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Abstract

The following is a qualitative case study invedtigg the writing approaches that are evident
when a group of ESL students were to complete thairative writing task in thEacebook
environment. Six students and a teacher interdotélte Facebookenvironment to revise and
improve the quality of their essays. Data in thiglg were derived from the online interaction
archives and scores of the narrative essays. Dgawim qualitative data of the online
interactions, product and genre approaches wederliProcess approach did not appear in
the findings although time and space were availdble students and the teacher to
communicate with their peers and teacher. The maptin of this study is that the teacher
should also be given a checklist when they are gagjan online writing activities. Also it is
important for teachers to consider the differenteleof thinking skills based on Bloom’s
Taxonomy while guiding students to write their gssdal here were also emerging themes that
were related to students’ confidence and duratfdask.

Keywords. Facebookonline writing, product approach, process appnpgenre approach

1. Introduction
The 21st century learning was developed to pregtadents for increasingly complex life and
working environment due to advances in globalizatmd internationalization. There is a
requirement for learners and workers to move beyegdrgitating facts and figures, towards
acquiring positive transferable of learning disposi instead of ‘knowers’ of shallow
knowledge who passively receive information (Tusei@d, 2015). Accordingly, today’'s
learners need to focus on creativity, critical kg and collaboration to face the challenges
of 21% century. To achieve this, the 21st century learryas recommended several key
competencies in the context of life long learniwhjch include communication, effective use
of technology and learning to learn (Partnershiffs' Century Skills, 2011).

In line with the international trends, Malaysiaalso experiencing dramatic changes in
global economy and industrialization. The Ministify Education in Malaysia realizes the

need for the system to keep evolving to stay abredh global trends. In line with the
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country’s aim to become developed, prosperous amdpetitive nation several attributes
were highlighted in the Malaysian Educational Blueip(2013-2025).

The attributes comprised the projection of Enghghfocusing on four skills (reading,
listening, speaking and writing). Writing remains important skill and being able to write
well is definitely an added advantage for studeflso what is emphasized is the use of ICT
in the classroom to change the pedagogical practind to ensure ZXentury readiness for
every learner. As such, there is a considerabdmadent between the use of ICT and language
learning, particularly in the area of writing, whiprovides the focus of this study.

Writing as predominantly a cognitive activity tentb be lonely, brain bound and an
internal affair (Nishino & Atkinson, 2015). It is&l to be a difficult skill for ESL students to
master as it is a complex, laborious, boring aniditaresting task (Warschauer, 2010). This
implies that writing instructions should help ESdainers to organise their ideas, revise and
review techniques that get them to start writingl amould not only focus on accuracy,
sentence structure and grammatical aspects thaprarplanned. As language teachers,
students should be given an opportunity to voiceas] knowledge and provide them
opportunities to become confident writers. Thus teneral agreement that writing is a
challenging task has led researchers and pradisain seek ways for effective teaching.

According to Simsek (2009), there are two impdrtalfements that dominate the
research related to writing effectively. One isastigating the writing approaches while the
other condition is the application of ICT toolslanguage learning. In Malaysia, the official
syllabus has outlined process approach to be tangfSL classrooms. From the perspective
of process approach, writing involves brainstormiagganising ideas, prewriting, drafting,
revising, editing and evaluating. It is an approdhht focuses on process involved in
producing a written product instead of the finadgurct (Nunan, 1991). In the recent times it
has come under criticism from local researchers ghacess approach had been neglected in
the Malaysian ESL classrooms due to temporal, alpatid resources constraints (Mukundan
2011; Darus & Ching, 2009).These constraints do allow teachers to discuss at length
certain ideas and meanings and to attend to differeeds and interests of learners (Darus &
Ching, 2009). As a result, the writing approacloverlooked and simplified and does not
provide effective scaffolding during the procesgrdducing a piece of writing.

With the pervasiveness and the popularity of dawgworking sites, researchers and
practitioners alike have become increasingly irgi@ in the interplay of social networking
sites and language learning where the use of theesjor writing become the focus (Mahadi

& Ubaidullah, 2010). Social networking sites sustFacebookcan help teachers to create a
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conducive environment for students to practice rtheriting skills and overcome the
difficulties in writing (Carlos et al., 2015). Wirig will be less burdensome with the online
platforms as teachers and students are able t@atteollaborate and work at their own pace
outside the classroom hours (McCarty, 2013). Int, faesearchers have highlighted that
Facebookhas the potential to motivate and encourage staderiearn English well (Omar,
Embi & Yunus, 2012).

