Q 5
	Q 6
	Q 7
	Q 8
	Q 9
	Q 10

	1
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Pairs
	Paragraphs
	Boring, but useful
	Approach
	Teacher/friend
	Yes
	Yes

	2
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	Yes
	Yes

	3
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Teacher/friend
	yes
	Yes

	4
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Teacher/friend
	yes
	Yes

	5
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	6
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Teacher/friend
	yes
	Yes

	7
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Boring
	Approach
	Teacher
	yes
	Yes

	8
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Both
	Teacher give topic
	Teacher/friend
	yes
	Yes

	9
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	10
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Both
	Approach
	Teacher
	yes
	Yes

	11
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraph
	Both 
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	12
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Both
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	13
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	14
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Pairs
	paragraphs
	Both
	Approach
	Teacher/friend
	yes
	Yes

	15
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Boring
	Teacher give topic
	Teacher
	yes
	Yes

	16
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraph
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	17
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Both
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes

	18
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Teacher
	yes
	Yes

	19
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	individually
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Topic by teacher
	Teacher
	yes
	Yes

	20
	yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Groups
	paragraphs
	Enjoyable
	Approach
	Friend/teacher
	yes
	Yes


4.3 Students progress after acquiring the process genre approach
Before the process genre approach was acquired to the experimental group, students were familiar with the process approach. Although they had acquired this approach their test 1 results compared to test 2 were very low. It can be seen clearly that the process genre approach promoted the expansion of students’ grades (experimental group) in a month’s duration (see table 3 and table 5). Compared to the other five classes, in test 1 students (participants of the approach) before acquiring the approach came fifth out of six on the  descriptive (statistics) chart (see appendix 3) after acquiring the approach and entering test 2, a dramatic increase can be seen as students from fifth fall into first place. Questions 18-21 ‘Do you think this approach improved your achievement?; Do you think this approach improved your writing skills?; did this approach improve your overall English?; Do you think you are a better writer now?’ (see appendix 2) indicated in the questionnaire carried out reveals that most students believe their overall English has improved, their achievement has improved (seen in table 3 and table 5), their writing skills have improved (also seen in table 4 where students draft assessments are available), and all subjects believe they are better writers after the approach was acquired. It could be said that the approach raised student’s self-confidence. The data obtained in the observation indicates that students now (after acquiring the approach) feel optimistic which means when a writing assignment is assigned in the future they will feel motivated to write.

Table 3: Results of test 1 and test 2 of the control groups and the experimental

group

	STUDENT NUMBER
	C/G 1 T/1 RES
	C/G 2 T/1 RES
	C/G 3 T/1 RES
	C/G 4 T/1 RES
	C/G 5 T/1 RES
	E/G T/1 RES
	W/T G/1
	W/T G/2
	W/T G/3
	W/T G/4
	W/T G/5
	W/T E/G
	C/G 1 T/2 RES
	C/G 2 T/2 RES
	C/G 3 T/3 RES
	C/G 4 T/2 RES
	C/G 5 T/2 RES
	E/G T/2 RES

	1
	4.5
	5.5
	5.5
	5.5
	5.5
	2
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	4.5
	7.5
	4
	7.5
	2
	4

	2
	3.5
	5
	5.5
	3
	3
	6
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	4.5
	4
	6
	6
	0
	6

	3
	5.5
	4
	3.5
	2
	2
	5
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	0
	4
	5
	1.5
	7
	6

	4
	3.5
	3
	6
	4
	4
	2
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	0
	5.5
	4
	7
	6
	7

	5
	5.5
	1.5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	5.5
	5
	6
	4.5
	4
	5

