CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVI l\d
'Y

NV ?\ {Y
2.1 Introduction \% O<<
The purpose of the currenl(b’ was to\hﬁﬁi e @zrarching approaches
",

to second language (L2) wri ruction as ﬂ'bct@'m the Yemeni English as
Foreign Language (EFL) ry c!r culu an(@etermine how the secondary
EFL writing curriculL%w FL c'g

&)
writing skills. T‘@ter pl'es\ revie@f’the approaches to second language
&
acquisition (SI#4) and’'L2 wri pro . This chapter also provides background
‘Q\ . agﬁs

informatioagon the Yeme L’s@oc;éary writing curriculum and the problems
faced &rnf%en Q@)ther Arab countries. In addition, it presents the
prih& of curriculum eva@n and analysis used as guidelines for the analytical
\%es in this study.

N

4

Y

ntry. ?E)afgtudents for university-level EFL
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2.2 SECOND LANGUAGE (L2) INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES AND
RELATED SLA THEORIES

SLA instructional approaches are represented in three prominent S& ;les
(Aslam, 2003);
= Behaviourism/Structuralism Theory; which focuses on acqu leanguage as

acquiring any behaviour in life based on stimulus-re e relations or

eRrezen 1988). The
inst quroaches

structuralism theory might be reflected in L2
such as the Grammar Translation approach (G ves | % to
explain grammar rules and to learn vocabulary Y~

Y

ich inv
acti \bhat comtfibute to the

reinforcement-awards relations (Menezes, 2013;

= Cognitive Theory; explains the co n|t| ac

learners’ intellectual developme enthi

metacognitive activities condu “hhe |n esponse to the text being
read. cognitive theory is bas practici ffer ﬁt}nental activities in the
readers mind apart from gra rule.i%lusmn or communicative

activities such a |ng var'ous pes \05 formation; textual, linguistic,
er

prior knowledg and 1

P azhg Phil, 2012).

= Socio Cog and S

educatlo used “as qr{)as%)for developing pedagogy and designing
curr Jps ucti n Soc \ognltlve theory has the view of mixing social
a ition. The somal I Iated to what is going in the outside world while

cognition is related to what is going in the inside world. It represents a belief
that language learning is affected by the interaction between the learners’
0 cognition processes and the environment (Khatib & Shakouri, 2013; Atkinson,

2002).
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Socio-cultural theory is developed on Vygotsky’s notion (1978) of developing the

human cognitive and higher mental function (Aimin, 2013; Matsuoka & Evans,

<

2004). This theory emphasizes the interaction between the environmen&Q' t
school, classroom), cognitive knowledge (learners’ experiences),fandsculture
(meaning in the environment). Learning a language exists throu munication
between these elements (Taber, 2011). As such, the ind$anguage is
developed from social activities requiring both cognitiv, arw\municative skills
through the mediation of the language (Aimin 2013; tstok Evans, 2004).
Within the sociocultural framework, the learners ake seen as Mﬂmt\m of
their own learning environment (Mitchell & M 98). ' 'b
4 \,Y'
NN

Language learning in both socio-cogniti@y a Q;oc' ultur, ﬁory functions
relies on both communicative tool a%chol ical th&@elop the learners’

cognitive processes (Anton, 1@11,01 . Seclo cegm ive and socio cultural
are reflected in the commum&t instMp‘[‘)rgshe%s to L2 such as Content-
Based and Task-Base insWn. T+s, SEA th@s ould be centred not so much

(
on the process of ac new & aﬁéjgructures and then using them to
communicate, rather onl the learner’ rticipation collaboratively in social

N
activities SLe\tal ing to (}dssrn%eﬁ and teachers or having out-of-class
conversa min, 2013 \(-’
% A A
S !

N
Yemeni Ministry stEducation determined that the communicative-based
ulum is being utilised by the Yemeni EFL secondary curriculum (Al-Tamimi,

006; Mohammed, 2012). The composers of the Yemeni EFL 12" grade curriculum
clearly specify this (O’Neill, Snow, & Peacock, 1991, p.4). The objective of this

theoretical curriculum is to prepare pupils for tertiary education (UNESCO, 2011).
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According to the World Bank and the Republic of Yemen (2010), the principles of a
communicative-based curriculum were used to develop the EFL instructor’s guide

book, workbook, and course book in Yemen at the primary and secondarw of

education. .\. :' ,

As the curriculum was founded on the principles of th&c.)r'nmunicative
approach, the writing curriculum utilised by the EFL should fea pupil-focussed
instruction and the CLT approach to writing. | mk]wing sections,
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approacheswand rel te%*&b@e‘s will be
reviewed. However, other approaches to L2 instru and the r e(l tt@"g; of

SLA are also reviewed because these approac be_refle i the@iculum.

NN

4

2.2.1 Audio-Lingual Methoﬁ,) >\YT \/(\
‘% ) =

o 6
The theories of secoN g tion \.&ve evolved from grammar
translation to the a o-Iing;al metr

approach. Howeve{is ry Tﬁf&

learning Ianguaé%oug osufe to @ons, the ALM focuses on grammar
dda
0

patterns (Li@n, p 3hlta “& Rand, 2006). The ALM is based on

behavi wor*(b?%n ,@b), that language learning is the acquisition of
b4

a set I;%mac rate language hab@?ructuralism states that habit-formation is a crucial
N

of language learning, i.e. pupils are made to repeat the structure of a language
til they memorise it. Behaviourism theory postulates that people’s behaviour can
e conditioned in accordance with our objectives. When this theory is applied to the

acquisition of a new language then we recite the relevant information until the
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answer becomes automatic (Bellalem, 2014). Reinforcement-awards relations and
stimulus-response relations are the foundation of behaviour acquisition, including
language, according to the behaviour/structuralism theory (Demirezen, 1 m
based on behaviourism/structuralism theory, the focus is on the desckiptiop’ of the
language forms and structure, and language learning and acquisiti Ily happen
through repetition. ALM emphasises vocabulary acquisition through'oral practices

based on drilling grammatical sentences as learner re atsWrns to pronounce

al f@structure,

and language learning and acquisition usually happens throligh repetition. * \Y'
,S\ | O

ALM as a form-focused instructional approach prepares the students to know

~ \v v
about the language by focusing on accurNJ lingui ompe@:{~ S0 as to be

able to use it automatically by for new habits in arg@guage (Doggett,

them correctly. The focus is on the description of th

1986). According to Cook (2013%M is ba Tid s@‘habit formation and

practice with view of Ianguag%
ALM is the belief that t }Ve aI
should be kept apar n, 2000).
o
i

foundation of the l-oral, t'e stic ﬁ.ﬁtructural methods that have become

known as ALMQ raeni ; Ric)—t!\J%!'& Rodgers, 2001). The teacher is the
¢
:?

N
res. T@lain characteristic of the

&
rge Iang@ have separate systems and

O:Jmﬂah’s behaviouristic theory is the

w students how things are supposed to sound.

model of t %t langua
NN
All of% nsibili ‘Jeamiﬂms placed on the instructors and their pupils are
ofm&xpletely dependent @1’ them and this frequently forces them into the role
%Master (Lee & Patten, 2003). In addition, language learning is seen a matter of
eloping a set of habits through the drilling of grammar rules, and it is important to

avoid errors as they can become habit forming. The emphasis is on the oral skills

(Kuhlemeier, Melse, & Bergh, 1996; Cook, 2013; Larsen-Freeman & Anderson,
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2013). The teacher gives students feedback to reinforce correct habits. The most
important thing is to learn structural patterns, while the focus on vocabulary comes

second. Language is learned as habits, and students can overcome the habits,of'thei

native language and acquire new habits for the foreign Ianguas. T}a new

vocabulary and structure are learned through the imitation petition of

=

dialogues. If the students imitate correctly they are positively reigfor

ALM was criticised by many researchers (Ishle Z Caitagnaro, 2006).
According to Sidek (2010), higher level pupils are no age ianognitive
]

Yv
y profouncg ahd A@cture
c% iIIs{)Yeveryday

is ma\tho cuses@gae linguistic
features of the language that Iearnerswaeed outsl th@‘ssroom. Hence, it

was recognised that implicit granﬁﬁinstructl\lxgsu i 'e\m for many students.
N
Teachers declared a real nee% bacQ and sum&léching English grammar

explicitly (Ishler, 2010). \A

3
In summary, ALM _emphasisés bﬁl@oacquisition through oral practices

based on drilli@wa{ e'l sen nces.@s three primary traits: a) using oral

N
repetition toemgu tie str tyles,mg-tﬁe classroom is focused on the instructor,
he't

and c) th@wom uttlise argetitanguage (Anggraeni, 2007). Therefore, pupils
4
who &Structed i thig a%ﬁﬁlch struggled to apply what they recited in the

clﬁ&o to real life situat%hs outside of it and their pronunciation and sentence

tasks by ALM. ALM pupils st ruggle to acc

sentences and they found it difficult to ap

situations outside of the classroom. Mor

R

ure was flawed. A summary of the characteristics of this approach is presented

Qﬁ Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1: Characteristics of Audio-lingual (Source: Freeman, 2000).

N3

Aspect Details

Goal e Learning language by orally reciting phraseA%
e Forming new habits. Y.

Roles e Teacher centred. V

Teacher giving models.
The teacher controls the reinforces

correct responses.

Teaching and learning

Teacher: Teachin

S
ngoc~ ar>®%_h‘dalogﬂ¥~

processes e Learner V u\ ?Y.
o Ir@epeatp &
o /Reading, Mﬁed n.oral work
Interaction e Te -stuffent i ctio@
&
Language aspects e Lan

ge tn%’and%\t@bulary through dialogue.
%K;mar l

S

ns
L&,

Language skills

atte

S Ii@g, speaking, reading, writing.

: thee;&fnasis is on listening and speaking.

Evaluation

tests in which students distinguish between

g
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2.2.2 Grammar-Translation Method

The focus of the grammar-translation method (GTM) is on the Ianguag litekature
whereby reading passages are presented to the learners followed jons to
answer. Other activities include translating passages from one Ia& into the
other, explaining the grammar rules, and learning vocale/, Wang, 2009;
Nakatsugawa, 2009). The focus of GTM is on reading an iting with particular

attention paid to grammar and The

behaviourism/structuralism theory is reflected in L2 instructional approaches of the

N I Y, N

Grammar Translation Method (GTM), in which the focus is on the language structure

N 2V 7 v

and forms. The grammar translation method is a form-focused approach (Willis &

O T NS

Willis, 2007), as it focuses on grammar rules mstructlon i.e. the memorisation of

grammatical rules and vocabulary.

Grammar translation is a ;; d of le @age by examining the

language’s rules and sentence cture owled@ 1s then utilised to translate
texts or sentences |n get languag qm@ imal attention is given to the
content of the text |th the"dis the“ <rﬁ[f)leted translation exercise being on
grammatical an and ' d in ,@natlve language. Cunningham (2000)
among othe t t GT g?#ezti@(l-;/ teaches sentence, clause, and structure
achIS Ch Ibs..jve op \puplls linguistic competence and ability to
analy te at the word Ie\fel X

o

e In addition, class work activities are highly structured and all of the activities

Qwe typically controlled by the teacher (Freeman, 2000). A summary of the main

characteristics of this approach is given in Table 2-2.
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Table 2-2: Characteristics of Grammar Translation Methods (Source: Larsen-
Freeman, 2000)

e Learning grammar.

Aspect Details
Goal e Reading the literature. c

e Learning vocabulary (translation).

Roles e Teacher centred.

e Students controlled by the teachgr\,
Teaching and e Teacher ‘
learning processes o Explains the gra '

o Gives examples. ! \do S
sa

e Learner
o Memorise the mar sul

Interaction e Teacher-to-

Language aspects e Vocabular

Language skills e Pri

Evaluation . G{

Dlrect% elp?st de}st o@ meaning directly through the target language.
is

Ty ic ual aids are usg%jf help students understand the meaning (Larsen-

n & Anderson, 2013). Students speak in the target language and communicate
in a real situation. In this method, the focus is on writing and reading skills and
rammar is taught deductively. This conventional approach focuses on learning a

language naturally (Fitriyanti, 2011). Advocates of this method hold that this method
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does not require the use or translation of the pupils’ native language as meaning can
be expressed through actions and demonstrations (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). A
summary of the characteristics of this approach is presented in Table 2-3 \
Table 2-3: Characteristics of Direct Method (Source: Free 00).
Aspect Details

Goal e Communicate using the target Ian&rge
Roles e Teacher direct the class a% l

e Students and teachers are

(=]

process P
I | £
Teaching and e Teacher { l { .:7
learning processes o Introduces wor phrages through thé‘@se of
Y

pictures, pWe \
e Learner

Interaction . Both and \lr'ltlétQ\teractlon
L4
o Int ng students a tween students and

teac S iS ' the her directs.
Language aspects % bular’ em asils@wr grammar;
: ’)ral 0 tio

- (
Language skqu ppak \./

- v
Evaluation teste ough actual language use, such as in

i prv(le%@ and assigned written paragraphs.