At this point it is important to acknowleddeacebookhas many features that can be
utilised in language learning, such lage, Chatroom, Comments, Notifications, Messages,
News Feed, Events, Groups, Apps, Frieadd etc. To us€acebookas a writing platform,
one needs not necessarily use all features, rmasgh to accomplish the task planned. In the
case of usind-acebookto investigate the writing approaches, it is suéint to use features
such asGroups Commentsand Walls alone. Only a few features are used to accomglish
simple writing task.

The present study investigates the approachesinof &scebookas a platform for
narrative writing. There is scant research whick htempted to investigate how writing
approaches can be used in an online writing enmirt. In fact no studies have been carried
out to investigate on the writing approaches tmatapplied when teachers and students are
given the inflexibility of time, space and resowgce

The study is guided by two research questions:

1. What types of approaches are adopted when reuisingtive writing essays?
2. How do the online writing approaches contribtdethe quality of their narrative

writing?

2. Literaturereview
2.1. Facebook and language lear ning
Facebookhas attracted a considerable amount of attentan fesearchers and practitioners
alike. Lampe et al. (2007) note tHacebookprovides a base for learners to check on their
action, ideas and interest of the group they betongimilarly, Shih (2011) and Roblyer et
al. (2010) found thaFacebookallows learners to interact and collaborate. Aldayerback
(2009) mentions learners’ active engagement anticyaation. Drouin (2011) argues that
Facebookimproves second language reading while for Relil{? Facebookcreates the
power, allows diversity and new relationship tanianteraction, language and texts.

Prior research related to writing skills arehcebook demonstrated a satisfying

experience and acquisition of knowledge. Most destawas the mixed method study by
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Shih (2011), where pre-test and post-test surwpysstionnaire and interviews were used to
prove immediate value to the instructors by sugaggieer assessment usiRgcebookcan
be interesting and effective for college studemsnus et al.(2011) conducted a mixed-
method study investigating students’ perceptionghef use ofFacebookin teaching ESL
writing. The researchers found that students img@rdveir vocabulary from the online
comments and spell check. Such advantagelSacEbookshould be utilized by using the
environment for writing and interactions, becauselants tend to show their interest as the
writing environment is a space that students aeplgentegrated in their day to day practices.
Despite existing evidence of the potentialFafcebookfor enhancing writing skills,

previous studies have not paid enough attentictméowriting approaches that are available
when the teacher and students are given the spatéirae to write narrative essays. The
results obtained from the studies mentioned abosdaa from satisfactory in understanding
the use ofaceboolfor writing.

Moreover, there were mixed results regarding tee af Facebookin educational
contexts. A study by McCarty (2013) found that stuis were not active iRacebookdue to
its privacy. Another study related Eacebookis the one conducted by Selwyn (2009), who
claimed that students only usdeéhcebookto exchange information about the course
assessment and for in-depth discussion or reatiagat, Embi &Hassan (2012) reported
that SNS such asacebookare used to communicate with the lecturers fasrimél learning
and participants spend more time on social netwgrkites for socializing rather than using it
for academic purpose. With these worrying findingsnind, much more research needs yet
to be done before we can reach comprehensive uaddinsg of howFacebookcan be used

for writing instruction.

2.2. Approachestowriting

Three approaches to writing will be discussed ia siection particularly process, product and
genre approaches. The product approach focusesaomngatical features and appropriate
sentences that fit in a pre-planned format. Thipdhstudents to realize that English essays
are based on rhetorical patterns such as narratesgription and persuasion. In Malaysia,
there is an overemphasis on the product approatieiESL classrooms and this is partially
because of the exam-oriented education system @athdhang, 2014, Tan & Miller, 2007).
Students’ writing problems are neglected and theyndt receive adequate guidance whie
producing a piece of writing. The product approtteins students to please the examiner and

to achieve good results in the examination. Stuglarg not trained to become good writers.
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As a result, the purpose and process of writingnagdected in classroom teaching. In such a
situation, accuracy is prioritized over meaning mgk Students fail to acquire essential
writing skills related to jobs and academic papers.

Process writing is an approach that focuses owéhg process involved in producing
a written product instead of the final product (Idon1991). In the Malaysian ESL classroom,
at Year 10 level, the English lessons are conduaiigil a maximum of forty minutes per
period and with two hundred and forty minutes perek Most classes consist of 30-40
students. With such large classes and time contraeachers are not able to implement the
process approach successfully and fall back onptieduct approach (Mukundan, 2011).
Therefore, the abovementioned problems shouldrbedddressed to implement the process
writing approach effectively.

