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Abstract

Writing is an important language skill, and learning to write is not an easy endeavour, especially
for English as a foreign language (EFL) students. An effective EFL writing instruction, therefore,
plays a significant role in helping EFL students deal with writing problems efficiently and
approach writing tasks effectively. Based on this premise, the present study aims at investigating
the effect of two alternative writing approaches, process and product, on Moroccan EFL
students’ writing performance to find out which of these approaches is more effective. It explores
process writing instruction based on Hayes’ (2012) recent model that responded to both critiques
of the 1980-s original model of Flower and Hayes and to new ideas, which adds more layers to
EFL writing research and instruction. To this end, the participants were divided into two groups,
A and B, and they all took a writing pre-test before the treatment. For three months (two hours
per week), group A students received academic argumentative writing instruction that was
product-oriented, while group B students were taught academic argumentative writing based on
Hayes’ (2012) process writing model. After the treatment, all participants took a writing post-
test. The analysis of the collected data revealed that group B participants showed a significant
improvement in their compositions compared to their group A counterparts, which provides
evidence that the process-oriented approach is more effective in enhancing EFL writing than the
product-oriented approach. In the light of these findings, some pedagogical recommendations
were suggested.
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Introduction

Writing plays an important role in our lives for many reasons. Socially speaking, writing
is an integral part of today’s modern life where emails, tweets, blog comments, Facebook posts,
texts and other forms of written communication pervade (Graham et al., 2018). As for academic
success, writing is an indispensable skill since it is the means by which information and data are
gathered, refined, transmitted, exchanged and saved for future uses in any learning situation
(Graham, Gillespie, & McKeown, 2013; Harris, Graham, Brindle, & Sandmel, 2009; Harris,
Graham, Friedlander, & Laud, 2013). In addition to that, most exams commonly depend on
students’ writing ability to test their knowledge and proficiency in foreign languages or other
skills (Harmer, 2004). Writing is also a key requirement for professional growth especially in
today’s world that is heavily dependent on numerical data more than ever before (Hyland,
2003a), thereby making candidates with command of strong writing skills more favourable and
benefitting from promotions and hiring decisions made by companies and corporations (Coker &
Lewis, 2008). Businesses spend large amounts of money on improving their employees’ writing
skills that contribute to the creation of a good corporate image, the building of strong customer
relations, and the accomplishment of legal proceedings (Coker & Lewis, 2008). Consequently,
those who fail to acquire good writing skills encounter many barriers in their educational and
professional life and are in a disadvantageous position in today’s world (Harris et al., 2009;
Harris et al., 2013).

This is quite true especially when writing in English, the language of international
communication or the world language today, which is the case of Moroccan EFL students in
preparatory classes for the grandes écoles. A strong mastery of English writing skills contributes
to their high scores and rankings in both French and Moroccan exams, which puts them in a
competitively advantageous position, increasing their chances of joining the best engineering or
business schools and thus opening for them many horizons in their professional careers both here
and abroad. Unfortunately, many preparatory classes Moroccan EFL students face problems in
developing this skill, which may hinder them from realizing their educational and professional
dreams. In fact, writing is the most challenging language skill to master for EFL learners
(Richards & Renandya, 2002) since it is demanding at all levels, cognitive, metacognitive and
affective (Kellogg, 2008). Given this complexity of the writing skill and the challenges EFL
students encounter in learning to write, the present researcher believes that an effective EFL
writing instruction could enhance students’ ability to overcome these challenges and approach
writing tasks with more self-confidence.

The present study, therefore, aims at examining the effect of both the product and process
approaches on the writing performance of preparatory classes EFL Moroccan students. It aims at
comparing both approaches to find out which one yields more encouraging results in enhancing
EFL students’ writing performance. Process writing instruction has always been heavily
criticized for its exclusive focus on writing processes. The present study, however, explores
process writing instruction based on Hayes’ (2012) recent model that responded to both critiques
and to new ideas, which adds more layers to EFL writing research and instruction. To this end,
the present study seeks answers to the following questions:
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1. To what extent does the product-oriented writing instruction enhance the writing performance
of Moroccan EFL students?

2. To what extent does the process-oriented writing instruction improve the writing performance
of Moroccan EFL students?

3. Does the product-oriented writing instruction develop the writing performance of Moroccan
EFL students more than does the process-oriented instruction, or the opposite?

Literature Review

Product and process are two main approaches to second/foreign language writing instruction that
have been broadly recognized. While the first one focuses on the written text, the second one
gives more importance to the writer and the different stages of text creation.