N
DM % mam{rl Es: a)@emphasis in on the pupils mastering the correct
N

tion and oral comxmcﬁﬁcation, b) the pupils’ existing knowledge is used as

undation for reading and writing tasks, and c) vocabulary and grammar rules
e taught without the use of L1, new rules and challenging vocabulary are acquired

deductively through pictures and explanations (Mehjabin, 2007).
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Classrooms that utilise this method do not depend on the text of a workbook,

instead they rely on the instructor’s ability to teach, clarify, and demonstrate each

D

concept. Therefore, the instructor must devote themselves to giving instructi Yt:
target language. The instructor should provide useful learning aids that,can.assist in
learning the content of the workbook (Richard & Rodgers, 2001 an (2000)
stated that the direct method has four primary techniques:ﬂ*?i;71 aloud, b)
question and answer exchanges, c¢) the pupils’ self-correctin d) dictation. For
example, under the instructor’s direction, the pupil jwillstead a xl aloud and use
various oral tools to simplify the content. The instructor will h;n\sife{vﬁil’s
1.9
q stlon§~ at they

comprehension of the text by presenting them a series

4

must answer using whole sentences. The answers are

help the pupil identify and correct their @(Stak

the pupil so that they can correct anyxake they,

2000). McLaughlin (2013) a@t iﬂ a%yve
n

ed by theginstructor to
n the text is dictated to
e &Q future (Freeman,

ho@%\he learning of second

7]

X
language through hearing anﬁ& ing ratheg. than byi&uslating or learning rules of
N
grammar. %
(,) N

4 ¢ &
The inst@ approach andQl'I/%ories used for L2 have experienced
N
considerable%}qs ithin %}’ag ching to embrace the communicative
approach%recent cades. For y decades the Grammar-Translation Method
' 4
(GTS%the favoured ‘&e%&i’ of instruction in foreign languages (Abdullah,
C.)
ZQ{ ang, 2011; Richardsﬁ& Rodgers, 2001). GTM relies heavily on the teaching

A@mmar and practicing translation as the main teaching and learning activities

Q&ichards, Platt, & Platt, 1992).
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However, the limitations of this approach hindered the pupil’s abilities to
attain fluency in their second language and new teaching methods were developed,
including the Audio-Lingual Methods (ALM) (Griffiths & Helens, 2004 @r
communicative approaches (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). The oralw/' ristic,
and structural methods are known as the Audio-Lingual Metho ). ALM is
used primarily to develop oral fluency (Saville, 1973; Anggé,w;o?). It is a
teacher-centred method in which the teacher is the model o?ﬁrget language. In
addition, language learning is seen a matter of developi set of e'bits rough the

Mﬁr@hat
| &
language is a system of habits which can be t andlle rnt’ on thg%%timulus,

response and reinforcement basis” (Griffiths & ielens, \074«)\ Yy
While the Audio-Lingual mh was. dev &Qmpensate for the

deficiencies of the grammar-tra%tiamegr&pﬁ hs @elens, 2004), it is still
s

drilling of grammar rules. This is “justified according to behavio

7]

~
sed O r wh@ﬂimits the role of learner in
N

learning process as th tea&'m'frequ ntly let@l responsibility for instruction

and utilise rote memorisati (Le,{ 2?}@)
S
id

an educational approach that%

S,

Q

The %fﬁbuti of 1 y ud_gp\ﬁpils to the learning process was not
recognise%iuse op& i0- ual Theory’s dependence on the automatic
patte & beha\ﬁo (grifﬁ\t'E'& Helens, 2004; Richards & Rodgers, 1986;
L%eeman & Andersc$) 2013), particularly in writing where the shift of

asis on foreign language teaching to the acquisition of oral skills has resulted in

Qriting and reading being neglected or even ignored (Saville, 1973). It is commonly

accepted that none of the existing methods will fulfil the objectives and educational
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needs of every course and pupil, as such, recent years have seen the emergence of a

range of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) methodologies that include a

¥
NG

In conclusion, the negligible chance for pupils to engv significant

variety of teaching approaches (Brandl, 2008).

language use as part of this method limited their abilities creatively uSe and produce

uWod resulted in its
icati an!;u\a?Teaching
g Task-Based Langtage
| &
Teaching (TBLT), Content-Based Instruction , and,C lab ative‘z‘l}anguage
Learning (CLL). Q \ S\j
\(’) 19 <
2.2.4 Communicative Language Tea h&Q{ 0&&?3

Communicative langu

language. These and other deficiencies of the Audio-Li

deconstruction and the development of the Com

(CLT) methods and a variety of other approachesginclu

lea > communicative competence

methodology, which focu
; I!)G?Dei, 1997; Richards, 2006). CLT

in the target Ianguag% i

&
based language mi on tl]e \'ion th@dents should focus on the meaning
e

they want to eﬁg ss, leadin
(1 ' .
with eacthr i varigus (50@2013). Recently, CLT has been accepted and
th Jlar

recogn% e o @retical approach in English language teaching
(OA

2010). CLT covers&)/\,ariety of methods that focus on helping learners to

a)chin@actices that make students communicate

\nicate meaningfully in the target language (David Nunan, 1999; Richards &

i g
d dgers, 2001; Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2013).
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Communicative language teaching focuses on the process rather than the
product of language learning, and its focus is primarily on the communication

aspects of the language. Developing the learners’ communicative competh the

primary goal of CLT (Canale & Swain, 1980). This approach grew out tha/ork of

anthropological linguists, which regards language as a system Y;pmunication
(Murcia & Mcintosh, 1991; Richards & Rodgers, 2014) thatys acquired through

communication (Howatt & Widdowson, 1984; Cook, 20 arsen-Freeman &
Anderson, 2013). CLT simultaneously relies on Ia@ow c’g use and
necessitates the pupils’ active participation in the s Wa&&]‘age
(Hymes, 1972; Richards, 2006; Griffiths &Parf% CLT ende ours nhance
the pupils’ communicative competence and d ands e new Nguage be the

primary means of communication |n ssr :r'} sible. Therefore,

Williams (1995) and Richards (2006) a |pat that fe s will characterise

CLT classrooms. 0 q
Q—
One of the most importan spe[ com |cat|on approach is working
oul Wér palrs or groups and attempt to

in pairs and group v% rners s “

4
solve a problema &Kk Wltf] \N |Iabl guage knowledge. CLT classrooms
use formal and infermal and entic props to facilitate meaningful
exchanges pupi ‘b%eg @ s and their instructor through exercises and

tasks( cha ,Zom)b,) {\

oF

s approach is S|mlla\o the general learning perspectives usually referred to

.

% arning by doing’ or ‘the experiential approach’ (Richards & Renandya, 2002).

Q CLT, the classroom communication is planned and presented in ways that

stimulate real life situations (Mareva and Nyota, 2012). The teachers’ function in
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CLT classrooms is to act as a co-communication and actively engage the pupils in
communication while assessing, facilitating, and observing the commination process
(Freeman, 2000; Mareva & Nyota, 2012). The instructor must be a gro Zess

manager, counsellor, and analyst (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Marﬂa yota,

2012). Y.

Generally, CLT focuses on communication and conte uaI ors in language
Catl

use and it is learner-centred and experience-based. The ¢ '\'e approach puts
English teaching and learning in real-life situatio u, Ow‘as many
iticise this rtﬁc&%ﬁthe
ﬂk{e erthglgé, itis a
muw\icat mode@;nguage and

an @Qructional system,
AN

supporters but there are numerous opponents wh
relatively varied ways in which it is interpr
theory of language teaching that began fr

language use, and was mcorporatN)l

classroom activities, and technlqu T

0 $
‘% -
A central aspect of comﬁ%ﬁe c tence. Hymes (1972) and
Richards & Schmidt (2014 ned c’)m eténce @at a speaker needs to know to

be communicatively co pe?e community. This includes both

knowledge and h’ro

ﬂ

%“’

~—+

D

n_a

=)
QD
«
@D

Qg«% Richards and Renandya (2002) and
\

Richards a Nm (201 ‘;He four dimensions of communicative
compe te amm cal e, socio-linguistic competence, discourse
com &and strate ccgmp\f,é'ﬁce

N

Accordlng to Hall (2007), these competencies are associated with the Socio-

0 tural Theory (SCT), which defines language as a dominant means of developing
t

he thinking process and the cultural means of mediating language acquisition. In this

respect, the CLT is based on socio-cognitive and socio-cultural theory. In CLT,
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language is acquired through meaningful communication (Howatt & Widdowson,
1984; David Nunan, 1999). In this approach, the focus is on developing the learners’
communicative competence (Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 1997; Davwaan,

1999) rather than on the language structure and forms. 3 )

According to Matsuoka et al. (2004), socio-cognitive theory%¢xtends beyond
the psycholinguistic perspective that the acquisition and instructionf a language are
solely based upon a set of features. It combines cognit nz the jsocial activities

through which the learning happens into an interactive®metwor oWon, social

L
o . . N4
interaction and the environment (Atkinson, 2002) t'tlr&‘-'pupll’s
environment and cognition processes intera is

ion influences their
language acquisition (Matsuoka et al., 2004; atibuf& kouri ; Atkinson,

2002). Vygotsky’s idea of developi i h; mental fuhetions @‘human cognition

became the basis of socio-cultural @sv (Ai@% tg@ aetal., 2004).
E, # y S
In addition, Richards‘b\ n
elements that could be wln'ed a
lem

N
ndy. ) sh&éﬂ that there were still some
N :

co ln@h, task, and meaningfulness
principles. The first e incj% vie'laiéhat involve real communication to
support Iearninq@co olele t referS.to the meaningful tasks the language

N
activities mte}srib The t 'r}lele refers to the principles that support the
learning @b CLT aimsjto ew@'{he capacity of learners to use the language in
fv’s
real cation. X~
N
S

\Over the past several decades, CLT has evolved in response to the changing

b}

=

s on the nature of communicative language use and the abilities that underlie it.
Unlike the conventional approaches, the CLT approaches treat the pupils as active

participants in the learning process who must engage in negation, expression, and
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interpretation in the classroom while the instructor acts as a facilitator. Therefore,

CLT is a pupil oriented approach (Jacobs & Yong, 2004).

The difference is that CLT drew on very different models of Ian@gg;,

2003). Widdowson (1996) and Mareva and Nyota (2012) stated tha!&iifference
between the structural and communicative approaches is th&tﬁ structural
approaches focus on usage such as the ability to use the Iang correctly, while
CLT is directed at use such as the ability to use the uage mfanmgfully and

appropriately in the construction of discourse.

Nevertheless, from the beginnings of CL: he pre ent, it‘has beeT'P*possmle
to distinguish a ‘weak’ version of it from a rong’ 0 e we%nd strong
versions of CLT share the same objecﬁwi ent Si\ptlons about

how second languages are learned (Ho & |dd0 19 QthtIewood 2014).

They are means of enabling Iea Iena

3) t&Martln (2013), the ‘“weak”

version stresses the i f praviding lear e@wlth opportunities to use their
2 : l

English for communicativ. pur% rifb that there is a set of classroom

practices that d r|b nd @y the |onsh|ps between form and meaning

\
(Wesche & k : 2 02). Imyco htr@%-fne strong version of CLT rests on the

assumptl com F.9at e Ianuage ability is mainly acquired through

com§ n(H owa 198‘4 Rsp' 2002; Martin, 2013). The strong version of CLT

N

tering the growth and development of language itself from the language

oarners perspective (Howat, 1984; Martin, 2013; Liu, 2015). A summary of the

characteristics of the communicative approach is presented in Table 2-4

ﬁ

u geé%experlencmg how it is

O

used in communication (E

[ = -

in activating the aI*écs'\ay existed knowledge of language learners as well as
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Table 2-4: Characteristics of communicative approach (Source: Larsen-Freeman,

2000).
Aspect Details \Y.
Goal e Learning language communicative competenceiﬁ
o Uses real-life situations to facilitate learning 10)
e Learning by doing (Richards & Renandyan20
Roles

e Student to student centred i '
e Pair or group work \d
I S

e Teacher as a facilitator

Teaching and

learning information gap that needsyto bg\ eakﬁ/e a
processes choice of wha@d how t. dﬁ

e Get feedback from liste AN

&
e Student wofk in s? gro@
_ \ x<(l
Interaction e Student -t@sstu r&i‘ﬁl‘%ﬁtion\A
3! =
Language . ion is eml;%fd over form
b 4 '3
aspects \ \ é})
| l >
Language ski Int i diff@}{ skills
eg{% |

) o

Evaluatio

(Q
S

Infor, ﬁ:\élu@ﬁ takes place when the teacher advises or

P g nica1§
Y—v

J FormaJ@\uation is by means of an integrative test with a

real communicative function.

o Many Asian

school systems including Thailand, Japan, Korea, and China use

the principles of CLT as the foundation of their national curricula (Nunan, 2004).
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Many Asia-Pacific nations have recently begun adopting a communicative approach

to teaching foreign languages (Chang & Goswami, 2011). However, researchers have

identified some mismatches between the theory and practice of CLT. \z

Gy

The majority of instructors teaching in the target language stat@dk( they use
CLT methodology to instruct their target class. However, when they were asked to
explain this concept they offered a range of different expl ammany of which
assumed that the application of CLT principles in the ¢ aYtnelant utilising the

conventional teaching approach whilst focussing omgrammar Chang &

X
Goswami, 2011; Ozsevik, 2010; Mangubhai, Ma Dashwoo 848@004;

Mitchell et al., 2013). Y. \’ %,Y'

An investigation of the incorpor@s CL stra@\n L2 courses by

instructors and educational authoritih cond&te Mﬂ@)hai et al. (2004).
A,

They recorded the instructors’sca ax%c?ed g})sisted recall and semi-

q Q
structured interviews to gath\' data. und &S@ the instructor’s classroom
N

instruction included y nts O’CL p rcS and conventional instruction.
(2004;>con

Mangubhai et al. CJQ t#hére is a contradiction between the

instructors’ appgéti\o f L'I' in t clas@m and their understanding of it; many
N
instructors ea\sonv ntional ) teaching="methods while claiming to use CLT
approachQnevik 010) s d@i Turkish English instructors at the primary
4
and séco o“det

y level t e‘rminé\'(me effect of utilising CLT. The literature analysis

Y,

ra@ that there are four??ain challenges facing the implementation of CLT in

lassrooms. These are, first and foremost, the instructor, closely followed by the

Opils. The other challenges are the education system itself and the actual principles

and requirements of CLT. As such, the review reveals that there is a distinct



50

discrepancy between the instructor’s application of CLT principles within the

classroom setting and the actual methods of instruction used by the instructors.

N\

Yemen claims that its English language curriculum is sta ardad and
emphasises real communication between the instructors and their pQ“AI-Tamimi,
le

2006; Mohammed, 2012). The old course emphasised grammaw d vocabulary

while the new one utilises modern communicative in truw approaches (Al-
k i

Tamimi, 2006). Al-Sohbani (2013) investigated the English teachers’ classroom

I \7

teaching practices in Yemeni secondary school. The results of the study indicated
o
o)

that the participants do not have a clear idea regarding the principles and concepts of
Y
CLT and its application in the EFL classroom. \ \ &
O S
To improve teaching and learning practices, the u icgve features should

\ &
be reflected in the EFL clas%éoa. Jhe~to shqﬁ%d be on fluency, the
d

q <{-

appropriateness of the resp Ia%je ra@futhan structural correctness
N

and language knowlefe awm'lnimal attentio sgcﬁh be devoted to explicit tuition

in thee language forms andcorrectin rst (I-icjwever, the local context could have

an impact on t@meu@ the @municative approach. In Taiwan, the
N

influence of introducing the co i approach to the instruction of Taiwanese

was studied by Chang and Goswami (2011).

students f sh at yarious ¢oll
’
They:o at the in odu{tio,n\,EFCLT in the local context was influenced by CLT
tice

ks

p\ , the education syste}r, the pupils, and the instructors. Therefore, observing

oom practices that demonstrate the roles of the pupil and the instructor will

Qrovide insights to the alignment of writing classroom introduction and a

communicative curriculum.
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The features of CLT can also be found in other communicative approaches to
L2 instruction such as task-based language teaching, content-based instructiow
and cooperative language learning (CLL), each of which is explain@}ﬂy to

demonstrate their features in addition to the ones mentioned general

description of CLT (Sidek, 2010). ?

2.2.4.1 Task-Based Language Teaching .\d‘

4
| .S
In the 1970s, linguists recommended that language ipstructi sholst include

grammar and meaning and Task-Based angu;e T
t o@ghe last 30 years

and introduced. Skehan (1998) and ﬂ\%OlZ)
interest in the TBL method in Iareuage cou S jn{geasing. According to

Branden (2006), it is drawing the tiom of te cher tr s, language instructors,
educationalists, curriculum dMe s, q@%ﬁéeam\h(e%.

g l 9
Communicative% ge te‘ac%igji‘a &1/ origin of task-based language

teaching (Skeha& . Willis &Willis, 2 . TBL has many features in common

&

form it‘s a‘ior}‘;ﬁ;\bhards & Rodgers, 2001; Bygate, Swain,
8

with CLT as &
en197 here were considerable moves within the

& Skehan, 2013). During
langu Eing ec me»{the communicative approach. At the time, the

N
a\ n seemed to be tha'&(@was insufficient in language teaching to focus only

éguage structure, and that it needed to be accompanied by a focus on developing

Oe capacity to express meanings (Widdowson, 1996; Littlewood, 2014; Cook,

2013). The implications of these pedagogic developments were widespread and they

influenced the design of the syllabus, the methodology, and evaluation of language
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teaching, and formed the basis of an early and influential proposal for the use of task-

based approaches (Skehan, 2003; Willis & Willis, 2007).