The genre approach focuses on grammar, lingusitiecctures and social functions.
According to Tribble (1996), the genre approachnsedo share many similarities with
product writing as it also emphasizes linguistiatiees and models that seem to guide the
writers. However, one main thing that differentsatide product approach from the genre
approach is that latter is produced according ¢cstitial context (Badger & White, 2000).

In the Malaysian ESL classroom, narrative writiegonsidered an examination genre.
Malaysian ESL students and teachers take the pelnination very seriously (Tan &
Miller 2007). Students are also encouraged to dttaminars, as well as workshops, holiday
camps to analyze past year questions to acquiragpmpriate techniques to score high for
their examination (Tan & Miller 2007).

The narrative writing task in this study assumeslents write essays with appropriate
use of language (grammar, sentence structuresbulaeg and cohesion) as well as fulfill the
demand of the SPM requirements to excel in thel ®Raminations. For these reasons, the
genre approach in this study basically makes dletrnarrative writing plays two important
roles for the Malaysian ESL students. The genreagmh is considered as “knowledge of
language” and has “a social purpose” (Badger & Wh000). Students are able to
understand the rhetorical and linguistic structureg appear in narrative writing. This will

assist them to produce a more accurate text aral Extheir examination.

2.3. Comparison of approachesto writing
The three approaches discussed above exhibit sitelaand differences in instructional
practices that they advocate. Evidently, theredsapproach that is considered perfect to be

implemented in the classroom. There is a need tagiate other tools to support the three
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writing approaches. Th&acebookenvironment is a promising solution to a number of
problems in writing. The use éfacebookencourages the process writing approach. With the
use of Facebook students are able to go recursively through prayyndrafting, revising,
editing and publishing as they can access the riatemultiple times.Facebookpermits
learners to continue their learning activities @eghe classroom. Additionally, the drafts are
on the Internet, therefore, there is no time litoireceive comments. The product approach
can also be implemented since the teacher canderawiodel essays, guidance and extra
materials in the online writing environment. Ciigim on product and genre approaches can
also be solved. The social interactions encouragiests to share and exchange various ideas
and opinions. This obviously encourages creativity writing their narrative essays.
Additionally, the writing tasks in this study alemcourage students to write their narrative
essays based on their SPM examination format. ili€nable them to be familiar with the
public examination format. All in all, the reseagechhopes thaFacebookhas the potential to

implement all the three approaches successfully.

3. Thestudy

This research presents an interpretive case stoaly i analyzed through a qualitative
method. This study is also considered a naturalstidy as the participants involved are
observed in their natural setting. The scores ssre the qualitative information of

vocabulary, language, organization, content andhar@cs, which are converted into marks.
Pope (2000) has rightly pointed out that a qualagpproach does not intend to quantify
data. Simple counts are used to provide a usefhsary of some aspects of the analysis.

3.1. Participants

A purposive sampling aimed to seek certain critevess adopted in this study. The six

students had been learning English as their selemgiiage for 10 years. Three of them were
at the advanced level and the remaining three &etbe intermediate level. The students
were willing to participate and a consent form wamed informing the aim, objective and

the data to be collected. Participants were giveaugonyms to ensure anonymity. The
pseudonyms were S1, S2, S3, S4, S5 and S6.

3.2. Procedure
Students and the teacher participated in the clgsadp. The teacher gave three tasks to the
students, to produce essays based on Year 10 wylldlne length of the essays was 350
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words based on the public examination (SPM examongat The teacher's~acebookwas
termed as tutor platform while student&acebookwas the learner platform. The teacher
guided the students with the narrative writing Isyng the Labov and Waletzky’'s narrative
structure. Labov and Waletzky narrative structurensists of Abstract, Orientation,
Completing Action, Resolution, Evaluation and Co8tudents’ Students were instructed to
write their individual essays before and after thwtieractions with peers and teacher. A total

of 36 essays were collected from the students.