The Product-oriented Approach to Writing Instruction

The traditional product approach perceives writing as a product of “combinations of lexical and
syntactic forms and good writing as the demonstration of knowledge of these forms and of the
rules used to create texts” (Hyland: 2003a, p. 4). Product-oriented teachers focus on formal
accuracy and correctness at either a sentence- or paragraph-levels (Silva, 1990). They teach
formal aspects of written texts such as vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, coherence, rhetorical
organization, relevance of ideas to topic and so on and so forth. They regard writing “as an
extension of grammar—a means of reinforcing language patterns through habit formation and
testing learners’ ability to produce well-formed sentences” (Hyland, 2003a, p. 3). To this end,
student writers are required to imitate and adhere to specific models as White (1988)
demonstrated in the following figure.

Figure 1. A model-based approach to teaching writing (White, 1988, p. 5)

A model remains an important teaching tool by which students are taught the structure of good
and coherent paragraphs, the different argument modes (such as cause and effect, comparison
and contrast, classification, exemplification and so on and so forth) and discourse modes namely,
description, narration, persuasion and exposition (Hyland, 2003a; Silva, 1990).

Since the product-oriented approach to teaching writing is form and language focused as well as
model-based, this approach was put under heavy fire. First, it is true that grammatical structures
and lexical patterns are crucial for SL/FL writers but “writing is obviously not only these things”
(Hyland, 2003a, p. 6). Many FL students can form correct sentences and yet cannot write
appropriate extended texts (Hyland, 2003a). Second, this approach overemphasizes the
composed product and gives no insights into the route writers go through to develop that final
product- that is to say the composing process (Flower & Hayes, 1977). When emphasizing the
product in teaching writing to our students, “all we have done, in fact, is to give them standards
to judge the goodness or badness of their finished effort. We haven't really taught them how to
make that effort” (Rohman, 1965, p.106).

This increasing dissatisfaction with the product-oriented approach to L2/FL writing led to
the emergence of the process-oriented approach to writing instruction. It is noteworthy that
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despite all criticism directed toward the product writing approach, it is still widely used in FL
writing instruction at different levels (Grabe & Kaplan, 2014; Hyland, 2003a).

The Process-oriented Approach to Writing Instruction
Flower and Hayes’ (1981) Cognitive Writing Model
Flower and Hayes’ (1981) cognitive writing model is the most cited and most influential process
model in the fields of education and psychology (Graham, 2006). According to Flower and
Hayes (1981), writing involves the interaction between three important elements, namely the task
environment, the writer’s long-term memory, and the writing processes, as summarized in figure
two.

Task environment refers to those variables that are “outside the writer’s skin” (Flower &
Hayes, 1981, p. 369), specifically the rhetorical problem and the growing text. The rhetorical
problem, or simply a school assignment, describes the topic, the rhetorical situation, and the
audience, which constrain writers while writing and enable them solve the problem successfully
and respond to the writing assignment efficiently. As writers attempt to solve the rhetorical
problem by writing, the task environment’s second component emerges and starts exerting a
great influence on writers’ decisions. It is the growing written text itself since “each word in the
growing text determines and limits the choices of what can come next” (Flower & Hayes, 1981,
p. 371). To deal with the rhetorical problem in the light of the exigencies of the growing written
text, writers rely on their long-term memory in which they have “stored knowledge, not only of
the topic, but of the audience and of various writing plans” (Flower & Hayes, 1981, p. 369).

Figure 2. Flower and Hayes’ Cognitive Process Model (Flower and Hayes, 1981, p. 370)
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The third element in Flower and Hayes’ (1981) model is about writing processes of planning,
translating, and reviewing, which are controlled by a monitor, the master process that enables
writers track their current process and progress (Hayes, 2012). While planning writers try to
guide themselves on how to proceed in their composing process, setting their goals and purposes,
generating ideas and relevant information, and making a preliminary outline about the
organization of their writing. This outline remains subject to constant change throughout the
writing process when need arises. After putting an elementary plan, writers move to the second
process, translating, in which they start tackling the first draft. In this process, they concentrate
on getting ideas down on paper, without bothering themselves with the accuracy of expression.
Finally, Reviewing takes place. In this process, writers rewrite their first drafts in order to refine
their writing by making the necessary changes or modifications. They reconsider the objectives
and purposes set previously at the planning stage and rethink about the topic and the audience
(the rhetorical problem), paying attention to both fluency and accuracy. However, “We do not
need to define “revision” as a unique stage in composing, but as thinking process that can occur
at any time a writer chooses to evaluate or revise his text or his plans” (Flower & Hayes, 1981, p.
376), leading him to constant planning and reconsideration of what he wants to say. Obviously,
these writing processes do not occur in a linear fashion. Instead, they are characterized by
simultaneity and interdependence (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Harris et al., 2009).

