
CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

In the present study, the researcher uses a revised grading scale adapted from 

ESL Composition Profile by Jane B. Hughey et al. to investigate and compare the 

degree of differences between the first and final drafts after the use of invention 

strategies in composition teaching. 

    The grading scales were equally classified into five individual parts: content, 

organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics, and to facilitate scoring, each 

scale was assigned the grade points ranging from 1 to 10, which accounted for 20% of 

the whole score. 

    In the first stage, there were 91 out of 182 pieces of compositions graded. The 

average scores of pre-test writing were listed in Table 4.0. 

 

                         Table 4.0 

           Average Scores of Pre-test Writings 

         Pre-test    Grades 

Reader Content Organization Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics 

Teacher A 2.39 1.70 1.58 1.31 1.74 

Teacher B 3.13 2.97 2.77 2.29 2.31 

Teacher C 5.89 5.23 4.67 4.38 4.22 

Average 3.80 3.30 3.01 2.66 2.76 
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4.1  Students’ Performance in Pre-test Writing 

Finding 1: Table 4.0 showed that organization part got the highest average scores 3.80, 

and language use part the lowest 2.66. 

    The scores on the organization part revealed that the majority of the 

participants had had a better understanding about organization than content, 

vocabulary, language use and mechanics. Yet, it was indicated that participants had 

greatest difficulty making a complete sentence, especially in the language use,  

because they got the lowest grades in the correct verb tense, word order, number, and 

article. The result is puzzling considering that the grammar-translation method is still 

dominant in the senior high school English teaching, and the language use part is 

mainly related to the correct use of grammar. Why did the participants get such low 

grades? One of the reasonable explanations is that the evaluation type of English still 

has had an influence on students' English learning. They learn English "visually" and 

they were only trained to answer the multiple-choice questions instead of writing. 

 

4.2  Students’ Performance in Post-test Writing 

  Finding 2: The grades at Table 4.2 showed that participants had had a significant 

improvement in the content part of the compositions. Furthermore, similar changes 

happened in the part of vocabulary and mechanics. For detailed account of the grades, 

please refer to Table 4.2. 

                              Table 4.2 

                Average Scores of Post-test Writings 

         Post-test    Grades 
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Reader Content Organization Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics 

Teacher A 3.29 2.49 2.38 2.01 2.62 

Teacher B 3.37 3.52 3.48 2.77 2.66 

Teacher C 6.55 5.68 5.08 4.83 4.74 

Average 4.40 3.89 3.65 3.20 3.34 

 

It was interesting to find that the content part got the highest scores 4.40 in the 

post-test writing, and the language use part still got the lowest scores 3.20. One 

possible explanation is that the use of invention strategies mainly aims at helping 

writers generate ideas and gather more information and the language part is not 

particularly emphasized, such as complete sentences, correct verb tense, word order, 

number, and articles. Thereby, it is reasonable to conclude that the participants 

benefited much from the application of invention strategies in the content part but not 

necessarily in the language use part. 

 

4.3  A Comparison Between Pre-test and Post-test Scores  

Findings 3: A comparison between pre-test and post-test scores was made, and it was 

surprising to find that participants had made the most progress in vocabulary part 

(6.4%). For detailed comparison of degree of improvement, please refer to Table 4.3. 

                              Table 4.3 

          A Comparison between Pre-test and Post-test Scores 

Test Content Organization Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics 

Pre-test 3.80 3.30 3.01 2.66 2.76 
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Post-test 4.40 3.89 3.65 3.20 3.34 

 Difference +0.60 +0.59 +0.64 +0.54 0.58 

Percentage 6% 5.9% 6.4% 5.4% 5.8% 

 

     In the vocabulary part, the participants were asked to use correct idioms, proper 

word forms (prefixes, suffixes, roots, compounds) effective words and precise word 

meanings. Thus, it seems to be reasonable to conclude that the participants had much 

improved in the use of vocabulary after the use of invention strategies, i.e., 

brainstorming, group discussion, non-stop free writing, looping, and journal writing. 

As indicated in Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3, the application of invention strategies 

also help the participants make a significant improvement in the other three areas: 

content (6.9%), mechanics (5.7%) and language use (5.4%).  

                   Figure 4.3 

        The Graph of Grade Changes between Pre-test and Post-test 
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Finding 4: Lastly, when compared with other four parts, the organization part also 

got much improvement (5.9%). The result can be explained by the following two 

reasons: One is that most of the participant students had learned a lot about the basic 

structure of a paragraph during the composition class, for example, the topic sentence, 

the controlling idea, the concluding, and the use of connectors, which had been put  

much emphasized and explained repeatedly by writing teachers, and for this reason, 

they got the second highest scores 3.30 on the organization part in the pre-test writing  

evaluation. The other possible explanation is that though organization part is not  

particularly emphasized in the instruction of process writing, participants also  

benefited from constant exercise practicing of invention strategies. 

 

4.4  Answers to the Research Questions 

     To examine and compare the effect of applying invention strategies on EFL 

senior high school English writing, the following research questions were answered.  

     Firstly, in the present study there were four invention skills used to help instruct 

English writing. The brainstorming was used to gather information by sharing their 

collective knowledge about a subject; free writing was used to help break through the 

difficulty for getting started, and the participants kept on writing for a specified period 

of time without taking their pens from the page; listing was also used when the 

participants were constrained on writer's block. They listed quickly and briefly and 

related concepts by grouping similar items about the assigned subject. Then, journal 

writing was used to help put out thoughts and feelings into the world and help develop 

their own personal writing style. Table 4.3 indicated that except for organization part, 

participants have made a significant progress in their writing performance, especially 
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in the part of content, from 3.80 to 4.40. The progress in content part was 6%; it 

proved that invention strategies were conducive to help generate ideas, gather 

information, and ignite imagination. 

Secondly, the purpose of invention strategies was to incite ideas to flow 

fluently, so the practitioners of invention strategies encouraged student-writers to 

write nonstop, and wrote down whatever flashed into their minds. They left the 

correctness of all errors of grammar for later correction. In other words, in the use of 

invention strategies, the errors, i.e., in the language use, vocabulary and mechanics 

were often not emphasized. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that student-writers' 

writing performance will be lessened in the part of vocabulary, language use and 

mechanics by the use of invention strategies. It was surprising, however, that the 

participants had an unexpected good performance in vocabulary, language use and 

mechanics. Their average scores are 3.65(vocabulary), 3.20 (language use) and 3.34 

(mechanics). In the post-test, participants have greatly progressed in vocabulary 

(6.4%), language use (5.4%) and mechanics (5.8%). The result is beyond our 

expectation. One possible explanation is that the student-writers had more 

opportunities of writing practices. 

      Thirdly, in the pre-test writing, participants got the second highest scores  

3.30 in the organization part, which shows that student-writers had had a better 

understanding of topic sentence, the use of connecting words within paragraph, 

logical order ( about time, space, importance ), and transitional words. Moreover, in 

the post-test, participants made much progress (5.9%) in this part. There are two 

possible explanations: one is participants have learned a lot during the composition 
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class. The other is that in the instruction of process writing, participants also made 

improvement by the increasing practicing opportunities of invention strategies. 

Lastly, the participants’ writing performance has improved after they were 

taught invention skills. After the application of invention strategies, students have 

made a significant improvement in all of the five areas of composition: content (6%), 

organization (5.9%), vocabulary (6.4%), language use (5.4%) and mechanics (5.8%) 

respectively. In short, it can be concluded that EFL students’ writing ability has 

improved through the instruction of invention skills. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 35


	CHAPTER FOUR
	RESULTS

