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5.1 INTRODUCTION

T L
N,
This chapter presents a dis of res s“der W‘? from a comprehensive
analysis of the curriculu c ssroom tructlon with regard to the
research questions. %a ter ¢ ’ |tT'Qe implications of the findings
focused on more t|ve EIIL ing, tea g, and learning in an EFL context,

including the eth l, an@practlcal implications. The strengths and
limitation t tud>/ar us';e@d potential directions for future research are
pro po s é

<&

(..3

g\?GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH

.

Qhe aim of this study was to examine predominant approaches to second language

(L2) writing instruction as reflected in the Yemeni English as Foreign Language
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(EFL) secondary writing curriculum and how satisfactorily this curriculum prepares

students for university level EFL writing.

To provide the context for this study, there is a growing n &9 using
English in different areas of education and business along with the impoértance of
academic writing competence for students’ professio@;munication,
achievement and success in higher education. The results of iQus studies showed
that writing in English is one of the biggest challenges f Y?(Zheni students at
university level. As the current studies did not provi dequate 1 t into.the

N
current lack of proficiency in writing skills a university st nt!, .thi? study
raised the question relating to the preparatiorwuess ec ry e%?s‘gion level
and investigates the problem compr Mly se sﬁ%}, curriculum

=

documents review, and classroom otN‘ ns. This research @Jes that a primary
AN

goal of assessing EFL teachin i‘@onda u.ébe completed prior to
%, 6 ¥,

. . . o
drawing conclusions on liter mpetengy at u versm@\’

Q

Since the Yemeni seconlary ur’imb’n in its entirety is labelled as a
4 $ &
ts th

éEFL textbooks, EFL workbooks, and

0 a o%"the communicative approach. The

!

#

communic htruc onal r‘aCthS chosen as the foundation of Yemeni 121
% o

grade % iting Julri ym basg on the finding of studies demonstrating this

apnm&

to be effective in ing learners to process information from various
&5

%’ sources (Chang & Goswami, 2011; Ozsevik, 2010). However, the findings in

this study suggest that the EFL textbook and EFL workbook writing curriculum do

not seem to fully reflect the features of the communicative instructional approach.
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Discussion of the findings of this study is divided into two parts. Part |
discusses the alignment of the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
approaches in the Yemeni EFL writing curriculum as reflected in Secondﬂ ge
Acquisition (SLA) theories, Second Language (L2) writing approaches their
corresponding instructional approaches, and teacher role and le le. Part Il
discusses the findings of the study with respect to how comprehensively the 12t

grade EFL writing curriculum prepares secondary stu nts?'ﬁ/riting in English
during secondary education with implications to writi E@gwguage at

tertiary level. Figure 5.1 describes the findings of studying'text contai e' ir\‘t{QEFL
)
%ays the su ary@ﬁndings
N

textbook and the EFL workbook, whilst Figure 7.
X

from English language writing classroom obseerion. \

—X



Figure 5.1 Findings from Document Analysis

EFL text book and EFL workbook documents

v

PART I: To examine the overarching
instructional approaches and the alignment of
the curriculum with Communicative Language

Teaching (CLT)

(RQ1) Eindings of SLA Theories &
Instructional Approaches
e Structuralism & Grammar Translation
Method (30%)
e Cognitive Information Processing
Theory (49%)
e Socio-Cognitive / Socio-Cultural &
CLT (21%)

(RQ?2) Eindings of L2 Writing Instructional
Approaches

e Product- based approach.

(Grammar Translation Method)

(47.5%)

e Process-based approach (31.5%)

e Genre -based approach (CLT

Instructional Approach) (21%)

Vi

PART II: To examine how well the
curriculum prepares the students for
university level in EFL writing

(RQ5) Findings of Types of Writing
task

. Type of tasks
. Narrative (62%)
. Expository (38%)

(RQ6) Findings of
Levels of Cognitive
Demand of Writing
Tasks

» Lower Cognitive
Demand (74.5%)

» Higher Cognitive
Demand (25.5%)

) (RQ7) Findings of
" writing SKills Analysis
: e Analysis of ESL
skills:
* Writing (32%)

(RQ3) Eindings of
Learner Roles

¢ Individual (82.5%)

e Pair/ Group (17.5%)

(RQ4) Eindings of

Teacher Roles

. Director (75%)
. Catalyst (25%)

* Speaking (30.5%)
* Reading (27%)
* Listing (10.5%)




Figure 5.2 Findings from Classroom Observation

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION

v

PART I: To examine the overarching
instructional approaches and the alignment of
the curriculum with Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT)

(RQ1) Eindings of SLA Theories & Instructional

Approaches
e Structuralism & Grammar Translation Method
(39%)

e Cognitive Information Processing Theory (46% )
e Socio-Cognitive / Socio-Cultural & CLT (15% )

(RQ2) Eindings of L2 writing Instructional

Approaches
e Product- based approach.
(Grammar Translation Method) (45%)
e Process-based approach (48%)
e Genre -based approach (CLT)
Instructional Approach) (7%)

i

PART I1: To examine how well the
curriculum prepares the students
for university level of writing

(RQ5) Findings of Types of
Writing task

*Type of tasks
[1 Narrative (80%)
1 Expository (20%)

(RQ3) Eindings of
Learner Roles

e Individual (71%)

e Pair/ Group (29%)

(RQ4) Eindings of
Teacher Roles
e Director (62%)

e Catalyst (38%)

(RO6) Findings of
Levels of Cognitive
Demand of Writing
Tasks

+ Lower Cognitive
Demand (72%)

» Higher Cognitive
Demand (28%)

RQO7) Findings of writing

Skills Analysis

e No data for RQ7
from classroom
observation

207



Figures 5.1 and 5.2 demonstrate the overall findings of all research questions of the
present study. The findings show that the Yemeni EFL writing curriculum is not in
alignment with the communicative approach, despite being labelled as% The
analysis of SLA theories and relating instructional approaches provimi ce that
the curriculum is founded on the principles of cognitive theo information

processing and structural linguistic/behaviourism theory rather than the socio-

ru@e communicative
approach. With regard to L2 writing instructional ap es, the{"ndi‘? provided
evidence that the curriculum is based on the pringiples of praduct<ased ‘a ch
. ol
theory of information processing which is in based on! gr marYr_ slation

! 4
methods, instead of the genre-based approaq w

\ls\t fo nda\ti)on of the
communicative. Furthermore, the findir@garn

S0 cenvey an emphasis
on individual writing activities rather t pai{Qd

foster a meaningful interaction thalea;.nﬁe S. @% observation that EFL

q Q—
teachers predominantly perf(&ae rol'e\_sﬁiz:torﬁbfking to a traditional mode
N
of instructing writing iIWer SL')port le g&ion that the EFL textbook and
icu

the EFL workbook curr m is@ mﬁ{ﬁuvith the communicative approach.

s'iveL)gtﬁ curriculum prepares secondary students
in writingAmEnglish at uni

cognitive / socio-cultural theories which comprise the

hi

it@ties, which would

r 'tyzl@with implications for also writing in English
at ter wel, thé g5 indicated that the EFL secondary writing curriculum

p re emphasis on wrmc@ skills, in preference to other macro language skills,
‘ée method of realising learning outcomes in the EFL secondary writing
ourriculum. However, the findings also suggest despite writing being the major skill
used to achieve the learning outcomes, writing tasks developing major writing skills

such as expository tasks were limited. Furthermore, EFL secondary writing
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curriculum documents and English language writing classroom instruction were not
in alignment. The findings on cognitive demand indicate that high cognitive demand
thinking skills are not significantly and sufficiently emphasised in the EFLS tzok,

the EFL workbook and also in English language writing classroo (Quctlon
Addressed collectively, the EFL secondary writing curriculum app t to prepare
secondary students comprehensively in writing in English at ur&iel

O
5.3 PART | - THE ALIGNMENT OF THE SECONDA W NG
CURRICULUM WITH THE COMMUNICA EAPPR : '\
Y'
5.3.1 Discussion on second Ianguage q |t|om\ s@nd language

writing approches and their co ewlng instru onaéapproaches and

learner and teacher roles.