However, communicative language teaching is being mcreasmgl@ed in

some contexts by methods comparable in principle but different ree or in
contextualisation. Task-based language teaching could be consider Qsmply a more

thoroughgoing version of CLT. It may be that versions of ta teachlng with a

clear focus on form will show that continued progres sible in promoting

2002; W& Foster,
‘X

aningful | udge\qaming

accuracy, complexity, and fluency (Wesche & Ske

2012). Tasks or activities are seen as central t
(Nunan, 2004; Wesche & Skehan, 2002; Wikl illis, 2007; omliqsgﬁ, 2011).
The field of SLA has made extensive us tasks amt\tas ased @‘ugge learning

and instruction since the 1980s tmae the pupi lat@%e skills, design
communicative tasks, and create SS focuﬁ YII i@ookes & Chaudron,

N
2001). % “ ‘2;?
N Q
A task has bee e@'fn 'nge l a@ various research papers with
the

different perspectlves sin J9\ ng’s¢¢1985) definition claimed that tasks
were connected rea orld' ac t|v ies b ers emphasised the pedagogical role
(Ellis, 2003, 20 ARic rJg!, ; Weber, 1986; Willis and Willis, 2007).
The mos defln ion £la @(&sks are based on the use of communicative

4
lan reln the pllst prnﬁ'ry focus is on meaning not the form.
N
C.)
% he primary goal of TBLT is to prepare learners with language based on the
ers’ needs (Long & Crookes, 1993). In addition, there is a recognition that the

Qleamers needs are affected by context and familiarity (Ellis, 2003). According to

Samuda and Bygate (2008), the task-based approach is very adaptable and it
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concentrates on generating a situation where tasks are the main method of
instruction; they determine the assessment method, syllabus, and curriculum and

motive in class activities. Moreover, TBL activities typically involve the

)
“

problem-solvers where the learners need to fulfil a specific real-world task"that is
related to the desired outcomes (Prabhu, 1987). According to inson (2011),

TBL “refers to materials or courses which are designed aroundsa series of authentic

44

tasks which give the learners experience of using the lan uamays in which it is

used in the ‘real world’ outside the classroom”. The pupils e ag“wg;\irlaignificant
asks\w'the
| &

foundation of the TBL approach. In the pro of communicating t@earners

? 4
13; @on, 2002).
a

interaction and communication with one anotheg, while® completi

12

ee

develop an implicit comprehension of grammar{Winn

Richards and Rodgers (2001) suggested@% et ging opinions,

making decisions, solving problems and*illing.info ! nﬁg (Pica, Kanagy &
A

Falodun, 2009). ) & ) Qc?
\% &
Pupils are assigned §s~ t ] nly be coréﬁkted through interaction with

their peers (Hyde, 20% S COfT‘l‘ in
emphasis generating,an auth\‘i!:'; mea ul exchange (Yasuda, 2011). The
pupils gain awarenessrof vari es OE}%kS and language content through TBI as

!

¢

they comp!s% task This aénﬁé?nables them to select the appropriate skills
n u

NN
ask.% has four important features: 1) pupil oriented

v

communication ra h‘%‘than accuracy; 2) tasks that require the pupils to
% eyond their comfort zone while mimicking real life situations are the
ndation of lessons; 3) pupils are able to develop authentic language skills, 4)

instructors are able to use the flexible framework to create an environment that

fo

enables the acquisition of a second language (Nassaji & Fotos, 2011). It is evident
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that TBL encourages pupils to cooperate and interact with their instructors and peers
and this methodology facilitates their internalisation of the language skills.
Therefore, it is essential that the pupils have a supportive environment thatﬁ@?an
achieve a higher cognitive level and complete the tasks. The socio-cult (IQ socio-
cognitive theories reflect these features (Hyde, 2013).

Fotos and Ellis (1991) conducted a study on the impact of TBQW acquisition
of grammar rules. The results showed that communicatio arWe tasks increased
!m experimental

nt, on
o

in _nproving
Y—-

ond ctq}/ by Storch

the students’ knowledge of even difficult grammar
study on the effect of task-based instruction on L2 gocabulary devel
(1995) found that language interaction arou%ask; sis

vocabulary acquisition. The results of anotf&l’g \tbdx

(1998) using text reconstruction as t@“mu I

learners, indicated that the text recons tionta\s

coherent sentences helped the Ena a&al%b

7]
level. Another recent study B\ Chidtmand Jarsaition (2015) investigated how

N
task-based learning (TBL) e oped’the r laI 6 etence of Chinese learners of

ask among adult ESL

=

orrl{gi%g text ideas into
A

ea@ﬁ)ing beyond the sentence

English as a foreign langu (E% indings,revealed that TBL was effective in

fluency, lexical @rac 'clcom Xity, @ ineffective in accuracy. However, in
N
other L2 stu@s\wT reseakcher (}b m&dﬁowson, 2003; Skehan, Xiaoyue, Qian, &

Wang, Z%Ued tt c&*&l’tasks in writing classes may have a negative

4
impa w learners abil(ty @Evelop the linguistic competence which is needed

3

C.)
f&@ ic purposes. This %because the focus of TBLT is primarily on the fluency

0A%‘nmunication and task completion rather than on language accuracy.
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2.24.2 Content-Based Instruction

Over recent years, this approach has been receiving increased interesW‘éYo
its effectiveness for teaching and learning the English language. The o@BI IS
on the content rather than the task or the form (Brinton, Snow, &%e, 2003;
Coombe, O’Sullivan, & Stoynoff, 2012). According to Pessoa, Hgndry, Donato,
Tucker, and Lee (2007), content-based instruction is intende M the integration
of language and content. CBI is based on cognitive th d?fu] (Sidek, 2010).
Processing existing knowledge, and textual and lingtistic tM focus of

cognitive theory (Koda, 2005). According to 1998), ¢ tn'e _ﬁa)ry IS

related to transforming text ideas into coheren nces@ e Ieamgg analyse

the meaning beyond the sentence level a enthP\and il (2 clalm that a

pupil’s intellectual development is N)y cogniti
focus on conducting various m%actmﬂe\%&at

grammatical rules or comm 0 ective éludifg-analysing a selection of

ctiv @ These activities

é-t\rkom the structure of

inguistic z@textual information.
S

According to DaDs (2 , b&géof CBI is that instruction is more
ning ut something instead of learning the

effective when &
>

‘\

language its% mbe, O’Su lhvan and Stoynoff (2012) reported that recently
I -\°
CBI

previous experience and k ar

~
educators have turned to to support student engagement with language and

&Y 7y <
content Iearnmg The™ value ~Qﬁ‘-&PCBI has been tested and established in EFL

-

&ggoms throughout the %rld because the teachers believe that the language

dition, the instructors observed that pupils are excited about learning English

ucation in those contexts should be more like ESL situations (Davies, 2003). In
O
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through this method and prefer CBI (Davies, 2003) as it helps leaners strengthen oral

X

Content-Based Instruction generally refers to incorporating both language and

and writing confidence (Coombe, O’Sullivan, & Stoynoff, 2012).

content under one classroom instructional approach (Davies, Coombe,

O’Sullivan, & Stoynoff, 2012; Crandall, 2012). Specifically, the &rd ‘content’ in

CBI refers to, “material that is cognitively engaging and d m for the learner
and extends beyond the target language or targmz (Mrt, 1991). The
y

implementation of CBI takes different forms that are related to the educational and
& I o7 X
contextual settings in which it takes place (Cenoz, & Ruiz de Zarot‘)f,\ 2015).

- —

According to Crandall and Tucker (1989), it is a method of language mstructlon that

Y \\v A V'
incorporates the tasks and topics of other classes into the instruction of a foreign
N4 \

language. Davies (2003) stated that p\ asises th isati <(Bnd integration of
skills, language meaning, and c data In x Furthermore Burns and
Richards (2012) asserted that %focus%s 0 anmq?l and relevant content.
Therefore, CBI in Iangua }n Q%g:v ormation and meaning from
the content are depl scours or xtJ mﬁr than in single sentences. The
necessity of devel a neW \chu d was recognised by educators who
feel that com |n eani nten h%d the target language will enhance the
effectlvene Iass om faC|I|tate reaching the desired level of

ESL/E at10nﬁ ?11ng h1s is CBI’s main feature (Little, 2005).

é c}’
\ has many beneflt§ It concretes on unconsciously and simultaneously

%opmg language skills and learning course content due to its combination of

Qademlc subjects and second language skills (Brinton, Snow, & Wesche, 1989). As

students research the topic, they develop a variety of higher level learning strategies.
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These varieties include analytical skills, such as questioning, categorising, comparing
the information, recognising patterns, and identifying new ideas (Curtain &
Dahlberg, 2004). All of these skills are important for language on a higher el'to be

fully proficient. Ho (2009) showed that CBI is an effective approa Wan it is

related to teaching English as a second language. In the CBI appr tudents can
improve their language skills and gain access to new concep h meaningful
content. This is also emphasised by Stoller and Grabe ( , who stated that
students acquired language much better when they h rtu@oawgage ina
meaningful learning environment. In this respect, €BI is also based n'thé b@s of
(.,)
socio-cognitive and socio-cultural theories. ding t(} de (201@“socio-
cognitive theory posits that one’s language acalsitio imarily E‘Q‘\Héd through
their context of social interaction 305 intepaction with their
environment”.
AN
A
N
In addition, exposmg thlg‘ contents inc s their motivation and

&

interest in learning the u e ahd*inc appreciation of its value
b g4
(Brewster, 1999). A 0 Cenoz and Ruiz de Zarobe (2015), research on the
'’ F.&
results of CBI in many contexts show that students can improve their second or
n

additional lang g Skl||S V\ThllE they are Iearnlng content and developing their first

\ P %
language. E: r (200 S|{ed6 CBI make a dual, though not necessarily
m

equal, entft age content learning objectives. In this respect,
w&irn the target Iangu@etter when they feel that they are obtaining useful

restlng information that will help them achieve their objectives (Richards &

0 gers, 2001).
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This approach is pupil-centred that considers the pupils’ knowledge of the

subject area, interests, and language competence needs (Dupuy, 2000). According to

A\ v ol

Richards and Rodgers (2014), the role of learner in content-based approachxls an

active processor of language. This creates a powerful motivation fer t@ pupils

(Brinton et al., 1989; Cenoz, & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2015) and Yﬁ;a learning
sim

environment that is rich in language and facilitates the effec ultaneous
teaching of the target language (Dupuy, 2000; Mart, 2014 ordlng to Dupuy
(2000), content-based instruction creates a natu d “an eA/ freg, learning

environment in which students can learn the target language wit eas

The role of teachers is also importan

cfo' to &ards and
RIG

m@;ur roles 1)
2) I@ﬁtltness precisely

e,Qsmgwstlc mechanisms
N

simultaneously to focus on ate aI, a (A) arization: employing a

Rodgers (2001), the teachers’ roles c nw i
Simplifications: using clear, concise enas and clau

enunciating vocabulary, 3) Red usl &tl

familiar sentence structuri\Eesa eL 4 7) % that for effective teaching
practices using CBI,% ne

4
content-based |nst on ped \an Wltgzays of engaging students in academic

ed ‘r‘e' f@lar with the academic subject,

S|gn|f|canc ote lan {)rc{jc'lzncy The content can be modified to fulfil
the pu si needs Wrenb“j;mg t@method in an EFL classroom (Grabe & Stoller,

19 Frelermuth 2001). Th@ﬁenals used in native language instruction and CBI

discussions. Mart (2014) d th&j‘i'ntegratlng language and content is
\?e

E | do not need to be similar and can be obtained from any relevant source of
s media including newspaper articles that were not designed for the teaching of a

olanguage (Brinton et al., 1989).
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Richards and Rodgers (2014) emphasised that CBI courses are necessarily
subject matter focused. Dupuy (2000) stated that CBI approach takes into account the

re

o)

language competence of the students, their needs and interests, and s

knowledge. According to Davies (2003), an EFL teacher and content‘specialist can

£y

teach together using the CBI approach; the content is not as limit ecific as in

an ESL classroom. Instead of the content that is generally used4qn ESL; the instructor

4

can design a syllabus that includes broad and varied topi wWe students will be

interested in, and offer additional supplements fro nt ne@per& and
i i i ’

other reading sources organised by topic. \Y'

| S

The pupils in CBI classrooms should ly parti

in a&tﬁpi'ties that

{BT .
y m required to
ise ég‘pic, comprehend,

of eva ation, this model is

simulate the real world by combining tiple' ski

simultaneously hold an oral discussi mrwotes, su

and read a text (Richards & Rod%ZOOl@;«%
designed to teach both the %nd angua cskiuflghus, CBI EFL teachers
should care about asses Ms Aﬂ%{;@ counterparts. Continuous
assessment is neededqsti “dl

y y f‘z‘es, jotirnals, and direct oral feedback”

can be used (DaVigs, 2003}). teac&g’ philosophy is that the learners’
d by(D&&resting topics and content and that the

i

learners n 0 lenjoy; learni .ﬂ'htr_/gf?re, CBI is promoted as the best teaching
N

apprOa% mbifi ﬁuag@ content learning (Davies, 2003; Pessoa et al.,
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2.2.4.3 Cooperative Language Learning

Cooperative language learning (CLL) is a student-centred approaché and
instructor-facilitated instructional strategy in which a small group ‘ﬂe\ts is
responsible for their own learning and the learning of every group membem: Students
interact with each other in pairs or groups to acquire and practice thetelements of the
subject matter to solve a problem, complete a task, or achi al. Richards and
Rodgers (2001) stated that CLL is can be considered an a e ta/teacher-centred

approaches due to its reliance on the systematic use ofgroup baMcgduQe_S in
. | &
teaching. 5

! 4
CLL enables students to collaborate to help ma son ﬁl’ve learning
experience (Richards & Rodgers, ZC@V ( V\S d Rcicggrds and Rodgers
proc ccurs i S

mll groups of learners

(2012) stated that CLL is a IearniE S
&
where carefully devised princip used to st ctur@eraetion. According to
(7]
Zhang (2010), cooperative IM IS a ic d of instruction where the

N
pupils work as a teac to €omplete ‘earn' g,o@/es. Zhang further states that
e

pupils taught in in%a nd e@@ng environments do not achieve as
highly as those &QE in @e Iear(@étasks.
O
‘ \: ¢ I (..)
The%io- Itural vi ﬁ:e (gymdation of the CLL method. It steers social
exchar@
i

nd language skille@llchards & Rodgers, 2001). In the area of language

5

NN
Ian@ psro@_é\towards the development of the pupils’ critical

le g, CLL is now recognised as an important theory of educational practices

U_ ang, Mohan, & Early, 1998; Zhang, 2010) and greater attention has been devoted

to its pedagogical benefits in L2 language classes (Johnson & Johnson, 1991; Liang

et al., 1998; McGroarty, 1989; Slavin, 1996; Zhang, 2010). The primary strength of
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this method is its pupil centred traits as it encourages them to learn from one another
and regulate their own education (Troncale, 2002). Consequently, the pupils have
more chances to naturally and effectively practice their language skills i@'g;r
peers and instructors and this helps strengthen their interpersonal relati E@ social
skills (Johnson & Johnson, 1994; Wei & Chen, 1993). Jia (2003) (as.cited in Zhang,
2010) stated that “effective language learning depends staicturing social

interaction to maximise the needs of communicatio in?e'target language”.

produces higher achievement and greater producti than working
it was assumed that tasks that need cooperati arning to he a

0 4

Research has confirmed that working together tow, ch vir@ted goals

e, fh@l‘ore,

) | &
mve@quwe a
)

4: Felder, & Brent,
A

higher-level of thinking strategies (Johnson

2007).

