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Anoamna: Byn maxanaoa Paiimc nen
Xapmep ycvinzan agvliuibli mininoe
arcazy 0agovLIapbIH yupemy
macinoepiniy (OaKbLIAHAMBIH, EPKIH,
KOMMYHUKAMUemi,  npoyeccyanobl,
JHCAHPTIBIK, WbI2APMAULBLIBIK)
CANBICMbIPMATLL MA0Aybl bepineeH.
Anovimen, Jrco2apul CbIHbIN

Abstract: This article provides a
comparative analysis of the
approaches  (controlled-to-free,
free-writing, paragraph pattern,
grammar-syntax-organization,

communicative, process, genre,
creative  writing, cooperative
writing) to teaching writing skills,

AHnnomauus: Oma cmamusl
npedcmasisiem coOoil CPpasHUMeNbHO-
CONOCMasumMeNbHblL AHAIU3 NOOX0008
(wabnonnbwll, KOMMYHUKAMUGHDIL,
npoyeccyanbHbll, JHCAHPOBYIL,
KOHmMpORupyemoe nucoMo,
KpeamugHoe nUCbMO) K
NPEen00asanHul0 HABbIKOG NUCLMA HA

OKVIBLIAPBIHGIY — KOMMYHUKATNUSHI]
arcazy 0azovLiapvin damvimysa 6aca
Hazap ayoapa omulpbin, H#A3YObIH
Maui auvliaosl. Cooan Ketiin mMaxania

bapvlk macinoepoi wony
Maxkcamvimen apoip
KAACCUGUKaAyuaHbvl Jrcexe
Kapacmulpaowl. Convinoa
macindepdi bip-bipimen canvicmvlpa
OmbIpLIN, 01apoviy
AUBLIPMAUBLTLIKMAPY Men

YKCACTbIKMAapbl aHLIKMALAObI.

Tyiiin ce30ep: KOMMYHUKAMUBMIK
0a20bliap, avlLIWbIH MiNiHOe JHcazy
0azowiiapei, aHco2apul CbIHbIN
OKYWbBLIAP®l,  ASbLIWGIH — MiiHOe
JHcazy  0azObLIApvIH. Ylpemy macii-

AHSTULICKOM  A3bIKe, NPeOioNHCeHHbIX
Pative u  Xapmepom. B cmamove
ucciedyemcs — cyme — nuceMd, C
aKyeHmom Ha pazeumue
KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX HABLIKOG NUCbMA
CMapuieKaIaccHukos. 3amem cmamos
0emanbHo paccmampusdaem Kancoyio
Kaaccugurayuio, npedocmaegias
0030p 6cex no0x0008. dmu nooxoowl
oanee CPaGHUBAIOMCSL u
KOHMPACMUPYIOMcs 0151 8bIAGNIEHUS UX
Pasnuduil U cxoocms.

Knrwuesvie cnoea:
KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIE HABLIKU, HABBIKU
nuUCbMa HA AHSIULUCKOM, Cmapuie-
KIACCHUKY, NOO0X00bl K O00yYeHUio
nucbMa Ha AH2IUTICKOM A3bIKE

as proposed by Raimes and
Harmer. It starts by exploring the
essence of writing, focusing on
developing communicative writing
skills among high school students.
Then it examines each
classification in detail, providing
an overview of the approaches.
Following this, the approaches are
compared and contrasted to
identify both their differences and
similarities.

Key words: communicative skills,
English writing skills, high school
students, approaches to teaching
English writing skills

Oepi

INTRODUCTION

This article aims to conduct a comparative analysis of two classifications of approaches to
teaching writing skills in the context of high school students who are foreign language learners, as
proposed by Raimes [1] and Harmer [2]. Before delving into these classifications, the essence of
writing, particularly in the context of English language learning, will be discussed. Emphasis will
be placed on the significance of communicative writing skills, highlighting the need for a
communicative context, audience awareness, and clear purpose in writing. The article will then
provide an overview of the classifications by Raimes [1] and Harmer [2], followed by a comparative
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analysis of their respective approaches. Finally, the article will conclude with recommendations for
teachers of high school students based on the insights gained from the comparative analysis.