AN
E L
This section discusses the findi f rlSea:; es tl@ 1, 2, 3, and 4, which
examine whether the main of t@ eatu

\
EFL secondary ertl qum @ were examined based on the

SLA theories and WI’I g a "c S. As emeni EFL 12th grade secondary

n&%’re reflected in the Yemeni

S,

school curricul S de sed @_T the findings should similarly be a

reflectlon of |o oghiti /;s!)us'@ultural theory of SLA and the genre-based

appro % D)O a@ processing, along with related instructional
hes¥such as the CBI

appro ppgéch and the TBI approach. Correspondingly, the

role and the teacher role should also be reflected in learner-centred
Ssrooms.

0
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With regard to SLA theories and L2 writing approaches, the findings of the

study as summarised in figure 5.1 stated only 21% of the writing-related statements

(]

in the Yemeni EFL 12" grade secondary school course book, workbookﬁ%?’i:
instruction reflected the socio-cognitive / socio-cultural theory, and 49% of the data
did  reflect cognitive  information  processing  theo nd 30%
behaviourism/structuralism theory. In contrast to the claim tha@e\ijni EFL 12"

v%d curriculum, the

tres on tI‘e leasner as an

grade writing curriculum is fundamentally a communicati

conclusions of this research infer that the curriculu

individual information processor, and therefore is actually working i 'e%o@r{ive
C,)
information processing theory. ‘<‘ \
4 \/Y'
Y- \ <
Additionally, the prevailing untwng eaching, of English in

Yemini secondary schools has transfe

approach to a communicative in

the non-communicative appK still X

language teaching. The IYaqs as!pres ted in@ble 4-2 show that the non-
(

communicative appr n stIL. in~the EFL textbook (28%), EFL

e jupd
&
workbook (320/3Qnyn c'assr\ Q&J

activities (39%), with the communicative
approach onl M@sen d tpe Ii:!%l)’extbook, 20% in the EFL workbook, and
39%

AN
eéeemed inaccurate, with

@ﬁcant amount of English

‘Y2
15% in classroont activitie ). ,&_}
(4/% toty
- Y | o
e findings from c@t’)om observations as shown in figure 5-2 make

%\!@ the conclusion that teaching of Yemeni EFL 12" grade writing instructional

6 lementation adheres to the cognitive theory of SLA (46%) rather than the socio-
cultural / socio-cognitive theory of SLA (15%). Writing tasks in the classrooms

frequently reflected the product-based approach (45%) and process-based approach
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(48%) with little reflection of the genre-based approach (7%). Al-Ahdal (2010) and
Thabit (2002) noted the emphasis placed on acquiring English grammar in a non-
communicative manner when English is taught in Yemeni secondary s o

by ahassan

(2009), Yemeni teachers of English frequently avoid demgmngYmm tasks or
hi

argument cogent with the findings of this study. Furthermore, as stat

})

getting students to write more than just grammatical exercise g , this research

supports this study’s findings garnered from observing t OWns of a classroom

in which the non-communicative method was preval eryas repasted in the

literature, cognitive theory is related to transfokming ‘text |dM c&f?rent

sentences to help learners analyse meaning bey e sente‘gc lev (Sto 6%\1998)
‘Z'

As seen in figure 5-2, the analy; m instruction
revealed that Yemeni EFL teachers p % the @f director (62%)
in teaching writing, which is indi of t@ ih haviourism theory of
SLA and the product- bas proachs,_Suc a f g is an indication of
misalignment in the theor roun ing ecu Ium with regards to its label
as a communicative ulum. Vthi‘ur% m was grounded in the CLT
approach, the so |t|ve4soc IturaI ry, L2 writing genre-based approach

would be SI nt vide t%()tlng instructional implementation level.
These f| s coélca@mstructlonal practices in the Yemeni EFL
writi ooms (esb)dﬁ: m g students less effective in using writing in real
I| ions. Additionally, tb%}esults provided a plausible explanation for what has
eported in the Yemeni EFL settings, namely that most students are quite poor
ngllsh as is demonstrated when faced with real life situations in which they have

to communicate and interact (Abbad, 1988; Shamsan, 2003; Al-Sohbani, 2013; Al-

Mushriquee, 2003). Similarly, Bataineh, Bataineh, and Thabet (2011) reported,
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“Yemeni teachers are more inclined towards structure-based principles than those of

CLT” (p. 865). Moreover, the results of Liao (2003), conducted in another EFL

=

context, indicate that teachers follow formal-based instruction in order toﬁﬂ& ei

learners pass exams. )

The process-based approach is defined by O’Brien (2004)%7 activity in
which teachers encourage students to see writing not in t;ns ‘of grammatical
exercises, but in terms of meaning and discovering ideasﬁs f$nd by' this study to be
integral to the beliefs and practices of Yemini EFL 12;h grade.sec@%y school
teachers. I | _\‘v}

s N~

Na’ama (2011) and Al-Ahdal (2010) b&eve t

Yemen omits the communicative z@‘ al
us

supported by the findings of this study. vert

theory and cognitive informatio%go&siw!%yv
ica

9 Q—
ntly ryed ir@most all L2 writing classes.

\
Some examples of the bsWata #at W efh@‘to be relevant to structuralism
nitiD

behaviourism and cog informéti roEE{s}@g theories can be mentioned with

\hg achi English in

able<v<va§, a viewpoint

'fesﬂgs of structuralism
A

SL@and their corresponding

L2 writing approaches were‘si

regard to emplo@as h‘a onl meaniz% clarifying the meaning of vocabulary
B
and sentence(h&itin . The jylty assroom instructional time in writing was

aIIocated%e ing studepts de-c tualized vocabulary via translating them into

s

the Mngue. Th tec{ni%ans found to be in opposition to socio cognitive /
C.)

seQ'O\C tural theories of E‘LA and genre-based approaches, and L2 writing

%ction that focuses on using sentence structure to clarify the grammatical

Qmponents of a sentence.