Richards and Rodgers (2001@3 i es of CLL as:

e Creating an environment f%

e Enabling instructors tYi& thj
e Using interaction% pupi} on ‘mlm@ative functions, specific lexical

&
items and la @trucﬂlre,\ é—f
&
e Providin iIs¥ with ortunities to learn successfully and build
g WIS wit :pp%‘) rin y

communicatiyve strategies, (J

Q_;De $

o Cr%}i classfo yirongé\; that is motivating and interesting.

A r of studies have t@' conducted across a wide range of subject areas

in ng age groups, ability levels, and cultural backgrounds (Slavin, 1996). Many

0 the studies place great importance on cooperative language learning to improve

English teaching and learning and to solve multiple problems (Wang, 2007).
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Slavin (1996) argued that a critical element of cooperative language learning
is teamwork and team goals. Cooperative language learning enables students to
maximise their own and each other’s learning (Johnson and Johnson, 19‘\Zh'ang,
2010; Felder, & Brent, 2007) stated that. Humphreys, Johnson, & m (1982)
analysed the effect of the pupils’ learning strategies, competitiveness angl_ cooperation
on their level of achievement in science classes. Compared to the other two methods
that were analysed CLL had a major influences on the puplls achlevement and

comprehension.

. I
CLL creates a communicative and interactive enwronment |n WhICh the

- ‘-__

pupils receive comprehensive input and output and must Ilsten to and con5|der each

Y 0N\
jie, 2 torch, 2005;

other’s questions as they clarify and debate oblems qu
ing ar@'ﬂsfaotlon Felder,

Zhang, 2010). Furthermore, CLL mawatudent le
ge\ rning helps students
N

& Brent, 2007). The results sugge coopera %g
to develop high-order thinkm%enha ces thewr m ion, and improves their
interpersonal and peer re \Sla iny s ] Jo@, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000;
. ~
Qin, Johnson, & Joh 5; Feld er, & Brent, 2007; Arnadottir, 2014). Students
'3 ¢ &
can be learning l@jent, an le ow to learn on their own in groups.
Furthermore, cgoperative |
\ ! S
difference reas st € s’{o itive, psychological and social performance.
Q— N
ar‘g act

iV participants where each student has a role, thus

wL, stude
N
bas@ more engaged and}ctlv e in constructing their own knowledge of the target

@age (Arnadottir, 2014). According to Slavin (1996), the CLL approach is

0 xible enough to be used at all levels of education, including university and

preschool, and in most subjects. According to Tsai (2005), cooperative learning has

earn@.‘ﬁelps address the problem of individual
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become a widely used instructional approach across different grade levels and

o

subject areas. Pica and Doughty (1985) analysed the language used by L2 pupils and
czre

compared the learning of ESL pupils in pupil-centred and instruc
discussion in classrooms at the low intermediate level. They found t t I uctor-
centred classrooms pupils engage in less direct interaction in gro e less long
sentences and samples in L2, receive less direct feedback fromyteam”members, and

had less chances to use and practice the language then in up sed settings.

In relation to CLL in secondary school levels, ies vWEhat these
methods are useful for improving student acade chievement at ﬁ @(y of
grades and in many subjects. For example, in stl\ ed hg,&_rnadottir
(2014) in a secondary school context, results revealed that moé\x:an 80% of

4
participants agreed with the statem& t art|C|pat| n g@) work is a good

method to enhance language skilli%ddition §§ i ? Gi\wd Ju (2013) reported
that cooperative language Iea i on ﬂjent it the;@é’elopmental needs of the

students. Furthermore, th ora’ ch s students a good level of

a
independence Withln ps and ;%te% @’uatlon in which the progress of
each member mlmjp cor't o0 the all success of the other members in
the group (Arnadottir, 2014 Felder & Brent 2007) Slavin (1996) suggested that

\ \J
this appro %uld e co 'de{ed(.b)/ every schoolteacher. Consequently, when

teachi nglish ag” Pd Ia@age, the role of peer support in collaborative

qum&s seen as a key mo@ﬁr for students to interact and collaborate in course-

activities.

E t
0 For the effective application of CLL in English teaching and learning, the

authors reported set of recommendations. For example, Kagan and High (2002)
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asserted that the pupils should actively participate in group work in order to achieve

the learning objective. Stenlev (2003) stated that to optimise the benefits of CLL,

every member of the group should have an equal chance to participate and ﬁqZup
should have no more than four members so that face-to-face exmzaan b

conducted. Furthermore, Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec (1990) s d that four

w

D

elements must be used by the teacher to maximise effectivés,communication and

Pw interdependence:
Every member of the team must understand that t i \L

successes and failures, (b) Face-to-face communicatien: every pupil inghe tezﬂr@t}uld
)
, (c)‘Z~ ividual
or |

earning

interaction among groups in collaborative learning: (

interact with their team members and the me s of other [tea

} 4

responsibility and consciousness: each memberq the t \5(

and they should learn from and teach on \gr th :l;h ningful“exchanges, and

ponsi

(d) Social skills and group proces%hemh& c&rQunicate and work
e 20 erer gy I
together these skills are enhanted. ang mp

h;a)s.lsed that for effective
9 Q
cooperative language Iearnilﬁ\t teache the gb*as guider, facilitator, and

negotiator.

X S
N
In CLL, the teachers’role % ofsﬁping and explaining the task for the

students and acti %uid rl faci 'tators{ﬁj negotiators who build the students’
N

independenchssr om ac 'vj;les ({éhéng, 2010; Richards & Rodgers, 2001).

Instructo%ﬁlly begin with'a b ntroduction of the material to be covered and
' 4
then &the pupilsfas t](ey @ge in collaborative team work. The pupils’ role is

n&%m d to responding to}uestions and listening to instructions, they work as a

ks

to build upon their understanding of a concept and share their knowledge

oNang, 2007).
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2.3 APPROACHES TO L2 WRITING INSTRUCTION

There have been a number of different approaches to the teaching of Wﬂ@é

history of language teaching. During the past 20 years, product gﬂj ocess
approaches were the most dominant methods of teaching writing ifvthe EFL
classroom. In the last decade, genre approaches have gained adhe%ts (Badger &

White, 2000; Atkinson, 2003; Cheng, 2008; Hyland, 2007, e, 2007; Swami,

2008). There are several EFL writing approaches of whi ost ':ommon are the

ppr aCMnter ctive

. o | &
approaches. The following section will discuss t pproaches further. 5

product-based approach, process-based approach, gen

’ \/‘T
2.3.1 Product — Based Approach \3 M %\T

A product-based writing approach isN;lon@)r in h the students are
encouraged to mimic a model , Which hh?y?pr

sﬁted and analysed at an
(]

(..)
7]
early stage (Gabrielatos, 2 \ each%@ct-t&&writing involves aspects
a

such as guidance, a mod oIIO\i, n Iine@expand, incomplete piece of

(
writing to compelete, Or Ingorrect t qﬂe&ﬁncas, 2001; Brown, 2010). In a

typical product @ch-c@assr@ the students are supplied with a

standard sa Ntex and are e&@e\ded to follow the standard to construct a

' 4
new pie f writing) ReSea hers\q.dentified four stages to the product writing

<

appr ely farml ris&tiony;eontrolled writing, guided writing, and free writing
. S N
(IK, 982; Steele, 1992; B&;?ger & White, 2000). According to Badger and White

‘é), the product-based writing approach is comprised of four stages as follows:

0 Stage one: familiarisation. In this stage, students study the model texts and the

features are then highlighted. For example, if a formal letter is being studied,
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students need to focus on the importance of: paragraphing, sentences, and the

language used to make formal requests. Another example is that when students

read a story they need to focus on the writing techniques and determinwo\%n

where these techniques are being used to make a story interesting. )

o

e Stage 2: controlled writing. This stage consists of controlledypractice of the

highlighted features, usually in isolation. If the students szying a formal

letter, then they may be asked to practice the lan Ced 'o make formal
requests; for example, practicing the ‘I would be gr: lif uwaure.

"AX
e Stage three: guided writing. This is the mosti@ht stage, where b@s are
organised. Those who favour this approa ieve th@ anisai&' of ideas
T
and the control of language are amon st imﬂorta thingsé\
&

e Stage four: free writing. This i MI of ear_sQng process, in which
é—) A
the students choose from a sélection of comparable v@ing tasks so as to show
9 Q

that they can: be fluent%{ f the e, and~individually use the skills,

=
structures, and voﬁulaw they W#e taugh t@uce the product.

4 ¢ &
The Product- Apprc]ac\bhe mos (edmmon traditional approach used by
(
¢ C.%
the instructers oaanis thei rrf::u]@y y means of a ‘product approach’ whereby
NN
the ins% teach&ogsjgate f@ a sample ideal text. According to Nunan (1999)

an permpoon (2008),\Qroduct-based approach is mainly concern with the

EFL teachers. Robertso

>

ied tr@ acher-centeredness is often amplified if

knowledge of language structure. Moreover, Brown (2002) asserted that in the
U;duct approach, successful learning is measured by how well-structured and
grammatically correct a composition is. It is also important to note that in the

product-based approach, students rarely acquire the skills required to create and



67

shape their work because of the over emphasis on linguistic forms (Robertson, 2008).

As the use of language involves the manipulation of fixed patterns, a learner is not

N

This approach is heavily drawn from the theory of behaviourism ralism in

allowed to create in the target language.

which the focus in on the linguistic forms and structure (Brown, 20& and the text is
manipulated through imitated fixed patterns (Pincas, 19&%\!;.% patterns are
learned by imitation. In terms of learning tasks in the urigm/structuralism

theory, dialogue, drills, and pattern practice are the mo IW activities

icit descriptions c&cgguct

lingulsti | d th
Iw owﬁan e

: rma\e, thi approé?rls, as Nunan
(1999) and Tangpermpoon (ZOOSWEQ out, consi ent@ﬁh sentence-level

structuralising of linguistics. CO \T
S

&
Although the products; %pl} uses @the activities that raise the

students’ awareness i language w;, tirfg ‘5&1 the lower level, proponents of
4 %
the product appr argue 't \t\enhargsttudents’ writing proficiency. For
m n

(Oebel, 2001). Broughton et al. (2002) provides

approaches stating that the writing is mainl

appropriate use of vocabulary and synt

example, TangK ( orted(sg( the pattern-product writing approach is
widely acc ong writi heé‘aecause they have found several advantages
in it for, ther writin rooré\\:irst, students learn how to write English
co itions systematically{;}ﬁsing the pattern-product techniques, namely, the

xf English rhetorical patterns such as narration, description, and persuasion.
0 y also learn how to use vocabulary and sentence structures for each type of
rhetorical pattern in the appropriate manner. Finally, product-based writing helps

instructors raise the learners’ L2 writing awareness, especially in grammatical
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structures. Furthermore, Badger and White (2000) stated that writing involves
linguistic knowledge of texts that learners can learn through imitation. However,
Tangpermpoon (2008) stated that there are also disadvantages associated the,use
of the product-based writing approach. Writing with the product-based roach
gives little attention to the prospective audience and the writing as learners
and instructors tend to focus on grammar and syntax. In this c@jﬂs will lack

the motivation to perform the writing tasks perfectly bec usevstructors focus on

£y

the structure and the accuracy of the language used.

to @?nd White
(2000), “the weaknesses of product approaches fare that prgcess 'ls,' %ﬁf as
C‘)

planning a text, are given a relatively small roleéjsand that tfhe no Iedg@d skills

RN X

that learners bring to the classroom are undervalded”

Tangpermpoon (2008) concludewachers

product-based writing approach fﬁﬁe as par\\a g@\ted approach for two

N
main reasons. First, the rheto%\terng‘in thi eppr(té? will help learners who

have a certain amount o hckl owle in writing to compose the

organisational conventi propriately. ecbndbhe learning pattern-product will
4 $ &

help shape the s&s’ wr@etenﬁnﬂ allow them to create their written

product in aca@ ttin ely 'ﬁié(ms of language use. Writing instructors

¢ ! (_?
should inc a sense of nc€, e concept of the writing purpose, and the idea

NN
gener teehniqués. i Wri@ class to ensure the success of learners in L2

Yv
wrﬂﬁchniques. NV
N "
% can be concluded that the main concern of this approach is the correctness and

Qritten form of the final product, and hence it fails to support writing for an audience

and purpose. Writing in product-based approaches has served to reinforce L2 writing

o
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in terms of focusing on grammatical and syntactical structures and imitating models.
Since the product of writing will improve with the discovery involved in
composition, the writing exercises applied in this approach typicallyie{ ith
sentence-level writing and paragraph-level organisation. Students are ‘eftengiven a
structure and rhetorical pattern then asked to organise their id ed on this

structure or framework. Both the content and form that the W deal with are

controlled by the teacher. Y*

N
| S
2.3.2 Process Based Approach
4 \/‘T

A process-based approach to the teachi Mlish
eg

contrast with the traditional product-o

and applied by English teachers clas e Qﬁ English writing (Sun

6 ",
& Feng, 2009). Process-base Ing is g} t‘ﬁK@‘m which writers work on
their writing tasks fro begrnin to theend of the written product
(

(Tangpermpoon, 200% onceptof the process=hased approach has been defined

by O’Brien et a@ as ah activity in WQ&(. the teachers encourage students to

see the writi Lin terms rpm@()@ exercises, but in terms of meaning and
S

discoveri@ . Nordin and Mohammad (2006) asserted that process approaches

{ /7 N
focus W a tex!r is?gvf/@n i d of the outcome. According to Tribble (1991),