	6
	5.5
	3
	6
	5
	5
	5.5
	L
	L
	L
	S
	L
	L
	6.5
	3
	5
	7
	6
	6

	7
	6
	3.5
	5.5
	5
	5
	1.5
	L
	L
	L
	S
	L
	L
	0
	4
	6
	3.5
	5
	7

	8
	3.5
	3.5
	6
	5.5
	5.5
	1.5
	L
	L
	L
	S
	L
	S
	5.5
	5
	3
	6
	0
	6.5

	9
	5
	4.5
	5.5
	5
	5
	1
	S
	S
	L
	S
	L
	S
	5
	6.5
	6
	6.5
	8
	4

	10
	1
	3
	6.5
	3
	3
	5
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	6
	7
	7
	6.5
	5
	6

	11
	3.5
	4.5
	6
	4
	4
	5
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	5
	5.5
	5
	6.5
	4
	7.5

	12
	4.5
	1.5
	5.5
	5
	5
	2.5
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	5.5
	1.5
	5
	4.5
	8
	7

	13
	4.5
	5
	4.5
	4
	4
	3
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	4
	4
	7
	5.5
	5
	5

	14
	5.5
	5.5
	1
	5
	5
	4
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	0
	5
	4
	6.5
	7
	6.5

	15
	4
	4
	5.5
	5.5
	5.5
	2
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	5
	3
	7
	6.5
	7
	7

	16
	0.5
	2
	4.5
	6
	6
	2
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	3.5
	5
	5
	6
	7
	4

	17
	4
	3
	6
	2.5
	2.5
	2
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	0
	5
	6
	6
	8
	6.5

	18
	2.5
	3
	6.5
	3.5
	3.5
	4
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	5
	4
	7
	7
	0
	7.5

	19
	5
	3.5
	5.5
	5.5
	5.5
	3
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	7.5
	1.5
	7
	0
	6
	7

	20
	5.5
	3
	6
	4.5
	4.5
	2
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	0
	6
	6
	0
	6
	4

	21
	4.5
	4
	6
	1.5
	1.5
	
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	
	3.5
	5.5
	5
	0
	0
	

	22
	0
	4
	2.5
	0
	0
	
	D/D
	S
	S
	D/D
	S
	
	4
	4.5
	5
	0
	
	

	23
	0
	2
	3.5
	0
	0
	
	D/D
	S
	S
	D/D
	
	
	3.5
	0
	7
	0
	
	

	24
	0
	1
	0
	
	
	
	D/D
	S
	D/D
	
	
	
	1
	0
	3
	
	
	

	25
	0
	O
	
	
	
	
	D/D
	D/D
	
	
	
	
	5
	0
	
	
	
	

	26
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	D/O
	
	
	
	
	
	3.5
	
	
	
	
	


C/G 1 T/1 RES-C/G 1T/2 RES; CONTROL GROUP 1 (PS; 26) TEST 1 RESULTS- CONTROL GROUP 1 TEST 2 RESULTS

C/G 2 T/1 RES- C/G 2 T/2 RES; CONTROL GROUP 2 (PS; 9) TEST 1 RESULTS- CONTROL GROUP 2 TEST 2 RESULTS

C/G 3 T/1 RES- C/G 3 T/2 RES; CONTROL GROUP 3 (PS; 7) TEST 1 RESULTS- CONTROL GROUP 3 TEST 2 RESULTS

C/G 4 T/1 RES- C/G 4 T/2 RES; CONTROL GROUP 4 (PS; 8) TEST 1 RESULTS- CONTROL GROUP 4 TEST 2 RESULTS

C/G 5 T/1 RES- C/G 5 T/2 RES; CONTROL GROUP 5 (PS; 16) TEST 1 RESULTS- CONTROL GROUP 5 TEST 2 RESULTS

E/G T/1 RES- E/G T/2 RES; Experimental Group (PS; 14) TEST 1 RESULTS- EXPERIMENTAL GROUP TEST 2 RESULTS

W/T G/1; WRITING TYPE GROUP 1

W/T G/2; WRITING TYPE GROUP 2

W/T G/3; WRITING TYPE GROUP 3

W/T G/4; WRITING TYPE GROUP 4

W/T G/5; WRITING TYPE GROUP 5

W/T E/G; WRITING TYPE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

L; LETTER

S; STORY

D/D; DID NOT DO

There were two topics in test 1; writing a letter and writing a story, as can be seen in the table (type of writing). In test 2 students were obliged to write ‘for and against’ something.