T his planning- translating- reviewing framework proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981)
remained the most widely accepted and adopted process-writing model by second language (L2)
writing teachers (Hyland, 2003a). Throughout all the stages of process writing classroom
activities, the teacher’s role is to guide students in the areas in which they need help, provide
them with feedback, focus on what students do while writing, and may address students’
weaknesses at the end of the writing session.

This process-oriented model has also come under fire, for its exclusive focus on writing
processes. According to critics, this inductive method in teaching writing is not appropriate for
all students (Horowitz, 1986). Teachers do not provide students with clear directives and an
explicit instruction of the structure of the different target texts, leaving them on their own to
discover appropriate forms while writing, drawing on their “growing experience of repetition”
and on “suggestions in the margins of their drafts” (Hyland, 2003b, p. 19). After all, students are
judged on their products regardless of the process they apply to reach them, and these products
that are based on specific codes of a certain culture are more easily produced when the
instructions of how to produce them are explicit (Delpit, 1988). FL learners, therefore, “find
themselves held accountable for knowing a set of rules about which no one has ever directly
informed them” (Delpit, 1988, p. 287), which may have serious consequences on their writing
outcomes. As such, process writing approach fails to prepare learners for academic writing and,
responding to the students rather than to the students’ writing, it gives them a false impression of
how academic writing is evaluated (Horowitz, 1986). Teaching students writing skills such as
planning, revising, and editing is important but it is not enough.

To overcome these shortcomings, Flower and Hayes’ (1981) process writing model was
revised. After several years of empirical research and drawing on other writing researchers’ work
and theories, Hayes (2012) published a new version of the 1980s-writing model, in which he
responded to both critiques of the original model and to new ideas. It is, in fact, “the latest in a
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sequence of writing models proposed by Hayes and his colleagues over more than 30 years”
(Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015, p. 481).

Hayes’ (2012) Writing Model

This most recent model (Figure three) comprises three levels. The control level, as the name
suggests, incorporates factors that form and guide the writing act. The process level comprises
external and internal factors. It includes the inner cognitive processes involved in the writing act
and the environmental components, both social and physical, that affect them. The resource level
embraces functions that are important not only for writing but also for other human tasks (Hayes
& Olinghouse, 2015).

Control
Level

Writing

Procesees —
oS e >R
Process

= x
e \ > Level
Task /\ Transcribing / »
Environment Collaborators - Technology Text-Written-
& Critics Task Materials, So-Far
Written Plans

Figure 3. Hayes’ (2012) writing model (Hayes, 2012, p. 371)

Resource
Level

Hayes’ (2012) process model, which is a new version of the 1980s-writing model, offers an
accurate description of what goes on at each stage of the writing process and a full integration of
cognitive, social, internal and external factors that influence writing. It is more comprehensive
than the original model of the 80s. This model has brought new implications for EFL writing
instruction through the process approach. First, unlike Flower and Hayes’ (1981) old writing
approach, Hayes’ (2012) new model considers motivation as a requisite to writing development
especially “through its influence on people’s willingness to engage in writing” (Hayes, 2012, p.
372). Learners may not be motivated to write when they do not find a motive behind writing in
their lives (Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015), perceiving it as a classroom routine and an uninteresting
activity (Boscolo, 2009). Here, the meaningfulness and attractiveness of classroom writing
activities and tasks play an important role in the way students approach writing (Boscolo, 2009).
Students may also have a low motivation towards writing when they “associate it with negative
consequences” (Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015, p. 482). For instance, they may feel afraid of harsh
assessment especially if their linguistic and writing competencies are limited (Boscolo, 2009).
Holding these beliefs and fears, students would avoid writing whenever possible thus a cycle can
“begin in which lack of writing leads to lack of writing improvement, resulting in even less
inclination to continue”( Bruning & Horn, 2000, p. 33). EFL writing teachers, therefore, should
think about effective assessment methods that can reduce their learners’ anxieties.
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In addition to motivation, writing schemas, which can be improved through explicit instruction
(Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015), constitute another important element in Hayes’ (2012) new model
and have a significant implication in teaching EFL writing to serve academic purposes. Writing
teachers can begin their courses by building or improving their EFL students’ writing schemas of
different genres through explicit instruction of the properties of different written texts to help
them tailor their writing according to the requirements of their academic contexts. As such,
process-oriented courses, based on Hayes’ (2012) new writing approach, can prepare EFL
students for academic writing, hence overcome one of the shortcomings of Flower and Hayes’
(1981) old model. In fact, Hayes’ (2012) process writing model teaches students the two types
of writing that Raimes (1991, p. 415 ) called for namely, “writing for learning” (i.e. prewriting,
drafting, revising, and editing) and “writing for display” (i.e., writing to meet exam
requirements).