N e ol B
pr\ riting can be consfs{Ei\ed as an approach to the teaching of writing which

s the creativity of the individual writer and pays attention to the development

0 good writing practices, rather than merely imitating a model. The cognitive theory

is reflected in the process-based writing approach. O’Brien, Stewart, and Moje

(1995) defined the process-based approach as the practice of encouraging pupils to
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focus on the meaning and ideas of writing instead of approaching it as a grammatical

challenge. In addition, Silva and Matsuda (2012) stated that a process-based

approach emphasises the teaching of writing as a process of helping sﬂ{x t
discover their own voice. Through the writing process, it is difficul 30(mww the

static sequence of writing stages. In order to come up with better?;'lor writing,

@]

writers need to move back and forth among different writings\tep . Thus, in the

process approach, writing can be seen as a dynamic process (?He 1991; Xiaoxiao

& Yan, 2010; Ghahremani, Azarizad, Ghahremani, izad, 2018; Mahrooql
2014). ‘ \ ¢
| &

Hyland (2003) stated that the pr se ab Lg\'ﬁ;hts the
individuals’ cognitive processes that ha rings the tIVIty.@\ertlng The
process approach mainly focuses \ he}tages 0 tlng nning, drafting,

revisiting or redrafting and editin mer,%&e qc:\SS Approach Model is

N
k , 2010). The first stage,

>

comprised of eight stages (S »1992; ﬂasan

&/
gélééas by brainstorming and
ﬁ]@@ structuring exchange ideas into

o

seful of the ideas. The third stage is mind

brainstorming, involves \Mderl
discussion. The secof% onsis}

note form and jud the qualh

mapping, w he the de 'se th h&deas into diagrams or linear forms. This

can help tEE ts S uct r err |@ and texts. The fourth stage is the writing of

the f|r wher€ Pdent@lte the first draft in pairs or groups inside the

clqg&\ In the fifth stage\q%\!r feedback, drafts are exchanged and the students
% each other’s work. The sixth stage is editing, where the drafts are returned to
0 nts and improvements are made based on peer feedback. In the seventh stage,
final draft, the final draft is written. The eighth stage, evaluation, sees the teachers

providing feedback on the students’ writing efforts.
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According to Tangpermpoon (2008) and Scott (1996), there are five writing
steps in the process approach which teachers can use to enable learners to w
their thoughts and develop their own writing. The first is pre- Wr|t| hers
provide learners with a writing task and help them to generate voca@and ideas
by applying some strategies in class - including brainstorming,%Clustering, and

discussion - without concern for the correctness of the Iangqe:w cture and forms

in the first stage of writing. The second step sees the fi a belrlg composed: in
this stage, learners will use the vocabulary and ideas orga |se e preV|ous
stage to express what they want to convey in their ir p'IS .gaback

In this writing stage, the learners will receiv nts{ audw&e's which
can be a teacher or peers, and move on to w ideas in\ano r dranéme fourth step
is second draft writing. In this stage ers will fy t@Qprevious draft by
revising, adding, and rearranging %based 0 'tsof their teachers and

\
peers. The fifth step is proof% In the final stag @ students will focus on

discovering new ideas an xpress their ideas in writing

e 1
and focus on the appr% e of vacabulary, Ia@t, grammar, and mechanics.
&
(J

With the oce ap rl)ach, rlters encouraged to spend significant time

performing ks ithi each?) th (qgiéwsn the previous steps as necessary. The
process vtyea clical and fluid and multiple revisions and

eedbac sions Wlt te hers‘é‘nd peers take place before submitting the final
p %AI -Mahrooqi, 2014 BaShII‘I & Shahrokhi, 2016). The learners are required

% mplete their products, however the focus is on the process by which they

Qroduce their written products rather than on the products themselves (Nordin &

Mohammad, 2006; Hyland, 2003). By focusing on the writing process, the learners
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come to understand themselves more and discover how to work through the writing

Yv

According to Applebee (1986) (as cited in Kroll, 1990), the proc@oach

provides a way to think about writing in terms of what the writer planning,

process (Hyland, 2003).

revising, and the like) instead of in terms of what the final praduct looks like

(patterns of organisation, spelling, and grammar). According to many researchers,
zhod

process writing instruction has a better ‘fit’ than traditio ' in meeting the

needs of the modern information society (Peng & en, OM learning

"X
methods in the process-based approach play pivot es and th arhi@n be

regarded as non-linear and discursive (Seifoai a)'% igi, 2@ Tribble
RN 4

(1991) reported that the process approew ate QYat, rltmg@lviﬁes move
learners from the generation of iNF]) a collectien” of @ through to the

‘publication’ of the finished te%S?). Le

N
approach involves concentrati ngu@tic sKills, su(cf,?s planning and drafting,

with less emphasis on the kno ng rammar @éxt structure. In the process-
based approach, Iear% impr:)‘ th r“v(/r@ gradually since the instructors

ortueﬁ@s through peer and teacher reviews to

\u@'e through a process

&
oces;ﬁf/their writing tasks by giving them

oush% 997). According to Li (2012), the process-
N
based % incfease inteléhion between the students and the teacher and
Y.

pr@& cooperation amon@ﬂents throughout the writing process. This allows

reflect upon their previous writing, and to consider the possible existence of

G r viewpoints.
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When comparing the process-based approach to the product-based approach, it
is evident that the advantages of the process approach are that it has been accepted

and applied to EFL and ESL writing classes because of its effectiveness MQ{ et

<

of ways. First, in the product-based approach, the focus is on the%result” of the

learning process, and the learner is expected to perform as a flu competent
user of the language. The process approach, in contrast, str$rocess that
writers go through when composing texts. Accordin toWn (1991), Pincas
(2001), Gabrielatos (2002), Brown (2002), and ermpo l(200 ), in the
product-oriented approach, a great deal of attention” wa M‘h ?ibdel
compositions that the students would emulate.” Tyfocused on 0 ell %_S dent S

final product measured up against a Ilst r|t \tQ inc!u@ content,

organisation, vocabulary use, grammatl a , an mlac cal Q{

derations such

as spelling and punctuation. However, i e rQcess ac ,;e students manage

their own writing by being glve cent in en@r;éy write (Brown, 2002).
That is, the students convey essage r‘ea QTn written form through a
complex writing pro cli |caII' pre l aftlng, revising, and editing.
The second point is that_the procé: ré: %IS useful to students in language

learning becaus es eni@ creat f language; they need to focus on the

content and es r pe%y: er Tribble (1991) states that the process

.S(récus to the product approach. The process

approa ch d |F)1
appr c ‘an approdch to theY"achmg of writing which stresses the creativity of

tI\nKl dual writer, and w\ca pays attention to the development of good writing

0‘%ces rather than the imitation of models” (p. 473).

The process approach is unlike traditional writing approaches that present a

writing model and suggest repetition. In the process approach, teaching occurs during
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the writing process, not just before and after, as in the traditional approaches.
Language skills are best learned when learners have their own intrinsic motives.
Raimes (1983) and Onozawa (2010) indicated that, in the process approacw nts
do not write on a given topic in a restricted time and then submit theicomposition.

Rather, they explore a topic through the writing stages. In the pre tage, ideas

are generated and the topic and target reader are determined (W 011). During

the drafting stage, specified ideas are put together (Bayat 201??@ the organisation

are addressed again in the revision stage (Simpson, @dd' iJn, the approach
various

is beneficial to students because it focuses t |a§6? ‘act\mies
(.a)
(Onozawa, 2010). When a variety of group acti IS appl}ed n Writing Q?a}ses, the
LN
learners exchange comments or responses, or Work to M rit

approach encourages coIIaborative% w

enhancing motivation and df%a p%s%yit degj%%vvards writing. In the

d Q—
process approach, the Iearne%
cont

irmgg\ at the process

n Izg?ers as a way of

i

e motivated to u&‘iheir resources and focus on
N

fluency rather than accuracy#In rast, a

ilcu efore, teachers in the product

approach focus on accura and%'

that both accur@ fl r‘cy ar requ@if the students are to improve their
\
language ski }&bec e goo ip‘nrm.\giéators in English.
&

i€s p'zt(}ms However, it is fair to conclude

% of jt r USé\of and adoption of process-based writing in
Y-

ES composition, it sti I@é some limitations and a great deal of criticism has
\ade. The students have to devote a considerable amount of time to completing
‘%ﬁcular part of writing in the classroom (Tangpermpoon, 2008; Curry &
Hewings, 2003). Curry and Hewings (2003) reported two main disadvantages of the

process-based writing approach. First, peer and group working throughout the
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prewriting and organising stages of writing is time-consuming especially if peer

review occurs during lectures. Second, relying on lecturer feedback can bring certain

o

disadvantages for students’ intellectual development. In addition, it has be&ie
that the process-based approach is unrealistic because it places too nuch aphasis

on multiple drafts which may cause ESL students to fail the aca xams with

their single draft restrictions (Horowitz, 1986; Leki, 1992). Furthermore, Badger and

uWnding about the
li uiQiJ\iryto enable
likegthis feed'to be

S

them to successfully write in L2 in a certain text type. Criticis '
taken into consideration to improve the weak% the process ap E)%th. The

White (2000) pointed out that learners have no cle

characteristics of writing and are provided with insuffigci

4
\d\seq ers should use the

g technique.

typical process writing model should be modified

process approach as one-teaching tec@’as t

2.3.3 Genre-Based Appro ) 0>YT (_}
é “ &
N ,}j Y
Genre-based approaches t aching of; iting@ve recently started to emerge.
) (

The idea started in A% and |s‘a%v7v‘j;':1i@n English teaching in Australia,

New Zealand, a@g cour]trie\hlsén undh, 2008). Byram (2004) defined
&

the genre ap Nas, ) t;ra k for{lariguage instruction”, while Swales (1993)
L) ' 4

identifie enre as, “a cl cor@ynicative events, the members of which share

some corf(m@j e @oses” (p. 33). This approach-model is a

N
f@isﬁc approach and&z?nphasises the social constructiveness of language

p & Watkins, 2005).

0 In this approach, text is seen as a social process and writing as a collaborative

act that is influenced by complex and interrelated social factors (Knapp & Watkins,

D
&
=3
/=
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2005). Hyland (2004) reported that genre adherents argue that people write to
achieve certain purposes. People not only write to practice grammar or learning
structures, but to focus on context and audience. Furthermore, Hyland clail\me
concept of genre encourages the teachers to look beyond the conm posing
processes, and textual forms to see writing as a means to communi ith readers.
In addition, Knapp and Watkins (2005) stated that the aim of this ‘approach is to

encourage students to use codes of writing effectively. anwﬂfiently. Moreover,

these codes belong to different genres, such as ibing Wing. The

proponents of this theory claim that genre writing@s the most gffici t'and Q?dern
ﬁé‘ 2

way of teaching the skill of writing, since it es on both cu

4
writing. In addition, the structure of a text is linked to t M tive uQ}r@ (Hyland,

2004). \Q’ Xl é

Based on this, the principl enre-ba\\agw (;k(\ls associated with the
Tab

N
basis of socio-cultural theory ing tg
gﬁ;

01
theory language acquisiti %S Wr ele@ are combined: culture (the
context of the situa% gnitiv;

environment (c@, instl't

utilise communica an Ive 6?64 which are transmitted through the
¢

nalysis of socio-cultural

kno lf‘dgeae pupils’ experience) and the

nd society). Therefore, social activities that

language % the pupils la{gu@%)skills (Aimin, 2013; Matsuoka & Evans,

Ny
2004).% ing tg” FOOZ)%}d Mitchell, Myles, and Marsden (2013), pupils
b

acﬂ&:ontribute to the co@tion of their own learning environment in a socio-
m learning environment. The pupil’s cognitive processes and communicative
ects both play a crucial role in language acquisition in socio-cultural and socio-

N,
cognitive theory (Anton, 1999; Lantofl, 1994).
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In related to the CLT, it can be concluded that genre-based approach is
heavily drawn from CLT approach. Socio-cultural theory revolve around the
interaction of culture, cognitive knowledge, and the environment. In CLTNQYE;G
Is acquired through meaningful communication (Howatt & Widdowsory 19847 David

Nunan, 1999) as it puts English teaching and learning in a real-life situation (Xu,

2010). \’

According to Hall (2007), CLT competencies ar ogted with the Socio-

Cultural Theory (SCT). Therefore CLT should on thw actively
oy

participating in social activities, including convers ith their vi Q@‘s and

instructors or practicing their skills outside th orKn‘s f coc@éhending
T

the structure of the language and usingWit as'the d‘)un ion munication

(Aimin, 2013). As Hammond and [@a (2001) 6) @ﬁted, genre-based

writing approach considering the%and con\,\\xhi ound to be helpful for
N
students to, “become effecti ici ghts ity the ﬁemic and professional

environment and in their de orI itiesy’ (p. . According to this approach,

if students wish to c% ate SL‘J‘ essf Il}/‘imbarticular discourse community,
text-conte

xg.,produce a piece of writing that can

then they need to Wder i&i\;
fulfil the expe@of re 'cern@%ﬁrammar, organisation, and content. The

£

¢
genre-base es emphasis t th! faejt at writing is a social activity. This concept
% NN
the £ ivist<theory (Vygotskii, 1978), which focuses on the

was b%

importance of social interacti{n)\h learning. According to this theory, knowledge is
cted when learners collaborate, support one another to create, and construct
G reflect on new knowledge. In this respect, interaction with peers and teachers,
and group work can play an important role in developing and constructing

knowledge. In writing classes, teachers need to encourage students to participate and
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exchange ideas and knowledge with teachers and with each other. Based on this,
Moffett (1992) proposed his own theory of discourse genre based on Vygotsky’s and
Piaget’s work, which “focuses on the act of writing from the perspective ?‘;e
writer and reader in the relationship to experience; measuring the rhet |caI stance

at which an author describes, reports, generalises and/or theom?nput a given

situation or event” (Robertson, 2008, p. 55).

Hyland (2004) summarised the three main advan ; helgenre approach

as systematic, empowering, and consciousness-raising. approach

ects of th nﬁu@nd it

th stfu of%m ng. The

stu nts produé&certaln form,

it also helps the students recognise as can be ed Qlate to a specific

purpose, audience and message( an ka, 2 wa ,@04)

systematically incorporates discourse and contextu
creates awareness of audience, textual variati

teaching is, therefore, not just a matter of fraini

This approach is em g since' |des Iearners with, knowledge
and understanding of,, theS\gypical ;#attern lnd powerful genres of culture.
Consciousness- raisinherlb J odch, which supports learners to analyse
the ways in wl@bwl Ae an mfor@)n are structured and constructed in

N
written Eng&NtS Ing ad | (1996) reported that the genre-based

approach%aslse s the i the social and cultural contexts of language

5 , this a roaéh {iﬁ%lders the reader’s needs and the linguistic
w

Q_

C ns that need to be fﬁ‘lowed when writing.