Test 1 results were out of 6.5 whereas test 2 was out of 8. 

Table 4: Outcomes of the drafts

	STUDENT 
	FILM 1
	FILM

2
	COMP

1
	COMP 2
	COMP 3
	F & A 1
	F & A 2
	F & A 3

	1
	15
	19
	11
	16
	19
	13
	15
	20

	2
	12
	20
	13
	15
	19
	10
	12
	18

	3
	15
	20
	14
	17
	20
	13
	19
	20

	4
	12
	15
	10
	14
	15
	15
	17
	18

	5
	15
	18
	11
	12
	18
	15
	18
	19

	6
	16
	19
	12
	19
	20
	16
	19
	20

	7
	12
	17
	5
	11
	19
	13
	15
	18

	8
	15
	18
	11
	14
	18
	12
	16
	20

	9
	13
	17
	13
	15
	16
	IR
	IR
	15

	10
	16
	20
	18
	19
	20
	14
	15
	20

	11
	18
	19
	15
	18
	19
	14
	17
	20

	12
	16
	19
	16
	17
	20
	17
	18
	19

	13
	15
	18
	16
	18
	19
	16
	19
	20

	14
	10
	15
	14
	18
	19
	15
	17
	18

	15
	18
	19
	17
	19
	20
	16
	16
	18

	16
	IR
	IR
	16
	18
	20
	17
	19
	20

	17
	16
	18
	13
	18
	19
	12
	15
	19

	18
	15
	18
	17
	17
	19
	15
	17
	18

	19
	12
	16
	IR
	IR
	IR
	15
	18
	20

	20
	10
	17
	13
	14
	14
	13
	16
	17


IR= IRRELAVANT-THEY EITHER WROTE LITTLE OR DIDN’T HAND IN PAPER
Film 1; are the results of the students first drafts which they obtained when they wrote about the film (see procedure).

Film 2; are the results of the students second drafts which they obtained when they wrote about the film (see procedure)

Comp 1; are the results of the students first drafts which they obtained when they wrote about comparing two cities or countries (see procedure).

Comp 2; are the results of the students second drafts which they obtained when they wrote about comparing two cities or countries (see procedure).

Comp 3; are the results of the students third drafts which they obtained when they wrote about comparing two cities or countries (see procedure)

F&A 1; are the results of the students first drafts which they obtained when they wrote about for and against something (see procedure)

F&A 2; are the results of the students second drafts which they obtained when they wrote about for and against something (see procedure).

F&A 3; are the results of the students third drafts which they obtained when they wrote about for and against something (see procedure). 