213

Therefore, the findings of this study demonstrated a misalignment between the

EFL 12" grade curriculum designation as a communicative curriculum and what the

?’<l

curriculum in practice implements in the teaching of EFL writing. D hi

practice being in opposition to features of CLT, the research of Al-Fatimi (2 9), Al-

Mansoori (2008), and Al-Refa’ai (2001) has drawn attention to t tlng of the
teacher at the epicentre of Yemeni classrooms. Additionally, 09) raised the
question of whether teachers in Yemen employed to t ch sh are capable of

teaching using a communicative approach. If teacher eer@? then this

provides a reason behind the problems of English |

uage acquiisitio ' énk‘ﬁ'

Collectively, the conclusions of the SL

% |t|ng\§§)-proaches

analyses showed that the Yemeni EFL 12%\9 WriﬁTg iculu@:za; not forged

on socio-cognitive / socio-cultural th\avhlch can oun@% basic grounding
principles of the communicative oach |X1Mt ca ,b:\asserted that in not

practicing teaching methods % to socio- mtlv OCIO -cultural theories of
SLA and L2 writing appr: %the wﬂ%ﬁh sent study support those of
Murshed (2002). As tPEST te cher |n'Y ni classrooms continue to teach

writing in a non WUH% ner, h is in alignment with the non-
int

communlcatlv rriculum. As a result of employing the

“

non-comm %De ap ro hs ttﬁe% vouring an active role in learning are under

stimul orceﬁ tthe le of passive learners.

E rms of the teacher and learners’ role, the findings also described how the EFL
0 grade secondary school writing curriculum is not designed based on the CLT
approach, as labelled. In order to be implementing CLT strategies, writing tasks need

to be designed as pair / group work, from which learners process the text information
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via communicative interaction and language functions as a facilitating tool
(Vygotsky, 1975). Based on the findings of classroom observation, the writing
classroom at secondary school level in Yemen is foremost a teacher-centrﬁﬁ ing.
The findings presented here are echoed in the earlier work by Az& 1) and
detailed how Yemeni teachers place importance on learning gra syntax and

sentence construction with translation into Arabic as well as English.

The Yemeni EFL 12" grade secondary school writing 'cgum elf-identifies as
a communicative curriculum overall; yet in practi llow; Wthe non-

roaches (Teacher’s B50,KR[7.4).

rvation fat n tional

communicative and communicative instructional a

From the findings collected in classroom
implementation level, it is possible to state th ers.usé t -co%mnicative
instructional approach more frequently than the mmunme appr ¢h. Given that

RM/ i {; should be

e, instr,

the curriculum is labelled as comr‘u§
communicative in nature. However,N ented in
FL wozg:\omgar

wiiting

4, the
- .-, . - r‘. -
of the classroom activities the formeef pair @oup work.
'S
FIGURE 5.3: Extract 1 ft Te% ofé;he Teacher Role
)\ N

™

re 5-@n|y 17.5% of the
des\]gned to be conducted
Ks ar Eigned to be completed

writing tasks in the EFL textbook

in pairs or groups, while 82.5%

individually. As seen in the iting‘ﬁa’cruction only calls for 29%

¢ Introduce and discuss the topic.

They either ask the pupils to think of ideas and write notes OR elicit ideas from a
pupil and write notes on the board. Tell the pupils which pages in the textbooks to
use for reference.

e Pupils write while the teacher circulates and gives guidance. Close attention

accuracy. The teacher should indicate what needs amending without necessarily
telling a pupil exactly how to amend it. Consultation between partners can be
encouraged here. Pupils can also refer to dictionaries.

should be paid to connectors and reference pronouns, as well as grammatical

Source: Teacher’s Book (p.)
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As shown in Figure 5-2, the teacher’s book designates the teachers’ role as a
catalyst most of time yet, the findings from writing classroom observation Ngh.at
teachers frequently play a director role (62%). As noted by Mohamw 2), the
teacher’s book privileges the communicative over the non-commuw, but this is

not reflected in the working practices of teachers. Indeed, the writing instruction

provided by EST teachers, with its focus on grammar, trawﬂ'&n, holds more in

common with the structuralism theory of SLA.
AN
Furthermore, the number of students in writi lassroams y'a&é}reate
challenges preventing the writing teacher 1?4 pl%ﬁﬁ .myfructional
approach. It is common to have 40-100 students’in ow‘e c room@}mis, coupled

with limited class duration leads to emeni schoo em @gring for want of,

“an ideal class and an ideal perio&%me” @ﬂy\\%d ﬁfl) Abdullah and Patil
N

(2012) developed this furthe%ordi&; tha teachetg?n Yemen felt that they

lacked time, had too ma m

&

to h an inundated with work. The

researchers stated th% ree factors tfic@‘the implementation of different

4 '3
teaching methode l \ g
N

According'e the educat r}@l philosophy of the Republic of Yemen, which all
trainee t%are t R@o 33\ role of the learner and societal needs are
paral whis is{:o inggnt{'ﬁth CLT, yet the findings of this study found the
rm't% at odds with the rhet\gf?c. In order for the 12'" grade EFL writing curriculum

% implementing CLT strategies, learners would have to be granted increased

Q'nphasis on their place in the microcosmic society of school.
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Despite the 12" grade writing curriculum was entitled as a communicative

approach with the goal of equipped students with the required writing skills, the

b}

findings presented here detail how communication was solely empha’%'
minimal number of writing activities. This ultimately suggests that t (IQer was
not granted the status it holds in CLT approaches. To this en ee a basic
discrepancy between the written content of the curriculum whi(&(;g:erstand the

importance of communicative approaches, and the day-t -daVRhanisations of the

ec fK?ed course

in the | f‘e@@ses
| &

involving working in pairs or in a group, despit vities o}th il eing‘%éailed in

the curriculum. Instead, the teacher remained th?ocal N e cljssgm.

In a curriculum forged on \% instructi ap@‘ch, writing tasks

should ideally be performed freq% using t\m%m j:@"rve approach. This is
j y N

assuming that the curriculu nsid@red ntent-lbased instructional method,

classroom, even though writing tasks were being ta

materials. One example of this discrepancy can be foun

task-based instructional od,and La uage instr nal approach. However, the
d

writing tasks elicited EFL 12t é se@dary school writing curriculum
4 $ &
were in nature i'rg:?il taslfs \sed. nat Gcher-centred classroom, in which the
teacher plays % fdi
j ‘
T%ﬁnarise he fin nﬁ\\su)PART I, which is comprised of the SLA

' 4
theor:'g/ its corr orﬁin%‘ﬁ'étructional approaches, L2 writing approaches,
er

Ie& les and teacher roﬁ, it can be concluded that the curriculum is not in

ent with the communicative approach as it claims to be. In other words, the

Qndings generated by this study indicate that the curriculum as it is currently taught

does not fully complement or adhere to the communicative approach. Therefore, the
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findings generated in Part one demonstrate that the EFL writing curriculum, as it is
currently taught in Yemeni secondary schools, does not adhere to the principles of
the communicative writing approach as the emphasis is placed upon th rocct

based approach and cognitive theory when the communicative appro mocates

for the prioritisation of the communicative theory. Furtherm styles of
classroom instruction observed in this study adopt prlmarlly st and cognitive

theories.