E Based on the above discussion, context is important in a genre approach
where great emphasis is placed on the importance of the relationship between text-

genres and their respective contexts (Atkinson, 2003; Cheng, 2008; Hyland, 2007;
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Paltridge, 2007; Swami, 2008). Considering the emphasis on the genre approach, it
can be concluded that the knowledge of language is intimately attached to both a
social purpose and social interaction. In more practical terms, the genre a oa to
writing is mostly viewed as the students’ reproduction of text base d n t genre
offered by the teacher. Consequently, learning tasks take place thr e imitation
and exploration of different kinds of models. Accordingl rs should be

exposed to many examples of the same genre to develgp th |I|ty to write in a

ent 'can etect the

they ca atl\?a\Vzmelr

particular genre. Through exposure to similar t

specialised configurations of that particular ge

memories of prior reading or writing experien enever they encou E%_ he task
of creating a new piece in a familiar genre (Badger e, 2000 xts are the
units of discourse that occur in differen suc :l n t|ve2< scriptions, and
explanations (Richards & Rodgers@ L ?

A

Ahn (2012) revealed that students’ confidence level increased and the
approach encouraged a positive attitude towards writing. Furthermore, Kay and
Dudley-Evans (1998) 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 worries over writing. More importantly,
Widdowson (2003) did an experimental study in academic classes. Participants in
this research were divided into 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, the participants undertook a test. The group that utilised the genre approach

~

\performed better than the non-genre group, and the data showed that knowledge of

Nthe typical structure of the content made it to the other group. The genre was useful
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for learners to be able to arrange their ideas in terms of achieving their

communicative goals and producing better-organised writing.

To elaborate, the focus of writing in this approach aims to i the
knowledge of a particular genre and its communicative purpose. Thi?&j help the

students produce a text to communicate with others in the same disc&rse community

successfully. In order to successfully implement the genre-base
teachers should introduce many well-written sample-re &x.& hat contain the
features of the specific text-types into the classroo hlsé Wﬁ‘ 2008).
According to Badger and White (2000), Writing%enre-b se pbq&ﬁf}g be
iv% an a@-r'tunity to

roac@?u:d help the

students realise their purposes, the | age features, he @&ure. They could

then use this knowledge to Write@%tively \go ,Qhrus, learning specific
N
genre constructions can be % asﬂa w heQ- earners come up with

&
appropriate writing in theigreal Tife (:It e the clas Q}n Through the composition

process (Miller, 199% in &: yla iO@ genre-based writing reflects a
watiort and

"‘
particular purpose &sociau
consciously tl'%'g%he imi
O

White, 200 %

al advantages £1d disadvantages are associated with the genre approach.

N

erally, genre provides %dents with an understanding of the text, and the

%unication style through a reflection of the social context and the purpose. Prior

Qnowledge of a given model or example is required and it can make it easier for

students to write in an acceptable writing structure.

proach, English

regarded as an extension of the product appr

study a variety of writing patterns. Cofsequently, <this

&

s students to acquire writing skills

and C.J sis of each writing genre (Badger &
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Despite the benefits of the genre approach in helping students produce good
written work, there are two concerns related to it. First, it underestimates thw
required to produce content; second, it neglects the learners’ self-sufﬂme@ram,
2004). Tangpermpoon and Thanatkun (2008) reported that the negati ect of the
genre-based approach is that learners may not have sufficient dee of the
appropriate language or vocabulary to express what they int&%o. mmunicate to a

specific audience. Another weakness, as Badger and W 2000 [iomt out, is that

the genre approach undervalues the writing skills whiChylearners produce a
written product. It also ignores the writing abilities | rs may ha }trl@eas
In order to overcome the weaknesses he g oach av;ad-to apply it

effectively in writing in the cIassroom@erm ‘31 8) rna§some helpful

suggestions. He proposed that at the beginning.of ﬂ‘x 'tir&gss the instructors
the

A

should describe and explaln s ﬂ @)dents to allow them to
formulate ideas about the I u g‘e@ addition, the instructors
should help the stude ough the wri pr s step by step, considering the
importance of sentenc%cab ary, he' uage forms. For example, teachers
may use a braln te |l|que help @ students generate their ideas and come
up with th a priates lan e or specific vocabulary they want to
commun a p rticul n a particular discourse community. Finally,

should p attgnt%ﬁﬁo the skills that will help learners develop their

%)mpetence through ﬁ?c?wrltlng process.

N
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2.3.4 Integrated Approach in Writing

As discussed at the beginning of this study, one of the difficulties face{%FL

learners when they develop writing skills is that they lack the knowled &,e text-
type in terms of language features and text features. Therefore, they may*not know
how to translate their ideas into meaningful text. Based on the abovziscussions on

three EFL writing approaches, it can be concluded that ea ach has its own

o

strengths and weaknesses; therefore, a combination e ad)roaches could

contribute to an effective academic writing practice in an EFL writin SKOO or

ntegrat L b
such an integration among the product, proce enre appr es, Ahlsén &

L 4 o X i
Lundh (2008) suggested that writing teacherv to start ing ing skills

: N
with one approach and then adapt i worpor ting Jthe z gths of other
approaches. O

\ Y
A
Brookes et al. (1990) st thafy the qbler@sociated with writing
he

» &

performance results from teaM proale\ﬂks separately. Tangpermpoon

(2008) emphasised th(using;'ntegratl;eﬁoqc@l writing will assist language
e learne

‘S
it

'3
‘W{i g co@‘tence and produce good writing.

as thK antage of enabling learners to transfer

instructors to improv

Therefore, the ié@ted a
the skills th&}gai od'fr

and pr eaningful 4an

“.“‘b}, v

Tangﬂm on, 2008; ArsIaEg\, 013). For example, in the writing classroom
N

@(':h zsp‘proach and thus improve their writing skills

p@seful written work (Brookes et al., 1990;

Ms start teaching English using the product approach by means of patterns and

ms to teach the students how to write according to the language structure and
0

nventions. The teacher can then integrate the advantages of a process-based
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writing approach, such as exploring meaning through collaboration and interaction

with groups and peers.

According to Tangpermpoon (2008), in order to teach the ger@oach
effectively, students should have linguistic knowledge and Writlngf*tence In

this case, teachers should integrate the principles of the product appkoach. These are

focussing on the appropriate use of language, and the Imgws‘iim of the process-

based approach. This will help learners to, “come up wi prielte language use
and writing purpose for a specific audience through acti Wass while
]

ts of Writi
v\e\ie\ less n@gr;d

As an example of such integration between ? ac&gadger and White

(2000) proposed that, in the firs (Qe, w‘%rs ne@o present a clear model

to enable students to identi h urp %ﬁjsoc& ontext. Next, the teachers
need to use methods desi to generat l '%'ch as brainstorming and free
writing to focus the students’ d\tc'n ofh 14@ appropriate language forms and

O

vocabulary of a @hge rel Aftep that, eachers need to encourage students to
\

work collabgrati ind pairs }(\'gr to promote the development of writing
skills. % %
& v <>

X
& y using an mtegrate{%ibroach in the teaching of writing, the students will

e ss difficulty in carrying out L2 writing as the strengths of each approach will

0 plement each other and allow the learners to develop writing skills and to
produce appropriate, meaningful, and purposeful writing work.
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2.4 ACADEMIC WRITING IN THE UNIVERSITY LEVEL

It is essential for students who are studying at higher educatio M:s to

master the skills of academic writing, and thus this should be priekitised by the

education system. Universities do offer both language courses and es designed
to improve writing abilities before admission, nevertheless it is,indisputable that
levels of accomplishment are still unsatisfactory. 2 l

Since writing is the main form of academic c unicati uni\«g%sity

N
level, it is considered critical for student succe retention (B 4 Fh(@zawa,

Yv
2008). During classes, students need to write?l% s, stu@y’think and

process their ideas to integrate new one .Mver, a and‘éi\chards (2002)
k
;I

assert that the importance of academi ng is mu more@ncial in university

settings because students are i &Dgly rg%t c cr:;@ct their studies in the
? (]
English language. As such, theyamust besable t pF‘oduégpecific writing genres in
&
tic

the form of assignments, e psummarie ical_reviews and research papers.
N
. . A d Qv : .
Previous s% rri t at the @ ersity level, revealed that writing

FL Ia@s. Jabur, Maloyan and Smith (2013)

O

Eﬂﬁénts to focus purely on mastering English
N

continues to po!&wa
assert that t)cn)s\a trend a

gramm ,%er th?1 ev}o n

b4
condiﬁed y Lee (2011a), fo on 66 university students, who decided to sign up
N

ability to create meaningful prose. A study
Nne-year course on academic writing. In order to evaluate their progress, the

y employed relative frequency analysis, and discovered that there was a

orrelation between the level of student understanding and how much textual

revision they undertook. The students were asked to highlight one or more of four
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categories —grammar, word choice, content and organisation — to illustrate how they

revised texts. The results confirmed the conclusions of Gunge and Taylor’s study

(1989) ,which noted that students with stronger understanding underwzore

revision of grammar and word choice; in contrast, students ‘with Jweaker

understanding focussed on organisation and content. Y.

In another study in Taiwan context, Lee (2001b) fo sWZQ? students in
i iZ a

Northern Taiwan, who came from three different uni n(i a number of

f the Slwonsidered
"ay

instruction in English writing as a crucial@& to their | r‘in = Which

than in em@'rning to

underscored the importance of instruction

academic fields. The study found that 75-90 per ce

Taiwanese students. Perhaps as a result of\this proas\h, t respo@n s did not try
to improve their writing skills by \ |arD setting selv@%oluntary writing

tasks, or write independently. CO \ ,<\
o S

(7]
A study, carried ou&%Einosya Al &dﬁ (2013) focused on the
N
difficulties faced by O aant atuniversi Iykg%vith regards to writing English
e. T@

as a foreign languag e au% nd {IQJ@ many student considered writing

nglish as a con %cr@
English & g §

ae_li:?f English writing proficiency at university

—9

¢
On sible reason thg
N
level i t Writing'e it secuﬁary schools is not required (Wingate, 2006, p.
Y.
45&& results of an empiric%*éwantitative study conducted in Omani EFL context
\
bi and Tuzlukova (2014), randomly sampled 1114 school students and 317
G' ersity students. The study revealed that school and university students have

roblems in writing in English with mean scores of 3.78 and 3.85, respectively;

however, university students’ perceptions of the kind of problems they encounter at a
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university setting are more assertive. In addition, the study results showed that the
biggest problem for university students was perceived to be “not having enough
idea” be, compared to school students. Seyabi and Tuzlukova’s (2 z:y
revealed that it was important to align school and university writing sriaa with

regards to the development of ideas, knowledge content, and cr nd creative

thinking. \,

In the Saudi EFL context, a study carried o zJavif et al. (2013)

investigated the major areas of difficulty in academic ing, and thefa€tors causing
]

- . N
these difficulties. The study employed a survey istered to 4IS Gely” EFL
learners (108 male & 86 female). The results ?ﬁ th% in x@zacademic
writing of EFL learners are related to“lexic item?, 0 nisatlé\‘g ideas and

grammar. The other weak areas inw wrong of @sitions, irregular

verbs, articles, punctuation, suffix{ﬂ prefixe,\hngel r)q:}'nistakes.
S

@

9 Q—

Many studies on EF'—NQEQ indic at wﬁﬁg challenges are associated
: . NS .
with both secondary and Wlty levels. lo 011) reported that academics

ts abat

k
often make complain student a?e(wble to write properly, blaming the

very low Iiterac@%ds @hcp% and er education institutions.
N
N, ) Cr_r;(.z
Ang\fwson s rela 16 t@ truction as Oliver (1982, p.164), noted that
I

N
low't 91( insm&aions which promote traditional notions of how

D=

to A— or are taught by @'(ers — often end up complaining of writers’ block.

beL lecturers should ensure that they illustrate and explain how writers develop

G discover ideas and significance, as well as the thought processes they follow to

get to this point. In addition, students need to understand how to compose an
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effective piece of writing, and be drawn in and involved in the learning activities

which will facilitate this achievement.

Furthermore, to help university students master the academic wir@t;ers
have to focus on the writing activities that encourage students’ thi . Krashen
(1993) asserted that the act of writing hones thought processes an f great help
when we are attempting to resolve problems, particularly if werestling with a
difficult problem (Langer and Applebe, 1987). Smith (1 gm rised by stating
that the act of writing elucidates and intensifies our ht pracesses, while Elbow

g
(1973) believed that the very act of writing allow o disentangl apol{@xcture

unclear and muddled thoughts, and render the?h. enta{ li in@ecturers
must aim to help students build their conf% thei writinleYI.ities, so that

they eventually come to find pleasur\%e)t of wri

|| ‘“

2.5 CURRICULUM EVAL& NI L Uf&
l =

In recent times, the E%;nguag.e

em\rling aél‘fculum is an active procedure which

Richards (2011) out,
takes into ac &numb tors(g'\c/h as needs analysis, setting goals and
c&K b i 5 ,

impleme@'aevallati C ange%_,
:It lear that assessing.the curriculum is a valuable practise and, as noted by

Nn (2005), its main objective is to check that it effectively meets the needs of
e

)

T, | .'Q- : .
urr uJ.um been continuously evolving. As

—

earners. Cowling (2007) agrees, underscoring the importance of dovetailing

Qudent needs and what they are being taught, and the EFL curriculum is no

exception, since it needs to be structured in a way which will benefit students in the
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future. Textbooks are frequently central to language learning and teaching; indeed,
O’Neill (2008) sees them as fundamental to what students learn in the classroom.
Richards (2011) adds that, in certain settings, textbooks are key to determ%{hat

ground the lessons will cover and what kind of exercises and activitie S@ts will

be offered. Y_

In other settings, the textbook will be more of an aid tQ the cher in giving a
lesson. However, as stated by Cowling (2007), learners t wi h the language
they are learning is often limited to teachers’ input an tex ow are glven

0 can Use tb[)o&@ give
satj< nson&fd Torres

(1994) asserted that the textbook is par lar, ke du peru@of transition.