4.4 Views of participants

The data obtained in the interview and questionnaire which was conducted reveals that most of the participants prefer the approach as they were able to see their progress.  The data also obtained in the observation indicates that students who see they are learning are more motivated to do the assignments. When students were asked whether this approach had taught them something (see appendix 1 and table 2; question 10) all students responded that they believed the approach taught them something. In addition, students added that they prefer the approach as they saw their improvements both throughout the drafts (see table 4 and table 1; question 9) when they were asked whether their writing improved when they had written more than one draft and from their test 2 results (see tables 3 and 5). The observation carried out reveals that students who can spot they have learnt are always ready for tests and so on. The results obtained in the questionnaire; question 25 ‘Did you see your progress from your first drafts to your final drafts?’ (see appendix 2, table 1) revealed that all participants agreed that they saw their progress from their first drafts to their last drafts. This is a verification that shows students are motivated to write more after seeing their progress. Questions 18-21 ‘Do you think this approach improved your achievement?, Do you think this approach improve your writing skills?, did this approach improve your overall English?, Do you think you are a better writer now?’ (see appendix 2 and table 1) indicated in the questionnaire also show that participants prefer the process genre approach seeing that it improved their achievement; seen in test 2 and from the drafts; their writing skills; their overall English and since they believe they are better writers now.
4.5 The effect of the approach on students’ overall English
The observation carried out by the researcher reveals that students improved in all four skills and are motivated to learn the language once they had been demonstrated what to do before a writing assignment was assigned, for this reason it could be said that students who participated in the process genre approach improved their overall English since they are able to write, speak, read and listen better once been taught the purpose and strategies of these skills. The data obtained in the questionnaire and interview completed reported that most of the students agreed that the approach improved their overall English. The questionnaire; illustrated in question 20; ‘Did this approach improve your overall English?’ (see table 1 and appendix 2) indicates that students believe that their overall English improved after acquiring the process genre approach. One reason why students responded this way may be due to the fact that they saw their improvement in test 2. Another reason can be that they felt that they had enough time to learn and acquire the main skills (see table 1, question 26; ‘Did your teacher allow you enough time to write in the classroom?’). Time is a factor which for most teachers is taken out of consideration because of syllabus and time table requirements thus leading to lack of absorption of the skills in order to improve one’s overall English. The interview on the other hand (see table 2; question 10 ‘Do you think this approach taught you something?’ and appendix 1) demonstrates that all of the students believe they have learnt something from the approach. It could be presumed that the basis of this is caused by the results achieved in test 2 (see tables 3 and 5). In order to be able to be good writers’ students have to also be good listeners, good readers, and speakers; once acquired the approach, basically because all of the skills are implicated in the approach.

4.6 The effect on students’ writing skills
As can be comprehended from the results of test 1 and test 2 (which were both assessed by a teacher and then the class teacher), students’ (see tables 3 and 5) writing skills improved once they had carried out the process genre approach. Students themselves were able to see their progress throughout the procedure from the drafts they had written (see table 4).  The outcomes of the questionnaire; question 25 ‘Did you see your progress from your first drafts to your final drafts’ shows that all participants saw their progress from their first drafts to their final drafts (see table 1). Compared to the other five (high) pre-intermediate classes (the control groups), the experimental group managed to obtain higher grades in the

writing section of the school examination as a result it could be said that the approach improved students writing skills. Firstly, before the approach was acquired according to the descriptive (statistics) chart (see appendix 3b) students’ grades were the mean score of 3.1000. After acquiring the approach students’ grades became the mean score of 5.9750. Secondly, the approach according to the descriptive (statistics) of the other high groups, the outcomes of the experimental group were in fifth position in test 1 and dramatically increased to first place in test 2 (see appendix 3b). This dramatic increase indicates that the approach had a huge effect on the students writing marks achieved in test 2 (see tables 3 and 5 and appendix 3b).  The outcomes of the questionnaire; question 19 ‘Do you think this approach improve your writing skills?’ (see table 1 and appendix 2) and the interview; question one ‘Does this approach help you improve your writing skills?’ (see table 2 and appendix 1) indicate that all participants believe their writing skills have improved. This belief may be because of the results obtained in the test (test 2; see tables 3 and 5) and when students saw their improvement illustrated in the drafts (see table 4)
Table 5: Results of test 1 and test 2 of the experimental group assessed out of 20