In today’s globally interconnected world, the role of writing skills in English has evolved
significantly. Ur [3] states that writing has always been viewed as a tool for practice and assessment,
with less focus on developing the writing skill itself. The emphasis on communicative skills in
students has traditionally leaned towards the other three language skills - reading, listening, speaking
- with writing receiving considerably less attention [3]. Despite this historical trend, Harmer [2]
recognizes the essential role of writing as a powerful tool for fostering communicative skills [2].

Nunan [4] defines writing as a multifaceted cognitive activity which requires control over
diverse components, both at the level of individual sentences and in a broader context. At the
sentence level, the writer must demonstrate the control over elements such as content, format,
sentence structure, vocabulary, spelling, and letter formation. Moving beyond the sentence, the
writer is expected to be able to structure and integrate information to create a cohesive and coherent
paragraph and text [4].

Harmer [2] adds to this by categorizing writing into two distinct purposes: writing-for-
learning and writing-for-writing. Writing-for-learning involves tasks aimed at helping students learn
language or test their understanding of particular concepts. For example, the purpose of asking
students to write sentences using a specific grammatical structure is more about consolidating their
knowledge of grammar rather than practicing actual writing skills. On the other hand, writing-for-
writing focuses on tasks where the primary goal is to enhance students’ writing abilities. For
instance, tasks such as designing a magazine advertisement or creating a story address the
cultivation of writing skills in writing advertisements or storytelling, respectively [2].

Harmer’s [2] perspective complements Nunan’s [4] definition by emphasizing the importance
of understanding the context and communicative goal apart from linguistic proficiency at the
sentence and beyond sentence levels. Effective writing goes beyond just technical aspects of
language such as grammar and vocabulary usage, requiring understanding of why someone is
writing (the communicative goal) and the circumstances or context in which the writing is intended
to be used. Writing-for-writing tasks effectively address these aspects of writing, challenging
students to understand the specific purpose of their writing, whether it is to persuade, inform, or
entertain, and consider the context in which their writing will be consumed [2; 4].

It can be concluded that writing is a sophisticated cognitive activity that involves mastery of
linguistic elements at both sentence and beyond sentence levels, with an emphasis on not only
technical proficiency but also a nuanced understanding of the communicative goal and context for
effective communication. This means that writing in English involves considering the purpose,
audience, and context along with adhering to the language rules. It makes proficiency in English
writing a communicative skill which is an integral part of the communicative competence [2; 4].

Kunanbayeva [5] defines competence as a blend of intellectual and skill-based elements of
education, playing a pivotal role in determining the educational content. As students engage with
this educational content, they acquire competence in a particular field. Consequently, competence
can be understood as an outcome of the learning process, demonstrating an individual’s overall
capability in a specific area, such as proficiency in English language in this context [5].

Proficiency in communication is another example of competence known as communicative
competence. Yusupov et al. [6] expand on this concept, stating that communicative writing
competence, along with communicative speaking competence, is a subset of the communicative
competence. It is defined as the ability to effectively express oneself in a foreign language through
written communication, understanding the context, audience, and purpose [6].

Dragomir and Niculescu [7] agree with the afore-stated statement, highlighting that there are
three crucial communicative aspects to take into account when teaching communicative writing:
task, audience, purpose [7].
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The task should be contextualized and framed to address key questions like who, what, to
whom, and why. For example, “You (who) have to read an advertisement for a specialized course
you have long been interested in. Write a letter of request (what) to the institution organizing the
course (to whom) in order to find out more details (why) [7].

The audience is an essential aspect of communicative competence, shaping how individuals
tailor their language based on the recipients’ status, gender, and age. Not considering this factor
leads to failure to adjust vocabulary, grammar, tone, register, and style, which in turn leads to
inappropriate and flawed communication. For instance, writing an informal letter to a friend requires
the use of colloquial language and an informal register, while composing a military report for
superiors demands formal language, register, and style [7].