Unlike Flower and Hayes’ (1981) original process model in which social factors were
absent, Hayes’ (2012) revised model highlights the importance of collaborators and critiques in
writing outcomes. Their contributions can be of great help especially when the writer’s
knowledge drawn from his or her memory is insufficient (Carver & Scheier, 1991). In EFL
writing classrooms, this may imply that while undertaking a writing task, students can draw on
the knowledge and feedback of their peers as well as their teachers.

Furthermore, Hayes’ (2012) process writing model stresses the importance of reading for
good writing as well. In fact, writers resort to reading for several reasons. For example, as they
compose, writers read and reread what they have written so far to continue writing since reading
may be a source of inspiration for new ideas (Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015). They need to “go
back in order to move forward” (Zamel, 1982, p. 197). In addition to that, reading the text written
so far serves revision and editing purposes (Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman & Carey, 1987).
Similarly, writers repeatedly read documents written by others in order to use them as source
materials in their productions (Alamargot, Dansac, Chesnet & Fayol, 2007), which makes of
reading a rich source of knowledge within a subject area (Hyland, 2003a). Consequently, EFL
writing teachers should make use of this effective instructional tool, which is reading.

It is noteworthy to explain why planning and reviewing, which constitute major processes
in addition to translating in Flower and Hayes’ (1981) original writing model, have disappeared
in Hayes’ (2012) current model. “This may seem counterintuitive because we know that planning
and revision happen” (Hayes, 2012, p. 375). However, there is a rationale behind this
modification.

To achieve their writing goals, writers often make a plan before they start writing their
texts. They may not need to write down their plans if they are clear, short and simple. Of course,
such plans can be stored in memory and do not need to be transcribed (Hayes, 2012).
Alternatively, if the plan is “complex”, they may opt for creating “a written plan before writing
the formal text” and in this case, it becomes “a separate text” and “part of the physical task
environment for crafting the new text” (Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015, pp. 482- 483). As such, a
written plan should be conceived as a separate writing activity (Hayes, 2012). Likewise, writers
who are engaged in formal writing activities like writing articles or school essays, revise their
texts that will be read by other people “to meet standards for spelling, grammar, and other rules
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of good communication” (Hayes, 2012, p. 376). Revision here should also be considered as a
separate writing activity since it is initiated by the detection of a problem, followed by planning a
solution to that problem. This solution is translated into language that is transcribed into a new
text, replacing the old one (Hayes, 2012). However, writers who are engaged in non-formal
writing activities such as writing journals may not revise their texts since they are not going to be
read by other people. In this case, “formal rules may be relaxed a bit” (Hayes, 2012, p. 376) and
revision may be overlooked.

A number of studies compared the process writing approach to traditional writing
instruction and found out that the process writing instruction resulted in a statistically significant
improvement in students’ overall performance (eg. Arici & Kaldirim, 2015; Graham & Sandmel,
2011; Mehr, 2017; Samsudin, 2016; Sarhady, 2015), hence the present researcher’s interest in
contributing yet another study to this line of research in the Moroccan EFL context. To the
researcher’s best knowledge, no study has attempted to investigate the effect of process-oriented
writing instruction, based on Hayes’s (2012) writing model, on EFL students’ writing
performance in Morocco, thereby the researcher’s willingness to fill in the empirical gap in
writing research and instruction in this context. It is in this sense that the present paper gains its
significance.