Table 1. Schedule of learner and tutor platform

Tutor
Platform

L earner
Platform

L earner
Platform

L earner
Platform

Week1-2 Title

First draft (1)

Social

Final draft (1)

interaction in
the online
writing
environment

Material 1

Week 3-4 Title First Social
Material 2 Draft (2) interaction in
the online
writing
environment

Final draft (2)

Continued
First Draft (3) Social
interaction in
the online
writing
environment

Week 5-6 Title Final draft (3)

3.3. Data collection
Data sources included online interactions and scofearrative writing. The interactions on
Facebookwere collected during thé'® 4" and & week by downloading them periodically
from the archives. As qualitative study results ek and have a large amount of data, data
reduction becomes pertinent (Miles & Huberman, }9%4cording to Miles and Huberman
(1994), data reduction is a part of the analysid tne researcher is allowed to decide on
which data should be included, discarded and organn order to arrive at the conclusion.
The patterns of interactions were coded as sodheasesearcher observed and studied
the patterns of interactions from the tutor andrer platforms. The raters were trained to
categorize the patterns based on the product, gscared genre approaches. The codes were
based on the definitions and evidences of theseoappes so that the coders were able to
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apply the definitions consistently (Miles & Hubemrmd 994). All the messages posted by the
teacher and the students to the tutor and leatadopns were analysed.

The three coders were also the raters for theemréssignments. The essays posted to
the learner platforms were thirty-six in total amdre also photocopied for the three raters.
They were selected on a voluntary basis, taking sunsideration experience in marking
public examination English scripts for more tharefyears. The preliminary rating try-out in
grading narrative essays indicated that the scehesved little differences. The raters and
coders were required to read and sign the consammisfto ensure their interest and
commitment in participating in this study. The stnts’ narrative essays were marked based
on Tribble’s Assessment Scale (1996). The essays amalysed by considering vocabulary,

language, mechanics, organisation and content.

3.4. Findings

3.4.1. What types of approaches are adopted when revising the narrative writing essays?

The findings of this study were reported basedhenanline interactions between the teacher
and students. The interactions were related tch&zaand students’ explanation, instruction
arguments, justifications and other aspects thaigahlity to the essays. Only a few examples
of the interactions related to the approaches ds@issed in this study.

The teacher has commented thébu have to use the semicolon correctly” “errons i
singular and plural noun”and “errors on punctuation”. The participants emphasised the
grammatical errors found in the peers’ essays.dxample,“l pick up”, “they were keep
talking” and“but | fail”. Errors related to subject-verb agreement alsarbeca problem as
in “My family and lwas” and“Terry and the discipline teacher wasBesides, past perfect
tense was also spotted, as'was been arranged” Apart from this, some other grammatical
inaccuracies were also highlighted. For exampige “should spell meters or metres”,
“without long thinking” or “without much thinking” and “stayed at school= stad back in
school...”. The use of prepositions resulted in such erref®m@ the watch”and ‘four buses
onthe trip”. As a result, the students predominantly edited firal essays for grammar and
sentence structures. The participants correctedethers that were pointed out by their
friends. The product approach was evident in theractions.

There were no major changes in the organizatiahtla® content as the students did not
revamp the essays. Their focus was only on gramcaiairors. Participants were not keen to

re-organize the content. Therefore, the qualityheir organization and the content aspects
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were nearly the same. This is indicated in theexctor the organization and content aspects.
Figure lindicates selected online interactiongeel&o product approach.

Manthini Maniam Deer Tommy...YOU HAVE USED THE

- SEMICOLOMN CORRECTLY IN YOUR SEMTEMCE...[Their trip was full
of joy, especially yesterday; they went to Port Dickson Beach.)
EEEP IT UP
July 1% at 11:35am - Like * «* 1

WORDS AND THEY ARE LOSING ITS LOGIC. e cacnvmsasnnns That day,
they were preparing to go to their last {(add: holiday) destination.
He was crying and his {add:right) hand was holding his luggage
be=zides he has his toothbrush and his pyjamas in the other hand.
“"Poor dear, why {add:do) vou forget your password?”™ Mrs Anna
asked him.

"1 think I accidentally changed the password when I fimished my
bath (add:this morning).5he went to his aid and for us, the
students, we were been called by the other teachers to board
{add:on} the bus.

July 14 at 11:45am - Edited - Like - £33 1

- Manthini Maniam Deer Tommy....¥OU HAVE OMITTED SOME

- Manthini Maniam ERRORS ON SINGULAR AND PLURAL

L L ] e e e e e e P e e e b P L S b e R e O e o Yes, it

weas the studenks last day to bond as a Standard & student{s].
They were going to study in a different secondary school{s), =o
they were having their last trip travelling together with their
teachers and friends.