The purpose is directly related to the writing objective such as giving information, making
invitations, requesting information, making a complaint, expressing opinion. Additionally, it is
linked with language functions, including to narrate, to describe, to explain, to inform, to argue, to
convince, etc. These factors play an important role in the writing process as they affect the choice
of vocabulary, grammar, style, and register. To illustrate, writing a compare and contrast paragraph
aims to discuss similarities and differences between people, objects, places, or events, using
descriptive language (vocabulary) and comparative adjectives (grammar) [7].

Therefore, it can be concluded that communicative skills in writing in English are an integral
part of communicative competence. This encompasses not only the ability to convey thoughts, ideas,
information via written means but also the nuanced understanding of the context, audience, and the
purpose. Mastering these skills is important for students to navigate diverse communicative
scenarios, contributing to their overall competence in English language proficiency [5; 6].

METHODOLOGY

Shifaei [8] states that teaching students these necessary communicative writing skills requires
teachers to incorporate specific strategies and techniques, considering the specific peculiarities and
needs of the learners [8]. Building on this, Selvaraj and Aziz [9] emphasize the difference in teaching
writing skills to non-native speakers. Researchers, recognizing this peculiarity, have developed
diverse approaches to teaching a foreign language writing skills [9].

Raimes [1] and Harmer [2] are two of the most prominent methodologists who contributed
greatly to the study of teaching English writing skills to non-native learners. They developed their
classifications of approaches to teaching writing skills in English as a Second Language (ESL) and
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms.

Raimes [1] proposes a classification comprising six following approaches:

— controlled-to-free approach

— free-writing approach

— paragraph pattern approach

— grammar-syntax-organization approach

— communicative approach

— process approach

The controlled-to-free approach is a sequential method that begins with sentence-level tasks,
gradually transitioning to free composition. As students progress in their writing, the focus shifts
from emphasizing grammar, syntax, and mechanics initially to fostering fluency and creativity over
time [1].

One disadvantage of this approach is that it highlights grammar, syntax, and mechanical
accuracy, placing a greater emphasis on correctness rather than fluency or creativity. In essence, this
approach mainly concentrates on instructing students on specific language structures which is
artificial [1]. Mastering accurate sentence formation does not mean students are able to produce
appropriate texts tailored for specific communicative goals [10].
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Conversely, the free-writing approach prioritizes quantity of writing over its quality,
encouraging fluent expression without worrying about grammar rules. As a result, students feel more
confident in expressing their thoughts and ideas as they are not constrained by strict language rules
[1].

An example writing task for this approach involves conducting freewriting sessions where
students write freely without thinking about grammar or spelling. Findings from Hwang’s [11] study
reveal significant improvements in writing fluency among students who participated in eight weeks
of freewriting exercises. Moreover, participants noted a boost in their confidence levels regarding
English writing proficiency [11].

The paragraph pattern approach is an approach which emphasizes effective organization of
ideas into paragraphs to enhance reader comprehension. It involves a diverse set of activities such
as analyzing model paragraphs, arranging sentences, and selecting topic sentences, helping students
learn to organize their writing in a more logical way [1].

Gugin [10] mentions one notable challenge of this approach which is ensuring that students
maintain their original by only prioritizing text’s structure. Focusing solely on organizing the writing
may result in the loss of thoughts, leading to logically structured but irrelevant content [10].

If the paragraph pattern approach only deals with the organizational aspect of the language,
the grammar-syntax-organization approach integrates teaching organization skills with grammar
and syntax, so that all necessary skills needed for writing are developed simultaneously. It suggests
that writing skills should be developed as a single skill, not as separate ones [1].

El Oudanu and El Baghdadi [12] further explain that this approach helps students understand
a fundamental aspect of writing: the importance of having a well-defined purpose. By doing so,
students can see their writing intentions, the task requirements, and the underlying rationale are
interconnected. Therefore, this approach ensures that the purpose of writing, which affects the
choice of grammar and syntax, is closely linked with its structure (organization) [12].