Methods

Participants

Convenience sampling was used to select subjects who participated in the present study. In the
2019-2020 winter semester, the entire study group consisted of 64 participants (34 females, 30
males) who were first-year EFL students, studying maths and physics at a center of preparatory
classes for the grandes écoles, Rabat- Morocco, where they were supposed to spend two years to
be able to join one of the Moroccan or French engineering schools. Their age ranged from 17 to
19 years old, and they were admitted in preparatory classes for the grandes écoles due to their
good ranking in the entrance selection based on their overall achievement results in the
baccalaureate exam. Some of them have been studying English since they were in primary
school. Those ones came from private schools. Others, on the other hand, who came from public
schools, did not study English until they reached the last year of middle school. They formed two
groups: group A contained 33 students and group B included 31 students.

Instruments

Data was collected based on two writing tests. One was administered before the experiment (pre-
test) and one after (post-test). Containing one writing prompt each, they aimed at assessing
subjects’ writing proficiency directly, asking them to actually produce a piece of argumentative
writing on topics related to the themes they study in their English program. To increase their
validity and reliability, both tests were evaluated by an advisory panel of three teachers of
English, and then piloted before their submission to the participants and use for data collection in
the present study.

Procedures
The present study adopted the quasi-experimental research design since a true-experiment was
impossible in a school setting where classes were formed at the beginning of the year, thereby
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the unfeasibility of doing randomization of subjects into different groups. Two intact classes,
therefore, participated in this study and the researcher implemented all experimental procedures.

The Pre-testing Phase

Prior to treatment, a one-hour session was devoted to the pre-test to measure participants’ writing
proficiency. All participants were assigned a writing task (the pre-writing test), asking them to
write a four-paragraph argumentative essay. These essays were holistically graded, using a
holistic grading scale that was adapted on the basis of the general rubrics proposed by Hyland
(2003a). Holistic scoring was chosen over other scoring methods for its practicality, for its focus
on global achievement and for the general impression it provides about the quality of students’
writings (Hyland, 2003a), which best suits the present study’s purpose. To improve the reliability
of this holistic scoring, students’ writing tests were rated by two assessors, which necessitated the
assessment of Inter-rater reliability. The results revealed that there was a high Inter-rater
reliability since the correlation coefficient was higher than .7. It was equal to .845.

To ensure that the participants of both Groups had a similar writing proficiency in English, the
independent samples t-test was conducted on the pre-test scores of both groups. The purpose of
the independent samples t-test was to find out whether there were any significant differences
between the proficiency levels of both groups. The results revealed that there were no significant
differences in the levels of writing proficiency of the participants between group A (M=10.44,
SD=1.47) and group B (M=10.73, SD=1.29); t(62)=.829, p=.410). Table one summarizes the
results.

Table 1. Results of the independent samples t-test on the pre-test scores of groups A and B
Mean Std. Deviation | Mean diff. |t df Sig.(2-tailed)

Group A | 10.44 1.477

2872 829 | 62 410
GroupB | 10.73 1.293

The Treatment Phase

The treatment phase lasted three months (two hours per week) in which group A was taught
writing based on the product approach while group B sat for writing sessions adopting the
process-oriented approach.

Group A students received product-oriented writing instruction as described in figure
one. In the first session, the teacher (the researcher) taught students the characteristics and
features of the argumentative genre in terms of structure and content, as recommended by their
educational program, through an analysis of an argumentative essay sample. Then, she suggested
a writing topic and asked students to write argumentative essays based on the model text. In
subsequent sessions, the participants were reminded of the properties of the argumentative genre
and were asked to write argumentative essays on different topics. The teacher scored the essays
after they were completed, and gave them back to the participants.

Group B students, on the other hand, received a process-oriented writing instruction by
the same teacher, as shown in figure four.
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The first session of the intervention, the teacher (the researcher) began the writing course by
building and improving students’ writing schemas of the argumentative genre, as recommended
by their educational program, through explicit instruction. In subsequent sessions, students were
reminded of these characteristics and features and worked on a new writing topic.

explicit instruction of the properties of the argumentative essay
brainstorming, collecting data, note taking, outlining, etc.
getting ideas down on paper
teacher/peers respond to ideas, organization, and style
reorganizing, style, adjusting to readers, refiningideas

checking and correcting form and layout (grammar, spelling, punctuation, diction,
sentence structure.)

teacher/ peer evaluate final products.

publishing, sharing, reading aloud, transforming texts for stage performances, displaying
texts on notice-boards

Figure 4. A process model of writing instruction (adapted from Hyland, 2003a, p. 11).