Experimental Group

	STUDENT
	TEST 1 RESULTS
	TEST 2 RESULTS

	1
	12
	16

	2
	12
	17

	3
	9
	18

	4
	8
	19

	5
	13
	19

	6
	14
	19

	7
	12
	19

	8
	13
	16

	9
	13
	19

	10
	11
	17

	11
	17
	17

	12
	12
	20

	13
	10
	14

	14
	12
	19

	15
	8
	16

	16
	0
	15

	17
	11
	18

	18
	15
	16

	19
	11
	19

	20
	16
	18


Results assessed out of 20

CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Conclusion

From the analyses of the findings we can understand that the process genre approach helps learners improve their writing skills. This approach also seems to promote subconscious learning. Through the use of students own ideas and collaboration used in the procedure suggested earlier, students participate in the writing process and learn the strategies needed to be able to write without hesitation. Subjects, who participated in the writing procedure, were able to remember the discussion sections, the debates, and their teacher’s and peers’ ideas when the time came to write, this is a verification which supports subconscious learning (students are unaware that they have learnt). The outcomes of both the questionnaire and interview (see tables 1 and 2) clearly puts forth that students enjoy using and sharing their own ideas with their peers and teacher. For this reason it could be said that the use of students own ideas and collaboration, which is suggested to promote students subconscious learning, effects students writing skills and is a path to improving students writing skills. The use of the four main skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing) influence the students overall English. The results of test 1 and 2 (see table 3 and 5) of the experimental group clearly indicate that students writing skills have increased dramatically. One reason for this is the use of the main skills. Throughout the procedure students use the main skills therefore; they do not only improve their writing skills but also listening, reading and speaking. Questions 4-7 indicated in the questionnaire (see appendix 2) are related to the use of listening, speaking, reading, and writing during the stages of the approach. The participants’ responses (see table 1) reveal that all four skills are used in the language learning classroom when the approach is in use. In order to help students write, the linguistic features needed to be able to write, were presented in the genres given in the procedure. Questions 9-16 in the questionnaire (see appendix 2) are related to the linguistic features needed to be able to write. All subjects responded (see table 1) that they learnt enough of the linguistic features to be able to write.  The use of similar genres help students remember the linguistic features needed to write an assignment for the given topics. Students are able to practice the linguistic features by the help of the genres yet again they do not have time to forget. In other words, students learn the linguistic features needed by the help of repetition presented in the genres. Another aspect that effected student improvement seen in test 1 and test 2 (see tables 3 and 5) is the role of the teacher. The teacher who helps students by monitoring and guiding them during the procedure promotes the expansion of students writing results. Participating in the procedure and acting as part of the activities is seen to motivate students. The interview (see appendix 1 and table 2) carried out resulted that the majority of students added in response to question 3, (Do you like saying your own ideas about a topic?) that they liked saying their own ideas because the teacher was also part of the debate and discussion section which enabled them to remember the teachers’ views and ideas. Teaching students the strategies needed to be able to write is the task of the teacher. As already suggested in question 5 (Do you prefer writing the composition paragraph by paragraph and then the composition or directly the composition?) indicated in the interview (see table 2 and appendix 1), students who learnt the writing strategies prefer writing paragraph by paragraph as they find it easier to write because they are able to separate the paragraphs with a different heading for each. Before acquiring the approach the subjects were familiar with the process approach however, in test 1 (from the results obtained) they were in fifth position (see appendix 3) out of six of the higher pre-intermediate groups according to the descriptive chart. Once had acquired and participated in the process genre approach a major increase can be seen, from fifth position the subjects in question fall to first, therefore it could be said that the approach boosted students exam results. The analyses of the drafts (see table 4) which subjects had written throughout the procedure of the approach revealed that the approach promoted progress. The first drafts of the participants are assessed with lower grades to the last drafts due to this fact it could be said that the approach improved students writing skills after being acquired. The results of the interview (see table 2) question 1 (Does this approach help you improve your writing skills?) and question 9 (Does your writing improve when you write more than one draft?) revealed that all subjects believe the approach improves their writing skills and this is due to the fact of writing more than one draft.  The data obtained from the interview (see table 2) question 2, (would you rather do this approach in the classroom?) reveals that all subjects prefer doing the approach in the classroom, the reason for this appears to be that subjects believe they have been taught something (interview question 10- do you think this approach taught you something?). The results of the questionnaire (see table 1) also show that subjects stated that the approach improved their achievement (see appendix 2; question 18), their writing skills (see appendix 2; question 19) and their overall English (see appendix 2; question 20). This indicates that the process genre approach endorses students achievement, writing and overall English.