Textbooks can be intermediaries o\:iaents for ge @ﬁtg periods when

educational practices are belng re nd alter %f reasons:

in class. The latter can also be exploited by teache

them ideas on lesson content and curriculu

e Textbooks can be use oth earnéersand Qe ers.
e Textbooks give an |nd| n 1 pen@ changes might resemble.
h

e Teachers will feel Rre anc y lps@oglcally supported by having
|& ,

textbooks ava
EFL textbooks n subjected to cr@ analysis and evaluation all over the

N
globe. For e@ in 20Q9, k )Z ined three English textbooks being used

to teach ur stu ent?m ur primary schools run by the Turkish Ministry
ir

of Natio ducatlon 0z EQEated a gquestionnaire which took into account the

>4
cukricu objectives and str\c'e)gles suggested by other researchers. The results were

e. The children found these textbooks attractive, well illustrated and full of

Qpealmg characters; they liked the drawings and thought the books were pitched at

the right level for them. They added that the textbooks made them keen to learn
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English, and they enjoyed their lessons. Teachers found the textbooks helpful in

stimulating independent learning, and useful for engaging the learners in a range of

activities which involved them in their own learning. \z

Mehrdad (2012) investigated the General English course at niversity
of Hamedan, in Iran. Mehrdad designed a questionnaire Wh| valuated how
students viewed good practise in learning English, and relat the eneral views to
their personal needs and areas of inadequacy. The resul hte ways in which

the course syllabus needed to be improved, since th jorit Wspondents

expressed a wish to expand their vocabulary and@ a solid gr ﬂg @ar
Zarei and Khalessi (2011) conduc eview' gll Tanguage
internationally distributed textbooks(IDT su I erc ge,l to evaluate
N
On a similar theme, T 6) a
\ st s in Myanmar’s Institute of
questlonnalres rV|e he aim of the study was two-fold: to
determln ect |on bgth(.ljegmers and teachers and, secondly, to see

cultural density. The authors concl textboo S roo an strong cultural
whether-the textbooks which were

being used to teach Enle 1igi1 stu

Technology were ap and\u;s;}g} Jhe@nd learners were both involved,

Wheth t es )he pm?am which was intended to improve students’

ssroom setting and asked to fill in

beliefs, and thus mirror cultural pr%es. \Y ,q\
&
and all the respo @tiwere |0

ca for critical thlnklng\e@‘d their communication abilities. The results of the

concluded that the textbooks were not fit for purpose, since they did not
0 t teachers’ or students’ needs and aims. In addition, the textbooks did not
improve students’ abilities to undertake critical thinking, nor did they increase their

competence in communicating in ordinary daily situations. Thein suggested that
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textbooks should be tailored to meet the needs of the local teachers and learners who

will be using them. He also stressed that young people should be offered activities

which encourage and help them to actively participate in their own Iean
given the opportunity to think critically through interacting with ot es a'natural

fashion. The criteria for evaluating ESL textbooks were investigY,w Hong Xu,

o

who drew up the categorized the criteria into, Content, Activitiw uage, Culture,
Format, Reliability, Supplementary components, Literacy, Wability, and Legal

ISSues. l

Alamri (2008) looked at textbooks used in nte e‘K/K@nng

General English courses, specifically the En anguz?e textbooks ‘%ed in a

Saudi sixth grade boys’ school, which were 1 oduc \M 4 by t |n|stry of

Education into elementary schools. The@%cus :I\o ivo ﬁtbook used in

Saudi Arabia’s English Language in tru W? d&t by handing out a
¥

questionnaire to 93 English lan acg su E%sors based in Riyadh
q <{-
ndent edb

Educational Zone. Overall, t ositively on the textbook,

N
while suggesting revi 'onWe te#hm l @nd a number of minor items.
cater;

Students' needs were or offthé.design, illustrations and appearance

of the textbook, @s @ldere% itable for purpose, and skill expansion
N

and flexibilj Nwe dged lIV@gJ— although there was room for some

improve ross LA lar study was carried out by Khafaji (2004),
’

whic %ned the ater(als '\l,}i@d in Saudi secondary schools to teach English.

Kﬂ onsidered both Sau}Arabla s overall educational policy, and its approach

%chmg English in particular. The conclusion he reached was that students’ aims

Qd objectives were inadequately supported and furthered by the materials they had

at their disposal, which were judged to be lacking in engagement and not
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academically purposeful in terms of content. Secondly, the research results indicated
that the Audio-Lingual method which underpins teaching the materials is a hurdle to

empowering students to reach their aims and objectives, rather than an aid.\z

Gy

Sung Kyun Kwan University in Suwon, South Korea, uses EnglisivFirsthand

2 (EF2) as its core textbook, and Litz (2006) designed a stud%h% evaluated its

suitability and usefulness. Litz concluded that the textbong ell planned and
t

asks and activities

offered in the textbook promoted communication skills th reWhala%g in

the activities which were included. On the ne de of fthe dedger, however,
many of the activities were frequently duplicavd thu@ y dio‘n&v promote

T
genuinely meaningful practise and prac 'Mnmur?l‘fat' The ‘uﬁor noted that
students would have benefitted er nge o ities@ﬂch stressed the

A

importance of knowing how to s &D and writewe ; d*being introduced to and

0 v,
taught the key role intonatio in communicatifiy V\Q@:Others.
o

N

Taking into ac ourW'estudi,s we al e 5@ above, it becomes clear that
t EFD

researchers in differen contexts aﬁse’cUhe need for evaluation for the EFL

curriculum to n@ent@e re ments and overall predetermined aims
and needs. c\ p |

2, 1))

2. ’S TAXONO
ES

Qloom's Taxonomy originates from the ongoing development of learners’ thinking

(Zareian et al., 2015). It was proposed by Benjamin Bloom, an educational

included a broad range of helpful secondary materials.

Y
4A7/C
3¢,

AND CURRICULUM EVALUATION IN EFL

)
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psychologist at the University of Chicago. Table 2-5 shows the six cognitive levels
identified by Bloom (1956). These levels move from simple recall and fact
recognition at level 1 (the lowest level) to evaluation at level 6 (the higheN .In

between, Bloom (1956) described four other sequentially more complex and abstract

mental levels. Y.
Table 2-5: Bloom’s Taxonomy cognitive levels and key orWom, 2013)
N
Levels | Skill Definition ds )
X

N

Level 1 | Knowledge | Recall information Identi1/,d rille,_@e,
J@ nize\.,‘z~
N o S
reproduce w

N
Level 2 | Comprehens Understa@aning, D mm@é‘, convert,
ion paraph% fg@? paraphrase,
> NS

Qc@rpret, give examples
Level 3 | Application

Build, make, construct,

model, predict, prepare

Level 4 | Anal Compare/contrast, break

down, distinguish, select,

%\ M rsf;mUic?nore fully separate
ti

Lev nthesis+ d‘ezﬁ:s'.together to form | Categorize, generalise,

sa@ing new reconstruct

6 | Evaluation | Make judgments about Appraise, critique, judge,

value justify, argue, support
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The cognitive domain includes knowledge toward improving the intellect (Bloom,

1956). There are six main categories of Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive thinking,

x

starting from the lower level of thinking up to the most complex. ThN Si

categories in the original taxonomy, namely; ‘Knowledge’, ‘C@sion’,
‘Application’, Analysis’, ‘Synthesis’, and ‘Evaluation’. The cogniti els and key

words of Bloom’s Taxonomy are shown in Table 2-5. Th% ed Taxonomy

published by Lorin Anderson and his collaborators has!haWidest acceptance

(Anderson et al., 2001). The authors describe their, as anjelongation of the

original blueprint, rather than an alternative. Thegnew taxonomy was reVigYand

/

founded on the preconcert of new learnin as an innovative _means of

4
. N
implementing instructive education (Bloom, 2018). \ \ ¢

9

codified based on Bloom’s da%
shown in Table 2-6. Thes }m i
required to possess a%jﬁr
of the EFL se;@ currilc
Therefore, Iea% requi

¢

rememberi cts and/ar

assess% loy nBw.i Pnati earned.
) 5
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Table 2-6: Revised Taxonomy cognitive levels and key words adapted from
(Anderson et al., 2001)

N4

Keywords A :

Levels Skill Definition
Level 1 | Remembering | Retrieving relevant Define, dv, find,
knowledge from memory | identify, label, list, match,
na ne, recall,
ise j
Level 2 | Understanding | Determining the meani mmari%ates
of instructional messages, | Interpret, p rase,
including oral, wri rewri i ,Qéﬁlfy,
and graphic infer, condpare, explain,
graphic. L X
communication "\gl\ xamples{™
A ot
Level 3 | Applying Carrying oe%fng\\ utezis , apply,
procele iven pIe@t, illustrate,
i , demonstrate
Level 4 | Analysing Anglyse, breaks down
&-fferentiate, contrast,
' organise, deconstruct,
edit, distinguish, review
A
Level 5 ju@ents based | Assess, check, criticise,

S

cﬁte@t‘%d standards.
»

evaluate, justify,

prioritize, interpret

P%&Tg elements together
%&'«mrm a novel, coherent
whole or make an

original product

Generate, create, plan,
produce, compose, refine,
revise, synthesize,

develop, reconstructs

In a review of curriculum evaluation studies, Razmjoo and Raissi (2010)

found that Bloom's Taxonomy is widely used by researchers aiming to evaluate
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textbooks. There is now a revised version of Bloom’s taxonomy that is being used by

researchers in EFL context in order to evaluate the curriculum content. For example,

Kazempourfard (2011) evaluated the Interchange series in terms oﬁg-mg

objectives in Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (2001) to see which leve ((ﬁlooms

Revised Taxonomy were more emphasized. Kazempourfard (20 d Bloom’s
X

Revised Taxonomy to develop a coding scheme which he ap contents of

fr@y and occurrence

e thre Lwes levels of

Interchange textbooks. From this, the author analysed t

percentages of key learning objectives and found
Bloom’s cognitive processes were the most prevalent within the/text 's. ¢ \Y'
? 4
RN
A similar study, carried out by Zarela sou |I?ed a coding
scheme based on Bloom’s taxonomy to %Nle c ‘:')m evel uestions posed

in two English for a Specific Purpose te ook oneT ce.a Qone engineering).

The authors coded a total of 218 S % po a aIy@)\g/% the results, found that
% <
the majority of these questi re at ower e f Bloom’s taxonomy and

focused only on reme erers’andi

there were very few questions e@

Ind mg The authors reported that

tﬂzﬁ@lgher cognitive processes, such as

creating, analyzﬁ\\eva u t|n teres y, the authors reported that statistical

analysis of ts using a Jqu st showed that there was no significant

dlfferenc en the two t t@(’wnh regards to the cognitive level of the
4
ns

&wen&' the authors concluded that these textbooks were

tSn ed As a
fw encourage high cog\cr;?ve functioning in the students.

N
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2.7 APPROACHES TO EFL SECONDARY WRITING
CURRICULUM IN YEMEN

2.7.1 English Language Instruction in Yemen \i

The English language was first introduced by the British in the Q*yw part of

Yemen in the early decades of the 19" century. Yemen is one of Séveral countries
that teach English as a foreign language at schools. It is a cQEch y subject in the
ry

general curriculum of the Yemeni preparatory and sichools. At the

university level, English is set as a required sub in tewar in all

@

departments, except in the Departments of English i

Faculties dﬂca@ Arts

ific@artments,
ediué\zzf~ instruction

fac %o another. In the
&)

and Languages where it is the major field of s sp cific
such as Medicine and Engineering, English i

(Azzan, 2001). The nature of Englis ge )iries from

fields of science, medicine, and e rmg,a&%ud e technical education
E N
AL Iﬂ -

and vocational training, En for sspecifi rposes (Alaliee, 2006).

Outside of the formal ed hsys %gar d university studies), many

private English Iangu%its rﬁgy“eﬁta@hed throughout over the country
Llr \fbr\ uden %

to provide various d d teachers.

&{ish c
AN &
Becaemmlinereas %lmm&ﬂ’nce of the English language, there is a

growing %n teaching/it rgéqgéut the world. In Yemen, an effort is being
4
to

tinually veIGp {,Rférent programs and curricula for teaching and

o

madi
IWg nglish as a foreig}(?anguage. The Ministry of Education, for example,

% great importance on English teaching and learning. Teaching English starts at

Qe preparatory level (grade seven) and, at the time of the present study, there is a

plan to start teaching it from grade four. In addition, many professional training
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programs for the accreditation of English language teachers have been developed to

ensure that teachers have the required skills to teach English as a foreign language. In

a sign of the continual improvement of the curriculum, the Ministry of Edwzhas

updated the textbooks four times since 1981 (Hasan & Akhand, 2010). 3 )

2.7.2 Secondary School English Curriculum in Yem%:

The Yemeni education system provides 12 years of basi eRcation, composed of

nine years of primary education and three years of s y education. Students are

@
required to pass an English paper as part of th(@i certificate arinef_i)&g in

grade nine or the Yemeni secondary school certifieate in gra 1 befo@\hey are
Y
‘Yy

awarded a certificate (see Table 2-5). \,z 0\ é
(f) &
QO

Table 2-7: Yemeni national examinatigns_at $éco da,anchooI level
N

Level Gr%' q .,Na&i’@l Exams
RN

1
- Y
Primary School Tl —~ 1 : \.%
\)

\ English exam

Secondary Sth%\

English exam

& v
\s textbooks are used for teaching English in the school system. “English for

G e” was the first textbook to be used in the teaching of English as a foreign
I

anguage in primary and secondary schools in 1962. In the 1968/1969 academic year,

“English for Use” was replaced by a new course book called “Living English for the
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Arab World.” In 1982/1983, English was taught through two different courses: the

first course was called “Crescent;” and the second course was called “The English

Course for Yemen,” which was prepared by a British Council team (Mo&f&% in

Al-Mushriquee (Al-Mushriquee, 2003). 3 )

“The English Course for Yemen” continued to be taught until{1992. After the
unification of Yemeni in 1990, the Ministry of Educai'!(m\(/eloped a new
9 'C

curriculum called the “Crescent English Course for Yem h was published in

cooperation with the Oxford Press and is still taught t (Al- Ikw; Hassen,
2009). é [ _\C}
s X

hosting conferences and seminar disc@we

Guide, Book 6). The course presentmnbiw

from a variety of sources. It a ts)n W@s
ingfu

“« Q-
| indivi nd i&févactive tasks. As the course
N

develops and learner et&e‘%ore '(ami eri mechanics of the language,

they are expected to do m for& es’bylmemorising vocabulary and spelling

at home for exax&(\ac tl s Guide, Bog{l/% and 6).
N
\ o I &
Th %ent nglis C&th}caoneered the communicative approach to

N
langua% ing S ?achirg (Teacher’s Guide, Book 6). It contains

com&cative activities th t%\'!lp the learner to develop his/her communicative

%\lfythrough participation, and reflecting on real-life situations in the classroom for
t

er OEQ ars (Teacher’s

and ‘methodology drawn
LN L
|Ils(_%pproach which aims to

promote learning through m

0 purpose of using the language competently (Hasan & Akhand, 2010). In addition,
the course provides a functional/structural syllabus that needs to be taught by the

teacher communicatively.
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2.7.3 Approaches to Writing in Secondary Schools in Yemen

In Yemen, pedagogical and instructional materials for English typically E&g& the
n

four language skills: reading, writing, speaking, and listening. ber of

students in an English language classroom in a primary or sev school is
y 45 minutes.

typically 40-60, and the duration of the class session is approxi

English is taught for three to four hours per week. The xtb%k currently assigned

for the secondary school level, particularly grade CresceWh Course
B
(Book 6). The topics are organised into six units, With each unit co i?ingc’s&gt's of
different lengths that deal with various topics. Ev hapte;.in lud task?‘élated to
Y

reading, listening, grammar, and writing. The tztboo Mrkbo gre presented

in two separate books. In the writ@e students jare tatght how to write
icles

descriptions, instructions, reports, art ,an WT}e thThe present research
z? A

conducted a comprehensive investigation of Book 6'to analyse the content and assess

q <{-
the extent to which the EFL Wwkitifig angB%aj andﬁr%(tegies are reflected in this
\ N

curriculum. ' [ 0
) 4 ¢ &
The Cres& glish Fo Booké‘ié based on communicative language
teaching (CL hich, accordi
NN
learner a% tre of t armr@rocess. In the CLT approach, students are
enga Q} ivitie give t@the opportunity to think critically and use the
tarAﬂguage in meaning&?l" contexts and new ways. The students in a
@nicaﬂve class ultimately have to use the language, productively and

0& eptively, in unrehearsed contexts outside the classroom. Classroom tasks must,

therefore, equip students with the skills necessary for communication in those

anl@n%’y in Al-Mushriquee (2003), regards the

contexts. Brown (2002), Larsen-Freeman (2000), and Belchamber (2007) described
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the teacher as a communicator who participates with the students to build their
confidence. Galloway in Al-Mushriquee (2003) described the communicative
language teacher as a facilitator or counsellor who facilitates the comrﬂ% ion
process between the students in the classroom and between those students.and the

different activities or texts (Ghassan, 2009). Y~

Although communicative language teaching is well _suited¥for learning and

teaching English, the linguistic performance of st szin emen is still

unsatisfactory as the main attention paid to grammar | (Al MO; Thabit,
L

2002). According to Al Ageeli (2007), the attainme Yemeni st nt} |&‘Ieﬁ ning

English is quite poor and this is shown whe ce_real-li uatio\3~in which

they have to communicate and interact. \, %\‘r

A number of researchers such as ? 03_&1 Al-Ahdal (2010),
e

have reported that students do Q er}e
Ee

by using appropriate social

d@o how to communicate
That theA(&ve not able to communicate

in the target IanguagiE ?ﬂ'as e’pect Wgéthey are supposed to use the
rf

language communicativel eme\ ls'csg@/v poor proficiency in the English
language. Betw %&70 of Yemeni ﬁents leave secondary school (after

studying En ISh years \yllhowgaéhlevmg an optimal proficiency level in
English ( 800“,;92) nd to study English with the aim of simply
passi nal exam atlcﬁs Q"fﬁér than to make use of it in their future lives. This
éoecause the metho??used in Yemeni schools are characterised by the

ce of a systematic approach, leading to a gap between the curriculum that the

Qarners study and the techniques used in teaching the communicative approach.
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These assumptions are evaluated in the present research to identify the relevant

factors that are causing these problems.