\d, .
5.4 PART TWO: THE PREPARATION OF EMENI 1’2th.§|%ADE
SECONDARY LEARNERS FOR WRIT % Ar\jﬁ IGHER
EDUCATION LEVEL N~

N

rltlng@ks undertaken by

Research questions 5, 6, and 7 stu ;varlety of

students along with the cogniti t s@eeded to achieve the
0

necessary level of compet nglish.at un ersit eI The findings of these

questions are discussed in tlol alo |th |derat|on of the frequency of

written English tasks% ertaken by s d‘e

) e
SN

5.4.1TYPE \/R ?\a s&

e ted tdr t r|t|ng tasks, the two major writing task types,
n &nd expository were%&ﬂected in EFL 12" grade writing curriculum. Thus, to

%re students for EFL writing at the university level, writing instruction that

Gposes students to expository writing tasks must assist them to equip with the

required writing skill at the university level.
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The narrative writing tasks were labelled as writing tasks assigned for
describing personal experiences or observations of immediate objects or events,
providing factual descriptions, summarising ideas and/or information con% in a
text, narrating events or reporting facts. This is the main type M' g task
completed by 12" grade secondary level students in language training as they are
instructed in how to discuss personal experiences or observatioﬂ&rative style.

However, this type of writing task focuses on the ability, to Warise findings and

report on the facts and does not teach a student

!

(.a)
hand, the second type of writing tasks, referred S expositony writing L@Z‘s focus
on exposition and academic argument in thicall o~

ing rvzsrynthesising
information from several academic sou@‘ disti

of writing tasks is important as secon@r level_stu

C ticqll\?s written
material or to synthesise information derived fro; multiple sburc n'th@ther

etwqe{n ese two types

m_{sQ)e encouraged to

undertake expository writing tasks,If they Aﬁpurs@igher education level
o

N
where the ability to think aN\' e criti im@dve. As such, the types of

. N .
writing tasks underta ments n this's udSchey complete their secondary

{
level education may determine their-abi ty' Edjmeet the demands of EFL writing

skills at a univer, &. ' %
kills at \& | Q &

!
¢
Th of this stu ﬁov@ hat the Yemeni curriculum focuses mainly
% NN
on nar% ks a§’ ntior&? paid to expository tasks. As mentioned above,
X

thi prove detrimental i p@{)aring EFL students for the demands of writing at a
‘%ity level as they have only been taught how to write in a narrative as opposed
6 xpository style. As displayed in Table 4.6, 61% and 63% of writing tasks in the
EFL Textbook and the EFL Workbook respectively focus on narrative tasks while

only 39% and 37% respectively focus on expository tasks. This indicates that the
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current Yemeni EFL curriculum does not place enough emphasis on the importance

of expository tasks and is thus not preparing students adequately for the requirements

of university level academic writing. Further still, observation of EFL th in

practice indicates an even greater disparity between the levels of emphasis placed on
each type of writing task as 80% of tasks were found to be narrati ile only 20%
were expository in nature. This is a worrying outcome as it i% that narrative

tasks are prioritised in the curriculum and even more so in tw practices, which

may cause students to encounter difficulty in adoptin fective Wy writing

style once they enter higher education studies. ¢

:@T

p@ i ex@énces or

tding fa.%}‘ltdescriptions
, Wl‘@%ritical analysing,

The writing tasks that focus on d
perceptions of instant objects or occurrenﬂw
through the summarising of ideas st ns'aered n
or the synthesis of information fr%veral so\s% @Bidered as expository

N
(Pugh et al., 2000). In hig%l eqﬂcati ,cexpg&'@ry tasks become more

important than narrativ }Qas‘l ents moye_beyond simply describing
ng

experiences, events % in wri

analytical persp(;(ah}l\/lore s')

level requires a,morevadva

!

¢

to criticall % e informa nénb(t?develop the cognitive ability to form an

% NN

object% ion | ntly 4sased on their interpretation of the information.
Y-

Ac,m&g to Pugh et al. (ZO®§tudents need to be prepared to read and write texts

s,

begb' acquiring a more critical and
,ast ﬁ.urature of educational activities at this

of thinking, it is crucial that students learn how

\e primarily expository at the university level. As such, it is clear that the
G ative style will be ineffective in this context as it does not allow a student to
express their own opinions or critical insight into a concept, event, or phenomenon.

In fact, the narrative style facilitates the summation of received information and the
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reiteration of facts and is not conducive to the critical analysis of data and the

Yv

Based on these findings, it is clear that the writing curriculum i&}dary

synthesis of knowledge gleaned from a diverse range of sources.

level EFL classrooms should include or focus on expository writing order to
help students acquire the academic writing skills required foWigher level
education. This increased focus on expository writing tasks_will ‘@nable students to
think more critically about information and to express X;Slor opinions on
synthesised data effectively in an academic expositor le. T uwijcial that
the EFL curriculum in Yemen be modified to i more ta ir‘ e@éitory

instruction so that students are not immediat d % ntaggyhen they

wit xposi@composition.
on @ative tasks at the

expense of expository tasks may&gs detrim\ktx t ,@\guistic proficiency of
'}' y N
EFL students in Yemen and r%pronﬂse th 'rcpotgg(a in the higher education
level as, despite the imp %f trlsﬁ}\;vlr@activities, students have not
been adequately tau 0 express t em'se@ in the expository style that is
¢ &
required at the uniyvessity Im@er | acﬁmic achievement and success.
AN N
O

!
¢
5.4.2CO EL ?:&VF(IJ G TASKS
NN
A"l <> . N . .
: alyse the evel of cognitive demand in the writing tasks in the Yemeni
dhﬁm

S
1 EFL writing curri&fum and classroom instruction, in order to investigate

%gnitive levels of the writing tasks, a coding scheme was developed based on

Qe revised version of Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive domain level. To apply this

coding scheme to the EFL writing tasks undertaken by 12" grade EFL students as per
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the curriculum and classroom instruction, each exercise was codified based on the six
categories presented in revised Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive domain.
Remembering and understanding were assigned to the “Low Level” catWYfZe
categories of apply, analysis, evaluate, and create were coded under theHi evel”
category. These taxonomies describe the cognitive skills that stud required to
possess at various levels of cognitive demand and indicate&t to which
students exercise a high level of cognitive skill whe c@ing EFL writing

assignments. It was important to analyse the cognitiv S wr%s in order

to determine if students were encouraged by the, EFL curriculumpa d‘la@age

Az

instructors to use higher order cognitive skills, such,as the agili to ritic@’analyse

or synthesise received information, as these N;Id pl \Nge
completing secondary level. %\, Q\ &

The results of this study sh@Sthat the\h\$c ((%riting assignments in

N
the curriculum and in classroo%vj%?Mas s:@t required low Levels of

cognitive demand. In additi mas LI ISGovere t considerably less attention

was given to tasks %z:ired“h h 1 ‘glg sbognitive demand. Thus, while
&

students were indeed, taught r derﬁd’ and remember, comparatively less

role inz}lﬁccessfully

emphasis W&S% on that‘-}%éy could comprehend, apply, analyse,
¢
synthesis %uate e%mgtiocfﬁ?ey were given. This is of particular concern

e:ﬁ

\
as these a keystequi Pents%ch students at the university level must satisfy
in of their writing @es in order to achieve academic success. More
\cally, it is these tasks that are most important in the higher education level as
G ents must demonstrate a high level of cognitive ability in expressing their ideas

and opinions on a wide range of information and knowledge.