The communicative approach emphasizes authentic use of the language by considering the
audience, purpose, and context for a more effective interaction. Teachers can specify the audience
when assigning a writing activity so that learners can tailor their writing considering the intended
readers [1].

An illustrative task for this approach could begin with a simple and straightforward prompt
such as “Describe your room at home.” However, to make it more meaningful. it can be phrased as
the following: "Describe your room at home to your pen pal.” Framing the task this way adds
purpose and context, making students consider the audience (the pen pal) to tailor their writing to
suit the communicative situation [13].

The process approach shifts focus from the final product of writing to the process of writing
itself, guiding students through prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing stages. These stages help
learners view writing as a continuous process, where they share drafts, receive feedback from
teachers, and then revise pieces accordingly [1].

Tangkiengsirisin [13] highlights a challenge associated with this approach: not completely
understanding how students approach the process of writing itself. Teachers encounter difficulty in
comprehending students’ unconscious processes while writing. Overemphasizing the cognitive
aspect of writing may cause students to overlook other important aspects such as cultural and social
factors [13].

Analyzing Raimes’ [1] categorization of approaches, it can be concluded that these approaches
offer a comprehensive framework for addressing the diverse needs of learners. This is because each
approach emphasizes a distinct aspect of writing development, from grammar and syntax to
organization and fluency [1].

Harmer [2] categorizes the approaches to teaching English writing skills in ESL and EFL
classrooms into four main types:

— process approach
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— genre approach

— creative writing approach

— cooperative writing approach

The process approach is an approach that is focused on guiding students through various
stages of writing, from prewriting to editing. It helps students concentrate on the writing process
itself by making them think about creating a high-quality piece of writing [2].

However, a notable drawback of this approach is its time-consuming nature. The stages of
brainstorming, drafting, reviewing, and editing require a significant amount of time. As a result, this
approach might not be well-suited for quick writing tasks, such as situational writing, which demand
immediate responses [2].

In the genre approach, students engage in reading and analyzing different examples of writing
before composing their own piece. In other words, the actual writing stage comes after the ‘research’
phase, where students collect all the necessary data for writing their piece by studying the real
examples of writing by others [2].

While one disadvantage of this approach is its restrictiveness which requires students to copy
or follow a particular style of writing, it is primarily considered an instructional measure. After all,
students have the autonomy to determine how they utilize the information they have gathered [2].

The creative writing approach is an approach that encourages students to write imaginative
writing pieces such as poems and stories which are connected with their personal lives and
experiences. It emphasizes self-expression by making students write about things they can relate to,
thus motivating them to perform better and learn effectively [2].

Nevertheless, creative writing can present challenges for certain students, particularly those
who struggle with generating ideas. It is crucial for teachers to provide support and avoid expecting
students to produce a complete story right away. Instead, this approach advocates for starting with
smaller tasks, such as creating phrases and sentences, before progressing to complete stories as
students become more accustomed to the creative process [2].

In the cooperative writing approach, students cooperate together in small groups to craft a
piece of writing. This collaborative effort benefits everyone involved by enhancing idea generation
and fostering peer feedback [2].

One thing to mention about this approach is its integrativeness. It may be integrated with
process and genre-based approaches. Within the process framework, involving multiple students in
reviewing and evaluating contributes to the overall quality of the work. The process of generating
ideas becomes more dynamic when two or more people are engaged. Similarly, within genre
approach, the analysis and creation of texts often leads to greater success through collaborative
efforts involving multiple participants [2].

It can be concluded that Harmer’s [2] classification offers educators a diverse toolkit to
address the varied needs and preferences of learners, complementing Raimes’ [1] classification.
Both classifications offer valuable insights into effective approaches for teaching English writing
skills, helping teachers to choose the most suitable one that meets all the needs of learners [1; 2].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Raimes and Harmer have each proposed classifications of approaches to teaching English
writing skills to non-native learners. Raimes’ classification encompasses six distinct approaches:
controlled-to-free, free-writing, paragraph pattern, grammar-syntax-organization, communicative,
and process. These approaches range from sequential methods starting with sentence-level tasks to
holistic approaches focusing on fostering fluency and creativity over time. Raimes’ model
emphasizes various aspects of writing development, such as grammar, syntax, organization, and
communicative competence, offering a comprehensive framework to address learners’ varied needs
[1;2].