The planning stage incorporates goal-setting, idea generating and organizing. In setting goals,
students were urged to define the rhetorical problem, or simply to read carefully the writing
assignment, to understand the topic and to determine the rhetorical situation (argumentative
essays) and the audience. Then, students were invited to generate ideas about the writing topic
through group/ whole class brainstorming or semantic mapping and after that, they made a
preliminary outline about the organization of their writing. Once sufficient ideas and information
about the writing topic were gathered and an elementary plan was put at the planning stage,
students moved to the next stage, drafting, in which they started tackling the first draft.

Once students produced the first draft and before proceeding to the revision stage, they
exchanged their copies and expressed their reactions to each other’s products in small groups or
in pairs, with the aid of a checklist proposed by Seow (2002). They wrote their remarks in the
margin, between sentence lines or at the end of the texts. The teacher (the researcher) supervised
and participated in the responding process by (1) providing the necessary help to students to be
able to react effectively and evaluate each other’s writings successfully or by (2) expressing her
opinion directly about students’ writings.

In light of the feedback provided in the previous stage, students revised what they had
produced. They were required to focus on the global content and the organization of ideas to
ensure an effective communication between them and their readers and to avoid any
misunderstanding or confusion. After revising their essays in terms of content and structure,
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students still needed to edit their drafts to make sure they were clear, concise, and error-free. At
this stage, students were engaged in tidying up and refining their texts by making the necessary
changes or modifications so that to be ready for evaluation. They edited their final drafts in terms
of grammar, spelling, punctuation, diction, and sentence structure.

Once students felt satisfied with their final drafts after revising and editing them, they
were invited to evaluate each other’s essays in pairs or in groups. They had to examine relevance,
development and organization of ideas, format or layout, grammar and structure, spelling and
punctuation, appropriateness of vocabulary, and clarity of communication. They were issued the
criteria for evaluation with a grading scale to assign a grade and were asked to write a short
comment or evaluation at the end of the essays they evaluated to justify that grade. Of course the
teacher (the researcher) supervised the evaluating process, provided support to students to do this
task successfully, and intervened when there was a need.

The final stage in process writing instruction is post-writing that refers to “any classroom
activity that the teacher and students can do with the completed pieces of writing” such as
“publishing, sharing, reading aloud, transforming texts for stage performances, or merely
displaying texts on notice-boards” (Seow, 2002, p. 319). In the present study, sharing, reading
aloud and displaying texts on the classroom notice-board were the main and possible post-
writing activities.

Throughout all the experimental procedures followed with group B, the teacher (the
researcher) guided students in the areas in which they needed help, provided them with feedback
throughout the writing act and focused on what students were doing while writing.

The Post-testing Phase

After the interventions were conducted, a one-hour session was devoted to post-testing to assess
the impact, if any, of the treatments on students’ writing performance. All participants were
administered a post-writing test, asking them to write a four-paragraph argumentative essay.
These essays were holistically graded, using the same holistic grading scale that was
implemented in scoring participants’ pre-writing tests. To improve the reliability of this holistic
scoring, students’ writing tests were rated by two assessors, which necessitated the assessment of
Inter-rater reliability. The results revealed that there was an acceptable Inter-rater reliability since
the correlation coefficient was higher than .7. It was equal to .767.

Results

To answer the first question, which measures the effect of the product-oriented writing
instruction on the writing performance of group A students, the paired samples t-test was
conducted to compare students’ scores before and after treatment. Table two summarizes the
results.

Table 2. Results of the paired samples t-test on pre- and post-test scores of group A

Mean Std. Deviation | Mean diff. | t df Sig.(2-tailed)

Pre-test 10.44 1.47

-0.38 -1.749 | 30 .091

Post-test | 10.83 .86
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Table two shows that although the post-test scores of group A students ( M=10.83, SD=.86) are
higher than their pre-test scores ( M=10.44, SD=1.47), that difference remained non-significant;
t(30)=-1.74, p = .091. These results suggest that the product-oriented approach did not
significantly improve the writing performance of group A students. In other words, the product-
oriented approach does not have a significant effect on students’ writing performance.

Likewise, to answer the second question, which measures the effect of the process-oriented
writing instruction on the writing performance of group B students, the paired samples t-test was
conducted to compare students’ scores before and after treatment. Table three summarizes the
results.

Table 3. Results of the paired samples t-test on pre- and post-test scores of group B

Mean Std. Deviation | Mean diff. t df Sig.(2-tailed)
Pre-test | 10.73 1.29
-1.09 -6.939 | 32 .000
Post-test | 11.82 .86

As Table three displays, the post-test scores (M=11.82, SD=.86) of group B participants were
significantly higher than their pre-test scores (M=10.73, SD=1.29); t(32)=-6.93, p = .000. These
results suggest that the process-oriented approach significantly improved the writing
performance of group B participants. In other words, the process-oriented approach has a
significant effect on students’ writing performance.