5.2 Recommendation

In order to be able to use the ‘process genre approach successfully’ teachers should guide, monitor, and act as part of the procedure. During the debate and discussion sections (see procedure) teachers should adopt the role of a student in order to show they are participating. The observation carried out reveals that students are more motivated when they see their teachers are helping and showing interest. 100% of the participants who completed the interview (see table 2; appendix 1; question 3) reported that they like to share their ideas also adding that they seem to remember their teachers’ ideas when the time comes. Teachers should always give students time to write more than one draft as writing more than one draft promotes better writing results. The outcomes of students first to their last writing results (see table 4) show a dramatic increase therefore, students should write more than one draft for each topic to be able to write better in the future. Students who see their expansion of their grades throughout the drafts are more likely to be motivated. Teachers should also let students randomly assess each others papers. The interview conducted by the researcher (see table 2 and appendix 1; question 8) indicates that most of the students prefer their papers (drafts) to be assessed by a peer and their teacher. Seeing that students write more than one draft about a topic, the assessment of each draft could be marked by the teacher and another peer. The observation revealed that some students are too lazy to mark peers papers. The researcher realized that the best method to prevent this is to give students a reward for the mistakes they find in their peers papers. For example; students who find 5 mistakes get a plus (+) which will affect their participation grades. This method also motivated the students. In order to be able to acquire the approach in the language classroom teachers should be aware of their students’ interests in order to be able to give exercises and equivalent genres that will interest them. The researcher reported that students of mixed abilities and interests could be given an activity during the procedure that would motivate them. For example all students like games. For the topic of ‘for and against’ (see procedure) something students were divided into two groups; one of the groups represented ‘for’ the internet and the other group represented ‘against’ the internet (see procedure). The observation carried out revealed that most of the participants remembered the game where they debated with the other group and were able to write (as they had remembered the game) in the test. To be able to use this approach in the language classrooms, teachers should be trained. Acquiring the approach needs a lot of preplanning therefore, teachers should be trained to know exactly how the approach works in order to create an activity that would suit both their students and syllabus requirements. All topics and situations are suitable for the approach (see procedure). Teachers should also know or learn the writing strategies and linguistic features needed to write in order to be able to teach their students, as this has a huge effect on students writing achievements. The majority of students who had learnt the writing strategies prefer to write the composition paragraph by paragraph as they believe these divisions of paragraphs are easier to remember and separate (see appendix 1; question 5 and table 2). According to the observation conducted by the researcher, students who had written paragraph by paragraph were also able to write and use their time more efficiently to what was required in both the classroom and examination. In other words, those students who were able to write a composition with one paragraph before acquiring the process genre approach were able to write several paragraphs after acquiring the process genre approach which means students were able to increase content and gain the ability to separate what they had written into viable paragraphs hence, the quality and structure of writing was vastly improved.
Schools are easily able to adopt the process genre approach. Time is no longer a problem. The researcher had approximately a months range to complete 4 topics therefore, all teachers are able to complete their syllabuses and add the approach in their writing classes. As already suggested the process genre approach involves all of the English language skills (listening, reading, writing, and speaking). For this reason it could be said that the approach can be used any time in language classrooms as an activity (see procedure).  This approach can be modified according to the level and age of the students as a result all schools, language departments and language centres can benefit from this approach. 

APPENDICES
 Appendix A

 Interview Questions

1- Does this approach help you improve your writing skills?

2- Would you rather do this approach in the classroom?

3- Do you like saying your own ideas about a topic?

4- Do you prefer working in groups/pairs or individually?

5- Do you prefer writing the composition paragraph by paragraph and then the composition or directly the composition?

6- Is the approach enjoyable or boring?

7- Would you rather do the approach or the teacher to give you a topic and you write?

8- Which marking is the best teacher/friend/you?

9- Does your writing improve when you write more than one draft?

10- Do you think this approach taught you something?

Appendix B 
Questionnaire
Age:

School:

Level of English:

Please answer the following questions by ticking the best for you;
1- Did you use your own ideas during the stages of the approach?         
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

2- Did you work in groups during the stages of the approach?     

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

3- Did the teacher guide you throughout the process?                            