222

As illustrated in Figures 5.1 and 5.2, a far higher proportion of writing tasks

focus on skills that require a low level of cognitive demand in terms of the EFL

o

Textbook, the EFL Workbook and classroom observation. Based on these w n
according to Anderson et al. (2002) classification, it is clear that s &nt re no
completing writing tasks that encourage them to develop their anal aluation, or
creativity skills. In higher education, more emphasis is p eﬁapplication,
analysis, and evaluation, all of which are coded unde a%evel of cognitive
demand. Thus, in order to effectively prepare studen he“de allds 0 wrltlng at

the university level, the secondary level EFL curr§ulum nd ¢lassr ﬁst,@:non

must modify their writing tasks so that a bro ange of sKills are a% ed and

refined by the students. Q T
Most importantly, Ianguage |m<>rs ould S o_n\ wrltlng tasks that

require the highest level of cognitiv dew as h S V\@"fg)repare students more
9 Q—
effectively for university a ensure ey rm well in writing tasks

(Ahmad, 2010) due tmmlllf(lty |tl @that require a high level of
hIS a

cognitive demand. Thi | haveda |t|479(<5fject on the learning outcomes of
students and als fa |‘|tate em dapting to the university academic

N
environmen h they will (}ulre @g«énced writing skills and a high level of

@,
cognltlv ency. N
AR
\'

ore specifically, th(%blllty to analyse, apply, and synthesise information is

‘%ed in order to complete essays, analyse case studies or perform scientific

Qsearch In effect, any academic task or project undertaken in university is likely to

require a high degree of intellect as well as a high level of proficiency in high
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cognitive demand skills. In light of this, the EFL curriculum should ideally train

students more effectively in this area.

5.4.3 CURRICULUM EMPHASIS ON EFL WRITING SKILLS 3 )

The importance of preparing EFL learners for the writing s &s required at a

university level should be effectively emphasised by th?. g skills in the
d

secondary EFL curriculum as well as classroom instructi er 'o determine the
extent to which EFL writing is used as a means to achi he | te mes in the

12" grade EFL writing curriculum, an investi into how EI‘ géb EFL

language skill (writing, speaking, listening, anvw g) Fg&.rrlculum

documents was undertaken. This mvestlw deteﬂ‘vine e impeé\nce placed on
ey

writing skills in comparison to th langu skil(sS%amely listening,

speaking and reading. C‘) \>T
(]
7]
The results of this Nhe mﬁﬁber of writing statements
N
reflected in the curric Rhlgher @ i isteni

&
(>
N

other skills, such as listening,
speaking, and readlng ustr gu‘?‘eéja 32% of skills focused on writing
tasks based on FL do 10.5%, 30.5%, and 27% focusing on
listening, p an rea?tssks ectively. This indicates that writing skills
are prlorl er ot r langu geﬁﬁ' in the EFL curriculum, though oral language
ski II hlghly e pha5|se\,‘€on5|der|ng such a large emphasis is placed on the
atlon of advanced ertl} skills, it is essential that the EFL curriculum focuses
|t|ng tasks that will prepare students for the demands of academic writing once
ey begin higher education studies. In effect, while the current curriculum

recognises the value of writing skills in facilitating the students’ pursuit of a higher
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education level, the style and nature of these writing tasks is not conducive to the
acquisition and refinement of key academic writing abilities, namely exposition,

evaluation and critical analysis skills.

In higher education, academic writing is one of the most
students are required to possess for higher education learning and ayerall academic

achievement and success (Kim, Mendenhall, & Johnson, 20;8; achievement of
f

students at a university level is typically evaluated by thei ormance in written

assessments, such as projects, proposals, reports, sh rt.\os,dse essays
“aX

(Badiozaman, 2014). As the primary measure of a ent’s academic k(@ ency

depends on their ability to express themselves '% erJ@Griting, it

T
tors p@are secondary
ge éﬁvriting tasks that

is imperative that the EFL curriculum a

level students effectively by engagi&%a inawi

require them to exercise their crit nalytica\rd?o

which require a high level u%lve (ﬂeman ; 23&% so, EFL students will
already be accustomed t \m ac@c writing and will be more

'h&ensmn abilities, all of

=
w

likely to perform suc niversity s ar
o' %
@)

Overall \JHS how at t urrent EFL curriculum places more

emphasis o s llsswh to other language skills in terms of the
number g actl itiesico tal in the EFL workbook and textbook. However,

esults of 6 {Bﬂ'RQ? it appears that the majority of these writing
S %;s focus on narratlv&asks that require a low level of cognitive demand. In

‘@of these findings, it is clear that more emphasis should be placed on the number

Q( writing activities included in the books as well as the nature of these activities and

the level of cognitive demand they require. More specifically, while the findings
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indicate a bias toward narrative writing tasks, it is perhaps more important for
students to be trained in exposition-based writing tasks as this will enable them to

complete advanced level assignments, such as case studies or scientifichgsearch,

.

more effectively. As academic writing requires students to exercise théir critical and
analytical skills, more emphasis should be placed on writing assi that assist

students in acquiring and refining these abilities in order to bétter prepare them for

“

the transition into higher education and the demands of oWanced educational

programmes. Broadly speaking, the future success dents Jm angacademic

perspective may depend largely on the quality §FL curriculu ' d‘lt{?{‘mus
(.,)

imperative that changes are made to ensure emeni_students ar '\Nen the

4

Nb.g pot%gin higher

opportunity to acquire linguistic proficiencm
education level without being hinde@’th [
requirements of academic writing. \
AN
To examine how WeI%L writing curricul quips secondary schools
students to meet academi }Mg i glish at @igher educational level, the
study examined the %f%vriti‘gl tas ,“th nitive domain, as well as the
emphasis on writin@sas the mf \l}a hiev@eaming outcomes stipulated in the

selected curri e fi owe}&rfat curriculum is highly emphasised on

D

rity with the

the writinE i&)wan readingiyli @C‘%nd speaking skills. However, the findings

on the%

sh t the students in @élected secondary level are not highly trained in

;ﬂ.?ﬁ the expository essays which require high cognitive demand. In contrast, more
emph

asis is given on training students with narrative writing tasks, which requires

writin and level of cognitive demand of the writing tasks

low cognitive demand.
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5.5 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTION

The contribution of this study can be discussed in terms of its the l,
methodological, and practical implications.