To answer the third question, which compares the effect of both types of instruction on students’
writing performance, the independent sample t-test was conducted. This statistical tool was used
to compare the two groups in terms of their writing performance after the treatment and to see if
there would be any significant differences in their post-test scores. The findings are summarized
in table four.

Table 4. Results of the independent samples t-test on the post-test scores of groups A and B

Mean Std. Deviation | Mean diff. |t df Sig.(2-tailed)
Group A 10.83 .86
9952 4.615 | 62 .000
Group B 11.82 .86

Table four reveals that after the treatment, group B participants (M=11.82, SD=.86) had a
significant higher score than group A students (M=10.83, SD=.86); t(62)=4.61, p = .000. These
findings indicate that the process-oriented approach improved students’ writing performance
more than the product-oriented approach did. In other words, the process-oriented approach had
a more significant effect than the product-oriented approach on students’ writing performance.

Discussion

The present study investigated the effect of two alternative writing approaches namely, process
and product, on Moroccan EFL students’ writing performance and was an attempt to find out
which of these approaches is more effective. The results indicated that the participants who
received process-oriented writing instruction outperformed their counterparts who were taught
writing through product-oriented approach. In other words, the study found that the process
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approach had a more significant effect than the product approach on students’ writing
performance. These findings are in line with previous research (eg. Arici & Kaldirim, 2015;
Graham & Sandmel, 2011; Mehr, 2017; Samsudin, 2016; Sarhady, 2015). There are a number of
factors that may have contributed to these findings.

The difference of focus and of instructional tools between product and process
approaches are the first factors. While the product approach focuses solely on students’ written
products, the process approach, based on Hayes’ (2012) writing model, focuses on both students’
products and process. By building students’ writing schemas of the argumentative genre, as
recommended by their educational program through explicit instruction and by teaching students
problem-solving writing strategies (i.e. planning, drafting, revising and editing), the process
approach in the present study helped group B students know both how to benefit from the
process as language learners and writers, and also how to tailor their products according to the
requirements of their academic contexts (Raimes, 1991). This is why group B students
outperformed group A students who were taught only the product, by providing them with a
model of an argumentative essay to analyze and leaving them to their own devices to write a
similar essay. As Flower and Hayes (1977) stated, product approach teachers help students study
the product, but they “leave the process of writing up to inspiration” (p. 449). Group A students,
therefore, were taught the product but not the process that could lead them to that product, which
was not enough to achieve the desired results. In addition, the use of models as instructional tools
enchains students’ minds and kills their creativity (Sarhady, 2015). The process approach,
however, engages students in recursive procedures demanding the use of planning, drafting,
revising and editing strategies (Samsudin, 2016; Sarhady, 2015), thereby helping them hunt for
ideas and thoughts, seek meaning, and refine their own writing step by step (Mehr, 2017), which
encourages free, critical and creative thinking.

The second reason why Hayes’ (2012) process approach had a more significant effect on
students’ writing performance than the traditional product approach in the present study is related
to the time students received feedback. While group A students received feedback on their
products till the end of the writing activity, simultaneously with evaluation, group B students
were provided with feedback while writing in the responding stage, before being evaluated.
Group B students, therefore, had the chance to revise and improve the quality of their products
on the light of their teacher’ and peers’ remarks before they submitted the final versions of their
products. Group A students, however, didn’t have this opportunity since the feedback they
received was late, after they handed their final products. This finding is consistent with Sarhady’s
(2015) and Mehr’s (2017) studies in which the experimental groups’ participants, who were
provided with feedback from peers or the instructors, were able to improve their compositions
and outperform their counterparts in the control groups who received product-based writing
instruction where feedback was absent during the writing process. In fact, feedback while writing
is one of the main factors that makes process-oriented instruction more rewarding and effective
than product-oriented instruction (Seow, 2002). In other words, the process approach provides
students with feedback throughout the composing process, which is constructive and helpful,
whereas the product approach gives feedback after students finish writing, which is useless and
ineffective. Feedback is important but what is more important is to give it at the right time.
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Another reason why Hayes’ (2012) process approach had a more significant effect on
students’ writing performance than the product approach is related to what teachers and students
do with the finished written products. This is what is referred to as post writing. Product
approach teachers do not give importance to this stage and that is why in the present study, the
teacher gave back group A students their papers after she corrected them. Process writing
teachers, however, always suggest post-writing activities to recognize students’ compositions as
important and valuable, thereby motivating them for writing and prevent them from seeking
excuses for not writing (Seow, 2002). In the present study, sharing, reading aloud and displaying
texts on the classroom notice-board were the main and possible post-writing activities that the
teacher tried with group B students who felt obliged, if not motivated, to write since their essays
would be shared and displayed. Group A students, on the other hand, might not have been fully
engaged in writing or might not have been motivated to write, perceiving maybe writing as a
classroom routine and an uninteresting activity (Boscolo, 2009). In addition to post-writing
activities, peer collaboration, personal responsibility, and a positive learning environment that are
among the instructional components of the process approach are thought to enhance student
writers’ motivation (Graham & Sandmel, 2011).