\3
O

2.7.4 English Academic Writing in Higher Education 1 en

From 1990 to 2000, higher education in Yemen wﬂnessedeous changes.
During that time, more than 15 public and private VW many two-year
colleges, and a number of post-secondary institutes sta IISH{!\& country.
As explained above, the English language is a co Isory subject Ty‘egajz;r at
colleges of higher education, either public or pri and S}J nts/need bQ-pass this

Y
subject before being awarded their certific \'535 likey/Medicine and

engineering, all of the texts are written %wmsh a Q\th struo(Qn is delivered in

English. Therefore, students have achle eﬁz e tthngllsh language for
ccess

their overall academic achiev em? dsu he Y ni University English
Placement Test (EPT) Was r u ced ge

<

the¥gap in English language
\
proficiency between f| year o sec d@ry oI and university level study.
The EPT has rece tIy e or§‘ |rement for admission into public
universities in \6% tu wa\t undertake undergraduate studies at a
public un|v sit t ?’T &ug'njg the university registration process. The

EPT |s% d of f;r}ct ns: tenlng, speaking, reading comprehension, and

writi maximum scores {QF. ach section are 15 for listening, 10 for speaking,

M‘wrltmg, and 40 for reﬁng. The test results are grouped into six bands, from
n

1 being the lowest to Band 6 being the highest. The EPT results determine

hether a student is accepted into the university or not. In some faculties, the EPT
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results determine the number of English language preparatory courses which the

N3

In Yemeni universities, two approaches are used to impr hdemic
literacy and the learners’ proficiency in English skills including ac ic writing. In
some universities, the students are required to study English$ preparatory
hich the students
ar@rses have
different names across the different universities; ghowever, they have tHe {Rﬁ'ilar
objective of equipping learners with the necess%s and Kno dgg Qeg)ired at
the university level and to build up their Wm'

M : So$\u/niversities
integrate English modules in the study @‘ich t ave<t£ ake in the first

student is required to attend at the university.

courses as part of their academic program. The number of co

are required to attend is based on their EPT results

integrated, the aim is to prepareﬂédats W%ﬁn

9 Q—
the academic environment. I& ion to Writing skills 4hese courses cover writing

. : N
for specific purposes and teelinical writing. l §
) 4 ¢ &
i QO
2.7.5. PROB&NA C LL@ES OF ENGLISH WRITING

S
INSTRUCTIQN'TN V] \ c.,(-’

Despitesth por?n be'}: the \(I-i}sh language at the secondary school and
university level in Yemen, maﬁ(oblems, challenges and obstacles continue to face
Nachers and students at\all stages of the Yemeni educational system (Thabit,
‘% Al Adgeeli, 2007; Al-Ahdal, 2010; Al-Mushriquee, 2003; Al-Mansoori, 2008).
0\ the Arabic context, the challenges are enormous for learners of English writing, as

many researchers have clearly demonstrated (Ahmed, 2010; Rabab’ah, 2005; Wahba,



103

1998; Abbad, 1988). Writing in English is a skill often neglected in Arabic secondary
schools (Rabab’ah, 2005; Ahmed, 2010). In relation to academic performance, a
number of studies set in the Arab world have highlighted the students’ @e
problems in English writing. For example, a study of Arab students m texts
revealed that repetition, parallelism, sentence length, lack of variat misuse of
certain cohesive devices were major sources of incoherence d?f: deviation

(Qaddumi, 1995). Other studies have asserted that Ye iniWoroccan students

have some weaknesses regarding coherence and cohesi |ch.\anifa[ed in the
students’ written texts (Ahmed, 2010). ¢ \VC
| S

y robl ritin.g}w~ English

new@erlence More
altl@h writing plays a

Arab learners, particularly Yemeni,

such as not knowing how to organise thei

specifically, in the context of the prwady in Ye

vital role in the four basic | Ils, |\’5\ n bér ignored in Yemeni
N

secondary schools (Abbad, 1 9% h &P I,QOl&'gﬁeshah & Tomok, 2011).
\1 Si

Unlike the other three Skll\% 1 ed t@‘mpllcated to teach (Richards
& Renandya, 2002) a each; do

skills and steer a w)m dEfI
j <‘2011; Al-Ahdal, 2010). The teachers

than just gra I e
S I "’rh
sometimes a%)e id st { (} dents (Al-Sohbani, 2013). In reality, most

teachers f; I thest wedé\n the textbook and sometimes let the students

*e nfident about their own English

rltlngasks or getting students to write more

si opy the models from @‘book. It is noticeable that writing occupies a lower

\ﬂm in Yemeni secondary English classrooms.

0 Furthermore, it has long been the tradition that teachers are responsible for

correcting their students’ writing. Thus, students write for the teacher not for
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themselves, and, consequently, teachers are the only audience for whom students
gain experience writing. One result of this is that writing teachers are often

overloaded with the task of giving feedback to and correcting the student&Z’ng.

This has led to a situation in which teacher-controlled feedback remai omihant in

Yemeni English writing classrooms. Y'

It is clear that the English language teaching procegi faceés” many problems

and challenges. The way that English is taught in i sTooIs today is

responsible, to a great extent, for the low levels of English la uwciency in
"AX

i, 2018; uIIarlf}Patil,

|sh@' Ie@s due to

onsid@;g and apply

cial@' cognitive needs.

ésign (Alsofi, 2009),

the country (Nofal, 2011; Al-Ahdal, 2010; Al-S

2012; Thabet, 2011). The problem of declini

the failure to take the aims of English Iaw

them in a way that corresponds to t% s’ cultura

Many aspects of language teac?@)such as\xi&ﬂ

teacher qualifications (Alsof% Al-gohba h, 201 bdullah & Patil, 2012;

\m &
Farea, 2012), student prepﬁi_o' n(i[ nature of @yllabus adopted at all stages
of education (A|-Ah(%l 4 AI-S“ '?:ay‘z‘dl%dullah & Patil, 2012; Na’ama,
ed.

2011), need to be wated i % yefore, investigation and evaluation

£

processes are %t e of lt}ﬁ’ducational system: primary, secondary,
s s
and higher &@on. (_)
& g
& IS
| X | |
Aﬁe main focus of t@sent study is the curriculum content and language
g

at the secondary school level, which is the most important stage for students

6 ove to higher education and has a direct impact on their performance at the
university level.

e |

A\
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The problem of English teaching in secondary schools in Yemen constitutes a
large portion of the research reported in the literature. Haitham (2004) revealed that
there were real problems faced by teachers and students in teaching a arming
English at the secondary school level in Yemen. The greatest pro e(m’)as the
irrelevance of the content to students’ real-life situations (Al-Ah 10). It was

also noted that the students commonly believed English was4go difficult to learn,

and there is a lack of qualified teachers. Awadh (2 OOWIed that English

teaching faced a number of problems, including th nt g@akness in
c

English and the failure to recognise the role of tea;ers in"designing ' Lﬁrj{mnm.
(.,)

In relation to the factors that might affect Engli guage ?a ing'at th §&ondary

school level, Al-Mansoori (2008a) found that“the tea

overcrowded classes were the most ir@ﬁor

Many factors have a nedative influen te h&ﬁ};‘English in Yemeni
N
'nstrunctors, 'nclu%blqiﬁhe heavy workload on

secondary schools according

instructors (Alsofi, 2009% owla 4; @Iiya, 2010), lack of time
(Thapaliya, 2010), a ge cl‘g Si }AI@WIani, 2004; Thapaliya, 2010).

Ny
The low level of&ﬁ achif \ﬂt y plgygraduating secondary school clearly
t of'thes

e hic Q‘f turn, has a detrimental effect on the

shows the eff
\ M
pupils’ uniﬁ erformanc

!
2 &
&

S schools in Yemen,\m turn, negatively impact the teaching and learning of

? <
% any difficulti a@allenges that affect English language teaching in
%a
‘%nglish language at the university level. Abbad (1988) found a low level of

Qnglish proficiency among Yemeni learners at university level in the English

language faculties and departments. Nofal (2011) noted that the students’ English
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language proficiency at the university level was not satisfactory, nor were the

teachers’ qualifications and competencies.

At the university level, the literature reports many difficulties an@ges.

In general, it has been found that writing in English is one of the bi hallenges
to learning at university (Kim et al., 2010). Students appear to haveymany problems

organising their ideas, creating coherent and WeII-reagerNriting content,

developing extended arguments, and providing SuppOFti evi(ience for their
arguments (Campbell et al., 1998; Nunan, 1999; Rab 20 ;w‘awneh &
Maher, 2010; Kim et al., 2010; Nazim & Ahmad, .Inthe Y n] a&@%rabic
context, English is being taught as a foreign | at % uniyversities (Al-

T
Husseini, 2009). \, 0\ %\
3 9
The problem becomes eve(psre comp\amﬁn j{%ontext. Many studies
J y N

conducted in the Yemeni co r I learners face problems

teaching Englisf&t‘fcmver‘;l ourse teaching methods, the course
content, and w se nt n‘ﬁ%ﬂds. Al-Refa’ai (2001) found that the
fomy e fou

i
the ¢ourse det@aching materials, and the assessment used

N

teaching met
by tea%tre the mai Pctom&at influenced the students’ achievement in the

Enﬂﬁanguage. This was @Hasised by Al-Mansoori (2008a) which revealed that
XChing materials are regarded as crucial factors for the lack of students’
athievement in English (Al-Ahdal, 2010). Further, one of the most significant problems

aced by Yemeni universities is the lack of competent teachers.
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Most EFL writing problems are associated with the secondary school level,
from which many students graduate only to face difficulties in adapting to the
academic writing requirements at the university level (Jakobs et al., 1999; % “ah,
2005; Ahmad, 2010; Weshah & Tomok, 2011; Al-Mansoori, 2008; %2011).
According to Weshah and Tomok (2011), the vast maj f students
at university graduate from secondary schools with low lev Ocg:;:municative
ability in English, particularly in written communication kiw previous studies
revealed that EFL students at university level in ma countrie app r to have
many difficulties despite the long period of preparation ‘at secondasy scﬁcKR‘For
example, in Korea, students receive EFL pre on for 10 ears (Ah A2003) at

elementary and secondary school levels; how r, mo M are u \fe to speak

or read English at the university level (@00 Q\ << E

In a study in Yeme n 0( p at many students at
university level were poor s and wr splt SIX years of preparation in

primary and secondarﬁch S. t 'repo el @bstudents problems were due

to the inappropriate methods of l& eachig and a learning environment which

may be unswtat){b!arn ng a fo |gn Ia@age (Haitham, 2004; Nofal, 2011; Al-
N

Ahdal, 2010; b ,1 8y Al- iplryéydo, Thabet, 2002).

@ nﬁn) sear rs have reported that EFL learners at university

Ie a range of dlfﬁcult{%ﬁd problems in acquiring the English skills required
‘% demic achievement and success. Some studies have suggested that the lack of
U ficiency among students in higher education can be linked to the secondary
school level. To date, there is a need for further investigation of the problematic

aspects of EFL teaching at the secondary school level and an analysis of the extent to
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which the preparation at this level might affect the students’ writing academic

proficiency at the higher education level.

Many studies in the Yemeni context highlighted that the problem@ems’

weaknesses in writing skill was due to the inappropriate methods writing
teaching and learning environment (e.g., Al-Shamiry, 2000; Thabe t, 002; Haitham,

2004; Al-Ahdal, 2010; Nofal, 2011). However, none the revious studies

examined or investigated the EFL writing problem itm dar)‘ schools in line
|

»
with the witting curriculum. The 12" grade EFL writing curriculum was labelled a

@ 71 o7 X
CLT curriculum meaning that the principles of the communicative theories and

approaches should be reflected in the curriculum, and the-EFL ertlng classroom
instruction should be communicative lear ce‘ed dv\issr %\Y.

Moreover, based on th menl e na '§tem the secondary

JZ

curriculum was designed W' aim ‘t‘o pr stclgce?ﬂs for higher level of

education. In line with l?g L ertlng in Yemeni higher
education context fo% e vas t ajo t}bf\b\/ersny students have difficulties

adapting to the a wc WI’I‘I reme (e,(e g., Shamsan, 2003; Al-Mansoori,
2008a; Nofal, 01 'se S dld not analyse the existing writing
problem |ver ty Ie I |n|ng writing curriculum and instruction at
the sc eI ent study examines the alignment of the

se@ curriculum to th @’I’ instructional approaches and evaluates how the

s are being prepared at the secondary school level, particularly in relation to

6 ir English writing skills.
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The present study investigates the curriculum content and language teaching
at the secondary school level with a particular focus on the final grade in secondary

school (grade 12) which can be regarded the bridge between the seco% nd

university level. : )

Particular attention is paid to the “Crescent English Co&e for Yemen”
textbook (Book 6) for two reasons. First, the textbook _is th&¥'most important
component of the material package (Fredriksson & Ol ;06);' and second, as

mentioned earlier, the content of the curriculum has ide tiwne of the

Ty
main problems associated with EFL in Yeme@details of {n@? and
evaluation methods are discussed in Chapter 3Y' \0' \,‘T

4