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

4- Did you use listening during the stages of the approach?                    
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
5- Did you use speaking during the stages of the approach?                    
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
6- Did you use reading during the stages of the approach?                      
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
7- Did you use writing during the stages of the approach?                       
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
8- Did you write more than one draft for every topic given?                    
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
9- Did you learn anything about the language after the approach was acquired?

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

10- Did you have a purpose when you wrote each topic?                         
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
11- Did you think about the audience when you wrote?                          

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )
12- Were the genres (texts) used during the stages similar to what you wrote?    

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )           
13- Did you learn linking words during the process of the approach?      
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

14- Did you learn enough grammar during the stages of the approach to be able to write?

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

15- Did you learn enough vocabulary during the stages of the approach to be able to write?                                                                                                          Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

16- Did you understand the genres given during the stages of the approach? 
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

17- Did you learn how to write the paragraphs for each type of writing assignment given?                                          
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

18- Do you think this approach improved your achievement?                   
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

19- Do you think this approach improved your writing skills?                 

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

20- Did this approach improve your overall English?                               

Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

21- Do you think you are a better writer now?                                          
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

22- Did your friend assess one of your drafts for each assignment?          
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

23- Did your teacher assess one of your drafts for each assignment?        
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

24- Did you amend your mistakes in each draft for each assignment?      
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

25- Did you see your progress from your first drafts to your final drafts? 
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

26- Did your teacher allow you enough time to write in the classroom?
Always ( )              often ( )               sometimes ( )               rarely ( )              never ( )

Appendix C

Statistics and Descriptive Data
 A STATISTICS OF DRAFTS

                                                                              Writing topics
	 
	Film1
	Film2
	Comp1
	Comp2
	Comp3
	FA1
	FA2
	FA3

	N
	Valid
	19
	19
	19
	19
	19
	19
	19
	20

	 
	Missing
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0

	Mean
	14.2632
	18.0000
	13.4211
	16.2632
	18.5789
	14.2632
	16.7368
	18.8500

	Std. Error of Mean
	.54527
	.35044
	.71047
	.55061
	.39968
	.42469
	.42469
	.30153

	Std. Deviation
	2.37679
	1.52753
	3.09688
	2.40005
	1.74215
	1.85119
	1.85119
	1.34849


B DESCRIPTIVES

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	 
	 

	Test1
	Ps7
	24
	4.9167
	1.68540
	.34403
	4.2050
	5.6283
	.00
	6.50

	 
	Ps8
	23
	3.8261
	1.72290
	.35925
	3.0810
	4.5711
	.00
	6.00

	 
	Ps9
	24
	3.4375
	1.24510
	.25415
	2.9117
	3.9633
	1.00
	5.50

	 
	Ps14
	20
	3.1000
	1.51831
	.33950
	2.3894
	3.8106
	1.00
	6.00

	 
	Ps16
	24
	2.8750
	1.95743
	.39956
	2.0485
	3.7015
	.00
	6.00

	 
	Ps26
	24
	3.3958
	2.12633
	.43404
	2.4980
	4.2937
	.00
	6.00

	 
	Total
	139
	3.6043
	1.83413
	.15557
	3.2967
	3.9119
	.00
	6.50

	Test2
	Ps7
	24
	5.4583
	1.25036
	.25523
	4.9304
	5.9863
	3.00
	7.00

	 
	Ps8
	23
	4.5435
	2.77125
	.57785
	3.3451
	5.7419
	.00
	7.50

	 
	Ps9
	24
	4.2500
	1.96159
	.40041
	3.4217
	5.0783
	.00
	7.50

	 
	Ps14
	20
	5.9750
	1.21909
	.27260
	5.4044
	6.5456
	4.00
	7.50

	 
	Ps16
	24
	4.7708
	2.86652
	.58513
	3.5604
	5.9813
	.00
	8.00

	 
	Ps26
	24
	3.3333
	2.22470
	.45411
	2.3939
	4.2727
	.00
	6.50

	 
	Total
	139
	4.6871
	2.28596
	.19389
	4.3037
	5.0704
	.00
	8.00
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