5.5.1 Theoretical Contribution N

To guide the evaluation processes of the curriculum, an anal | sframework was

adopted and the proposed evaluative steps were utilised 4n demons tratlng a practical

evaluation study regarding the investigation of how r|t|n rriculum
prepares students with the required academic ing skills}for \iers@;ﬁ' his
analytical framework constitutes the theoreti unde)pl nin Of\z-hngUIStIC

\hrst foﬁ'on aligning

education. The research was subdivided n&( arts.
the teaching of English in Yemeni se hoolswith ommémcatlve Language
Teaching (CLT), and the other assessed how c ay ctirriculum was actually

equipping students for universit reguired glls@ltmg skills. These two

ork oﬁ%e study and provide the

possibility for furt ;ﬁt e empirical support for the

framework derive f e of this study, creates new

opportunities, M ide ectio r(s}o further theoretical development of
Ny O

linguistic stu&s ifferefit 'oettlr‘gg

.'7,),4\\"

=
N

Methodological Contribution

parts together made up th

{
Ji

he research design and procedures used in this study to investigate the predominant
approaches to second language writing instruction reflected in the Yemeni EFL

writing secondary curriculum as well as to determine how well this curriculum
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prepares students for writing in English at higher educational level allowed for varied
sources of data to be integrated into one study. Utilising different ways of collecting
and analysing data has the potential to overcome the limitations of single m hes
and provides a more thorough data description (Yin, 2009; Creswelw' ogdan

& Biklen, 2007). Therefore, a methodological implication of this Is that the

detailed documented procedures of conducting a case study

5.5.3 Practical Implications é
? 4

The results of this study raised interesting thi \I‘er\ ducat!'ow\-l’r/lstitutions,

curriculum designers, and teachers, es@/in

evaluating the alignment of the curric@lum \%?

Communicative Language Teachi aLp,‘%y

9 Q
EFL writing curriculum is c@ﬂ\ in na rather tﬁr&&ommunicative. The study

: . N
examines the differe ty&ﬂ SLA theo el %&2 writing approaches and the

related writing instructional approdc and Cj@rner roles and teacher roles. The

d ngs(,)%wed that the Yemeni

findings of ev %SLA ltheor' S, se@language (L2) writing instructional
N
approaches, Ea}!;rol , and er revealed that there are misalignments in

the theor@grou ding withjreg to the communicative status of the selected
4
curri With the im%o exdmine the secondary EFL writing curriculum in

Y

Yemen and to determine hovh'he EFL writing curriculum equips students in Yemeni

Ko

dary schools with the EFL writing skills required to meet academic needs at

Qgher educational level, the study examined the types of writing task, the cognitive

domain as well as the emphasis on writing as the means to achieve the learning
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outcomes stipulated in the selected curriculum. The study findings show that writing
skill is more highly emphasised in the Yemeni EFL secondary curriculum than

reading, listening and speaking skills. However, the findings on the typesﬁ%' in

(@]

task and the level of cognitive demand of the writing tasks showed th t&eaudents

in the selected secondary level are not highly trained in writing thvtory essays

which require high cognitive demand. In contrast, more empha\isy en to training

students with narrative writing tasks, which require a low, Iev?,'ognitive demand.

Greater knowledge in the area of linguistics a FL t acWhods and
"AX

iped as @ result of K@tudy,

in_Yémeni con@/‘ schools

vt NN é\v

<, )

The findings of the preserm show\e t&QZ”‘ grade writing

curriculum does not match the P caes Rf%yp roae)@t a curriculum design

9 <{-
level. The misalignment of w etical r nnirg’ the selected curriculum is
\

evidenced via the analtsisWting ’asks e extbook, EFL workbook, and

(
classroom observation. In_addition ¢t htﬁr@; writing curriculum does not fully

% O
prepare the Yen)% ers_for

he quir@]glish writing skills at university level

N
in terms of temwr' ing tas ?hd vel of cognitive demand. These findings
provide @oe of ;}m niﬁ’grade writing curriculum to be one of the

' 4
possi e“@es of writing p{)b!e\,ﬁis'faced by Yemeni learners at university level.
S

\Two conclusions can be drawn from the findings of this study. First, as the
: eni 12" grade curriculum does not fully reflect the communicative, it needs to
e revised in terms of its label as a communicative-based curriculum. Second,

modification need to be made in order to make the secondary curriculum as relevant

acquisition in higher education and beyond can be

which focused primarily on aligning the curgi

with CLT and preparatory classroom teacfw

~—+
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as possible to using English in higher education, thus best equipping Yemeni
students. Knowing this, the Ministry of Education in Yemen, curriculum designers,
and teachers can realistically plan for the improvement of English writin& ired

skills. In the next section, a number of recommendations are presented accordingly.

5.6 RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE STUDY V:

The findings of this study present important implic s Yfor Te Ministry of
Education and teachers in relation to the preparation proeess of seco t‘udents to
English writing at tertiary level in terms of second riting eurri urﬁ ation
and development, as well as the preparation ofS\e&) stu@; in EFL
writing. The misalignment of the currieulum™to n? label as aéovr;municative
curriculum as well as the lack of % preparat f séﬁdary learners in
English academic writing to terti vel im\\t t @inistry of Education

N
needs to plan for revision. Fa%)le, tﬂ @ study revealed that the

Yemeni EFL writing cugricul i? ig t with the communicative
refl

approach, as it is Iab%w erms ‘(3 ted Iabtjage acquisition (SLA) theories,

second language Writn]

S
approaches, § le

ings o

ches% their corresponding instructional
er r <<ffzesults showed that English language

!
teaching i IS base ouﬁd &}%‘%ognitive theory of information processing

NN
and st% inguistic / aviouc&n theory rather than the socio-cognitive / socio-
cu@eorieg that underw i@ﬁe communicative approach to EFL teaching.

% In addition, the findings discussed on learner roles and teacher roles denoted

Qe emphasis on a teacher-centred approach. The writing tasks represented in the

secondary curriculum and classroom instruction showed that more importance is
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placed on individual writing tasks in contrast to pair and group tasks, and the
dominant role of the teacher is director in comparison to the role of teacher as a
catalyst and facilitator. This demonstrated a misalignment with the comrhki ive
approach as it is labelled. CLT is learner-centred experience-based, mc(ms real-
life situations at the forefront of language learning (Xu, 2010).Q5Uanguage is

acquired through meaningful communication (Howatt & Widdewson; 1984; Nunan,

2003a). Y‘
|

In the socio-cultural view, which is the foundation CL iahaQs &

N
Rodgers, 2001), increased emphasis is plac urposeful d'mk%?ingful
Y—-

4
interaction in promoting cognitive developme?mssley{ ; OO?Q_ﬂ/which the

learners actively contribute to the co W of n ledfing microcosm

<§

e learning happens in an

(Myles, 2002; Mitchell, Myles & Ma ; 2013), an

interactive network of cognitio g!g inte \a t quironment (Atkinson,
[} e,
L2 wr

2002). Furthermore, the res\ iing a ro‘é@dicated that the product-

based approach in writin?ery i:’ he t refleCted second language writing
(

theory in both the EF%ook, EF‘L WO 90% less emphasis was placed on the
genre-based appr Nowe\‘er,\fbcus Qétﬁting in the communicative approach

should be m M g‘en gd E)@approach, which aims to integrate the
s’
knowled@rtic ar gen ancK(chommunicative purpose. This could help the

studeE‘@uce a fgx mm@e with others in the same discourse community

S Iy. \c'}'

e As detailed above and supported by the findings, a teacher-centred classroom
N

the favoured dynamic of most EFL teachers in Yemen. The findings state that

additional focus is required on classroom activities that stimulate students’
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communication and interaction. Teachers play a critical role in shaping students’

academic experience of English writing and other language skills. Teachers need to

gain the expertise and skills to comprehend CLT principles and effectl\m ply

them in a classroom setting. They need to demonstrate their competencies' in the

communicative approach. The findings of the study foregrou?wat writing
ntr,

lessons in the classroom were mainly managed using teachersce instructional

isi , learners should be

oquff‘ant phases

of academic writing in English. Students need te, be exposed to i)o§e@z}md

contextualised academic writing activities thro ractica}e mples frq@_\real life

strategies, however for effective EFL Writing skills ac

responsible for their learning and should take an acti

situations and provided with the support of%eir p N activelg;(nteracting,

O s

discussing, and giving feedback.