Last but not least, reading is among the factors that may have contributed to the present
study’s findings. Group B students were encouraged to read about the writing topic in advance in
order to gather enough information. They were also advised to read what they had written if they
felt stuck while writing, to be inspired and move forward. In addition to that, they obviously read
and reread their products while revising and editing their essays. Group A students, on the other
hand, were not urged neither to do some reading about the writing topic beforehand nor to read
for inspiration, revision or editing purposes. Group B students, therefore, outperformed group A
students since they were assisted with one of the effective tools that enhance writing at many
levels. This result is in line with Samsudin’s (2016) study in which the experimental group
subjects, who were required to do a lot of reading while receiving process writing instruction,
showed a significant improvement in their writing performance in terms of content, organization
and mechanics. In fact, there is a strong relationship between reading and writing; reading
improves writing by providing students “with the rhetorical and structural knowledge they need
to develop, modify, and activate schemata which are invaluable when writing” (Hyland, 2003a,
p. 17). In other words, reading offers “tacit knowledge of conventional features of written texts,
including, grammar, vocabulary, organizational patterns, interactional devices, and so on”
(Hyland, 2003a, p. 17). In addition to that, reading enriches students’ topic knowledge that does
not only affect the quality of students’ written texts but it also relates to the amount of cognitive
effort devoted to writing. In his study which examined the effect of topic knowledge on the
amount of processing time and cognitive effort allocated to various writing processes, Kellogg
(1987) found that writers with greater knowledge of the topic they wrote about allocated
significantly less effort to the writing process than did low-knowledge writers. His finding
supports the assumption that “The more an individual knows about a topic, the less effortful it
might be to retrieve and use the relevant knowledge in preparing a written document” (Kellogg,
1987, p. 258). Group B students, therefore, outperformed group A students since reading may
have unconsciously helped them get a sense for how writing should be done in terms of grammar
and structure, learn new vocabulary and new ways of using that vocabulary, and gather enough
information about the writing topic.
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Conclusion

Given the complexity of the writing skill and the challenges EFL students encounter in learning
to write, the present study aimed at investigating the effect of two alternative writing approaches
namely, process and product, on Moroccan EFL students’ writing performance, an attempt to
find out which of these approaches is more effective. The results indicated that the participants
who were taught through process-oriented approach significantly outperformed their counterparts
who were taught writing through product-oriented approach. In other words, the study found that
the process-oriented approach had a more significant effect than the product-oriented approach
on students’ writing performance.

With reference to the related literature and the findings of the present research, it is
advisable that EFL teachers adopt the process-oriented writing instruction in their classrooms.
Though it is time demanding, it remains worth using. Planning activities such as brainstorming
and outlining, drafting, responding, revising, editing, and evaluating are instructive problem-
solving strategies that EFL writing teachers are urged to teach students to increase their self-
reflection and evaluation of the writing process as well as their writing progress. Teachers are
also advised to opt for process-oriented writing instruction since it provides a supportive learning
environment where students and teachers interact around writing and collaborate with each other,
which can drive students towards peak writing performance. It is also recommended that teachers
think about interesting post-writing activities as a means to make classroom writing tasks more
meaningful and students more motivated and willing to write.

In addition to these pedagogical recommendations for teaching EFL writing, the present
study also suggests more longitudinal studies including larger samples from different educational
levels for further research. Furthermore, additional research is needed to measure the potential
motivational effect of process writing, using precise and reliable methods, since the present study
estimated a positive motivational effect, considering a number of instructional constituents of the
process approach, without measuring it.
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