On the other hand, Harmer presents a classification with four approaches: process, genre,
creative, and cooperative writing. Harmer's approaches cover a wide range, from methods that
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involve analyzing examples of writing genres before composing personal pieces, to tasks that
encourage self-expression by creating complete stories. While Harmer’s classification shares some
similarities with Raimes’, such as the process approach, it also includes unique elements like genre
analysis and collaborative writing, providing additional perspectives on teaching writing skills [1;
2].

Therefore, it can be concluded that Raimes’ classification is more extensive, covering a wide
range of strategies, from focusing on sentence-level tasks to emphasizing the overall writing
process. On the other hand, Harmer’s offers a more condensed classification, placing greater
emphasis on aspects like genre analysis, creativity, and collaboration [1; 2].

As it can be observed, each classification has its own peculiar characteristics. Zhou and Niu
[14] develop this idea by stating that there is no one-size-fits-all method that works for everyone in
any situation. However, it is essential to choose the correct one as it greatly affects the learning
outcome and motivation level of both teacher and students. Therefore, teachers have to carefully
select the approach they are going to use according to different factors such as students’ age,
proficiency level, etc. [14].

Harmer [2] and Ur [15] highlight that age is one of the most crucial factors determining the
process of choosing the right approach in teaching a foreign language. High school students, who
are considered to be teenagers/adolescents, are generally said to be great language learners.
However, they demonstrate their creativity skills and learning capacity generally only when they
are truly interested and engaged in the topic [2]. If it is not the case, teenagers tend to misbehave
and disrupt the learning process. Apart from boredom, disruptive behavior might be caused by the
need for self-esteem, seeking peer-approval, outside problems, issues related to identity,
relationships with parents, friends, and classmates, and physical changes [2; 15].

Taking into account these peculiarities of teaching high school students, it is important to adapt
the teaching methodology and activities so they align with the unique needs and challenges of
students. When teaching writing skills, it is important to design writing prompts in accordance with
learners’ personal interests and experiences. This approach makes students feel the relevance of the
task, thus fostering motivation to complete it. Additionally, it is also essential to acknowledge the
significant capacity of adolescents to learn foreign languages by assigning them challenging writing
tasks. Such tasks not only boost their self-esteem but also enhance their motivation to perform better
[2; 15].

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, it is clear that the journey toward proficiency in communicative skills in English
writing involves more than just mastering grammar and syntax. It is about encouraging students to
express themselves effectively, communicate their thoughts, ideas, and emotions with clarity and
purpose.

Drawing from the insights shared by the scholars like Yusupov et al., Dragomir and Niculescu,
communicative writing competence involves a nuanced understanding of the context, audience, and
purpose of writing. As teachers, it is of utmost importance to teach students the ability to tailor their
writing to different communicative scenarios, whether it is persuading, informing, or entertaining.

Reflecting on the insights shared by scholars such as Ur, Harmer, Nunan, and others, educators
are reminded by the existence of a wide range of strategies available to them. Comparing Raimes’
and Harmer’s classifications of approaches to teaching foreign language writing skills reveals both
similarities and differences. Each classification presents its own advantages and challenges.
Navigating through these nuances is essential for teachers seeking to effectively implement these
approaches in their classrooms.

Therefore, I would recommend teachers to be more flexible and adaptable. While it is pivotal
to have a framework at hand, it is also crucial to be able to tailor the approach to the unique needs
and characteristics of learners. High school students, in particular, are a dynamic group with diverse
backgrounds and experiences, alongside the challenges they are confronted at their age. By
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incorporating activities which resonate with their personal interests and aspirations, teachers can
foster a deeper level of engagement and motivation.
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