Moving to a student-centr Writin\lass$o )c@‘l'positively impact on
N
academic writing performancesi ndaﬂl andstertiar cation. Therefore, wide

reaching policy change }\e iI mented t@ Ministry of Education to
modify the secondaw g cu‘s

cul “ba@ on communicative principles.
Curriculum desig require|a \mu h chlehension regarding communicative-
inci

grounding andathe cip T in s of its underpinning second language
‘ 2
acquisition ories, [secon Igng@ writing approaches and the related

\
communi tk instfucti apprs&hes, and learner roles and teacher roles. The

wrﬁ&urriculum at seco@ level has to be designed based on the socio-

\Nve/socio-cultural theories and genre-based writing approach, which are the
greunding principles of the CLT approach. The objectives of the curriculum need
also to be reviewed and mapped out with communicative-based writing tasks in the

course book and workbook. The teacher’s guidebook has to be modified accordingly
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with the emphasis on CLT and with a more detailed structure of conducting writing

classes based on student-centred classroom settings.

Ensuring the alignment between the curriculum documents i@ the

course book and workbook with CLT features is also crucial aﬂ%ds to be
considered in these modifications. Integrating these CLT principlés in the writing
curriculum will lead to effective CLT implementation in the refleeted writing tasks
and in the design of the instructional approach, whi mel]tly affects the
instructional implementation towards student-cent learning: &ing full
alignment between the EFL writing curriculum doc s includin e‘EE{-%ing
rin% e %‘F writing
. X

inGLT claébom practices,

course book and workbook with the grou

instructional approaches, along with educating teach

will result in better learner-centred t@ English em d, crucially, lead

}o:\lhroughout out their

to students having an increase petenc gng

education, including attendin ity. 0 “« Q-
N K
. N
With regard tWS 0

writ gl ta eflected in the EFL writing

ﬁzsf}grﬁvealed that the EFL textbook and

&

secondary curriculum, the nding{

the EFL workb docGuments focus mai

N
granted to e E&ry sks. lthi spective, the overemphasis on narrative
,

tasks in IQEL curriculu d ig~teal-life teaching practice may hinder Yemeni
4
stud é@rfcrming eII{n writing tasks when they enter higher education. This is

N 5
ix%an to students’ learni@'as in order to comprehend expository texts, students

N

on narrative tasks, with less attention

4

to have encountered them in their learning previously (Williams & Pao, 2011).
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To assist secondary students, especially in the latter stages of secondary
education, move beyond simply describing experiences, events or facts in writing
and begin acquiring a more critical and analytical perspective, the importa&zthe

curriculum is crucial, thus it should be planned and designed well to sﬁ the)arning

context and outcomes desired by the Ministry of Education. Cursi designers

have to be fully aware of and involved in the processes inv&e\d} planning and

ritiwmiculum continues
to omit expository tasks from its scope, this will resulii

st enw'?dly being
underprepared linguistically upon commencing university study dueyt tﬁe@tial

part writing exercises of this nature play in fu ucatmg‘s dents in %g nglish

language. T \ é\\z}’

In relation to cognitive dem tﬁaindings
and the EFL workbook documer@jo demo\ate?t ;@gh cognitive demand

N
skills such as analysing and g ar% not ici nﬁ?represented. This is an

designing the curriculum. If the Yemeni secondary EFL

fr <fhe EFL textbook
O

example of an issue surroundi Ieal iAg toywrite
vel re

Yemeni EFL studen% ndar):‘ ‘Lﬁain@ ignorant of basic processes in

&
English Writing@y enTe edﬁb’bn, the difficulties associated with

ftend%ﬁ'ds to increased frustration, as they are

nglish that has resulted in

/f(/

unable to ¢ h academicwri gé?lis level. In the context of higher education,

Iearne% 0 bedtrai ores&cifically with the skills of analysing, applying

v

an hesising informatio\ I of which are required for completing essays,

/t

Ing case studies, or performing academic research. The implication of these
0 ings is that at the design level the EFL workbook and EFL textbook fails to
address higher-level cognitive demand skills. This might also be one of the

underlying reasons why secondary students cannot perform well at EFL writing at
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secondary level, which further affects their writing performance at university level.

As a result, the writing curriculum currently used in secondary schools should be

5‘1

modified in order to focus more on tasks that require a high level o itiv

demand. .\.

The evidence from English writing classroom instruction mge manifest that
the primary emphasis in classrooms is placed on low-level cognitive demand writing
skills. This suggested that teachers might not be aw. f(he t'eed to prepare

students at secondary level with the high cognitiv man Skl||S for
academic writing at university level. The findl@'\e classroo otlsenﬁa}on in
this study indicated that teachers still mainl n teachey- tred&uctlonal

strategies, while there is a lack of using @&:

approaches. As mentioned above, t

teachers in the EFL writing classrcﬁmjr

the role of teacher is as direct tha

Mohammed (f 2%3'posit'

Yemen aggrandises grammnar tLKoT (a' e of instruction cogent with the

structuralism t@ S e e of other aspects of linguistics, a
statement su@& by thes %\ study from classroom observation. These
teachln S ar infali nt with contemporary recommended CLT
nstrugti approaih Ffrth%mre results of classroom observation showed that

e SI writing skills andﬁ’n'gh cognitive demands skills are given less emphasis
preparation of secondary students in learning to write in English. One reason

Qr this relates to the curriculum, as the results of the study showed, and another

reason relates to the training of secondary teachers who can lack the professional
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training from the central government education agency that would fully train them in
delivering EFL programmes of work (Al-Ahdal, 2010). Fostering students’ higher
cognitive demand skills is considered a vital education goal (Zohar & Dori;*2003), as
the students need to be able to process multifarious texts using varigus lgvels of
cognitive demand to understand differing genres (Xu, 2011). Th f effective
English teaching practice is one reason behind the difficu&g:ts face in

acquiring English language skills in an EFL context (M urt&ﬁ%). Therefore, it

€y

Is highly recommended that EFL secondary teacher -Wder to go
beyond the traditional teaching and learning sgategl war c'ntér@ary

communicative instructional approaches.

In order for students to be sufficiently,prep

education level, EFL writing instru@econdary el s@d focus more on

writing tasks that require high @S'tive de

manipulate expository texts i ersiS/ set

rpE\r\to be able to fully

N
Ye@ students need to have

&

f inf tional writing during their

€

been directed in the str Ndi

kes avJ, @0). Therefore, for the effective

&

preparation of sec ry stu% W@Q, it is important that the EFL writing
ith stru

curriculum as ﬂ | &t‘é‘f appropriately incorporate writing tasks

of all cat %of dferrgl:? but with significant emphasis on high
cognit%hnd Writi

Y.
edugation learning. \c.}'

N

Henceforth, considering the proposed recommendations by the Ministry of
O

secondary education n &

%

NN
sks s@mt students will be fully equipped for higher

ucation, curriculum designers, and EFL Writing teachers will ensure that EFL

learners overcome the challenges of learning EFL writing and become successful
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learners with the ability to create a cogent, flowing segment of extended text,
communicate professionally with instructors and peers, and develop the competency
c;'o ,

required for analysing and synthesising information for professional comn&k

academic performance, and achievement and success in higher education. )

nderl)innings used in

line with the research objectives and settings. This is aM anal%ﬂcal

I’ N
framework for the evaluation of the secondary iculum — in partiedlar, t}:h%\?/riting
£ X

curriculum based on the model of Richards &Wrs (2Q01) Side%:@OlO). The

he S@theories and

&
FL @iting curriculum;
AN

instructional approaches reflected | secondar
ﬁpproaches, the learner

investigating the L2 writing ap %s an&\v%o
? 0 ",
S

roles, the teacher roles, th of wiiting sKs, @'analysing the cognitive

demand of writing tasks V’bthe ’econ EFL-writing curriculum. Proposing
LT

clearly defined steps%e evalu‘at on gcezz the curriculum supported with

relevant theore;”g\@scuss*)n\'n assiéjducational institutions, curriculum

57 STRENGTHS OF THE RESEARCH

This research had several major strengths. First, the theoreti

framework includes defined steps, na Nvestl ti

designers, an cators in f.forts(tg\develop the EFL writing curriculum for
¢
secondar ools, as well+as pr@te effective teaching and learning strategies

that equip’st 1Eents \ﬁi@dzvritigzé\kills needed at higher education level.
N
3

\?econd, that the respondents were familiar with the context and nature of the
0 earch was a strength of this study. Voluntary participants were selected based on
their satisfaction of specific criteria to ensure that each member of the sample group

possessed a good level of expertise in English language learning. The diversity of the
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sample group with different level of expertise across a number of schools ensured

\Y‘

Third, the research design of this study was a strength It )Jsed a

that the data collected was as rich, meaningful, and relevant as possible.

theoretically supported framework as well as multi-methods. Usi ulti-method

Y—-
f’c@ﬁ'nsights on
ting @\#

od for gathering

igher levels of

how well the curriculum prepares secow
education. In addition, classroom o%ion,%
data regarding teaching (McGre c@; 3‘ 0

'(_};\hjnryb, 1992) was also
9 Q
related t&‘tﬁe communicative approach

used to explore teaching anddi' g aspe

of the curriculum and,the ‘prep ratio' cha clerg%‘or higher educational levels.
a

Data from classroom obs tio{ in éc-t}s;arving the actual practices of the

teachers in rea)‘{e\FL .Nritin clas instruction. Such methodological
N
triangulationempro ¢ a stu }bal@,g-)/ (Yin, 2009). Overall, using multi-method
h fi

resear. n@( more comprehensive, complementary, and
valid vl <
N
N "
? Fourth, a strength of this research is that the process of the investigation was

Oearly operationalised and documented, and the results were clearly reported. The

study phases, related methods, and expected outcomes were first identified. In

addition, case study protocol including the data collection, analysing, and validation
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process was developed and sent to the schools and relevant authorities to describe the
roadmap of the study and their involvement in the data collection process so they
could be clear of the study objectives, procedures, and relevant tasks. With“elasstreom
observation, prior to conducting the classroom observations a se&st s with
related procedures and forms were identified to guide the o jon process
including getting permission, developing classroom observatio\:>$nd carrying

out the sampling and data collection. Having a clas oo?ﬂ!ervation protocol

helped to keep the researcher organised, whils

g q&? way of
coordinating an observation (Creswell, 2011). Thisyhelped to ensur 'qﬁal@'and
c,)

trustworthiness of the findings (Yin, 2009) and e the transformation b%e\?veen the

study phases and research objectives transparen?!ogic and cuzr\?\/ected.

NV S

While the research has reachedwits“aims with numb@ﬁ theoretical and

practical contributions as well as ber ths |@sed above, there were
? 0 ¥,
3

some limitations that should nowledged as effort chapter 1 (section 1.10).

4
[/’V/

4 ¢ &
58 SUGGE M FOR FUTURE R@&éARCH
N &
\ | O . .
Based on th&j h findihg gbmrﬁ'é'ndatlons for future include:

Q- &
’ <>
researc cou{j employ multiple-case studies. Collecting data from a

1

)
ol N

\ oader number of schools in Yemen would lead to increased insight and

better understanding of EFL acquisition in a Yemeni EFL context.

0 2. Further research could investigate the same proposed research questions in

another similar EFL context. Replicating the case study protocol and
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supporting procedures and forms in another similar EFL context would
provide vital insight into EFL writing acquisition in different settings; thus,
the results of comparable studies showing the similarities and zces

would contribute to the overall improvement of English lang &ge aching

and learning in different educational settings. Y'

3. This study focused on analysing only the EFL writing¥curriculum and
instruction in the last grade of Yemeni secondar \gs,.a the researchers
deemed this to be the crucial year of educati rior oWducatlon
Therefore, further studies are recommend analyse I#F_l\(—ahtrng
curriculum for grades 10, 11, and Yr@ dar%%ducatlon.

Expanding the scope of the researéh to corp<irat ades@?n.d 11 would
maximise the potential revrs\}re secon curr@ﬁm necessary for
educating students in Englr%the requ iv sd'x&tandard

l't

4. The current study Eed E ting ~sﬁ‘s{ructron using classroom
observations {:th erence ' e%’es and writing instructional

approaches teacheg'role Ied'r olé, es of writing tasks, and cognitive
demand eI o el/ es are recommended to undertake
additi na sstoom ab order to provide a more comprehensive

p R/ry nst fon at secondary level in Yemen. In addition,
: cting |nt |e\}€s wr'fﬁ'EFL secondary school teachers is recommended
ith the aim of gaug\g teachers’ awareness of and interest in contemporary

§ teaching methodology. Conducting these interviews will best ensure whether

teachers are equipped to deliver EFL teaching in a different format.
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The results of this study showed a misalignment with the proposed objectives

of the secondary curriculum as a communicative curriculum. The findings

[72]

presented evidence from EFL curriculum document evaluation z a

EFL writing instruction. Therefore, purposeful and manageab pODIES for
curriculum evaluation including a number of perfor evaluation
indicators should be stated, announced, and conductew ntly to ensure

high quality teaching and learning of English | guWith the additional
aim of continuous improvement of English | e quiQ?lls. Local
experts who are familiar with the context need to bé invglved IfhKEza'ges
of curriculum evaluation and development:
’ ¥

\ N
X~ Y
Further research could propos Mnal ?%cto and(lg cedures to be
integrated into the analytic@work used In tf@study for further
reaching evaluations of culu n

()
underpinnings, as W\ or t re aﬁtﬁﬁﬁcess of students at one
education level avg toLthe . Considering other factors relating
~

specifically t%ext coy b_j;d&/ cillary possibilities for future
researchQ | g QO

ks,

proposed theoretical