July 14-at 3:29pm - Edited - Lilkke - £% 1

Manthini Maniam ERRORS OMN PUMCTUATION ccceeeecae.. The bus
driver who was bold [Add:commal,)] helped the students to upload

Figure 1. Interactions related to product approach

Students were also reminded to consider certaiectspf writing expected in the public
examination (the SPM examination). Students werestamtly reminded to maximize their
scores by looking closely at the SPM requiremertte. teacher was predominantly concerned
about the lexical and grammatical errors insteacha&ping the students to explore and

discover other areas of narrative writing.
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Manthini Maniam
Students, in SPM an 'A" essay muskt have good sentence structures, good

use of higher level vocab and expressions. Not only thak, students must
know how to write their essay interestingly becausse the reader’s interest
should be arcused to read further and the interest must be sustained
through out the essay. Do more reading and write good and creative
ESSays.

= CormumeEnt o Paost

L2 " LD BN * LAMSCHHD

when a reader reads your essay, her or his interests should be
aroused and sustained through the essay while reading. That's hows
vour essay will be graded as an 'A’' band essay. You hawve the
potential. Look for more descriptive words, idiomatic expressions
and interesting ideas in developing yvour essay creatively. Keep

trying.

Figure 2. Interactions related to genre approach

3.4.2. How do the online writing approaches contribute to the quality of their narrative
writing?

The organization and the content is nearly the sdrables 2-4 illustrate the scores for the
different aspects of the writing for Task 1, 2 ahdThe narrative writing is marked for

organization (O), content (C), language (L), vodabu(V), mechanics (M) and total (T).

Table 2. Students’ average scores for narrativéngrtask 1.

AVERAGE SCORES

% BEFORE COLLABORATION AFTER COLLABORATION

S o ¢ L Vv Mo T o c L v MoT
7

s1 15 16 18 11 6 6 15 16 19 12 6 68
S2 14 15 17 13 6 65 14 15 18 15 6 68
s3 15 15 22 15 6 74 15 16 23 16 6 76
S4 14 14 18 13 6 65 14 14 20 15 6 69
S5 14 14 16 14 6 64 14 13 17 16 6 65
S6 17 18 23 16 6 80 17 18 24 17 6 &

Table3. Students’ average scores for narrativengriask 2.
AVERAGE SCORES
BEFORE COLLABORATION AFTER COLLABORATION

STU
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0] C L \Y M T 0] C L Vv M T
S1 15 16 15 15 6 67 15 16 17 16 6 70
S2 14 15 15 14 6 64 14 15 16 14 6 65
S3 15 15 17 14 6 67 15 15 18 15 6 69
S4 15 16 18 14 6 69 15 16 19 15 6 71
S5 15 16 19 15 6 71 15 15 20 16 7 73
S6 17 18 24 18 6 83 17 18 25 18 6 84

Table 4. Students’ average scores for narrativéngrtask 3.
AVERAGE SCORES
BEFORE COLLABORATION AFTER COLLABORATION
(0] C L \% M T 0] C L Vv M T

|_
Z
L
@)
-
7
S1 15 15 20 16 7 73 15 15 20 16 7 73
S2 15 15 17 15 7 69 15 15 18 16 7 71
S3 15 14 17 15 7 68 15 15 18 16 7 71
S4 15 15 16 16 7 69 15 15 16 16 7 69
S5 14 15 15 14 7 65 14 15 15 14 7 65
S6 16 18 21 19 7 81 16 18 21 19 7 81

The scores indicate that most of the students iwgaratheir vocabulary and language.
However, there was no significant difference in thelity of essays for organization and
content. In Task 3 students did not correct thengha indicated in the interactions. In fact the

interaction in Task 3 was limited.

3.4.3. Emerging themes

According to Le (1999), research can be considasean excursion and the entire meaning of
the study can only be achieved when the excursids.eThere are no promises or assurances
that the research will follow what was plannedlsd initial stage. Only when the research
ends, the complete scenario of the whole journagatised. Following this line of thought,
the research did provide additional issues thatrgateas supplementary findings in addition
to the main research questions. These emergingetheorther enriched this study as

discussed below.
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Students behaving like teachers

The digital natives often empower themselves inoaline environment. When they were

involved in the learning activities, with their tesavvy nature, they tend to play a teacher-
like role in addressing questions raised by thekerp. This is a good online behaviour as
students are beginning to have confidence whenngetingaged in the teaching-learning

activities. An example of such an interaction igegi below.

Tag( 2 Tyt e T l=Sfen To e Teackhesr=" v=e=Tul Tip=s asd nfcomeTion
=houkl TRe brap. — poa o= o=l =Feeeecd T iE By werierg B Tisfen o e
B =" Ari=fmng, iU's Deflter o Bhis ey

= e g Lk I-_F |

Task 3 & VYalentini Belbo but i think the last part can elaborate more as
that is the main point of the essay

TJuby 28 at B:17am - Unlike - &4 2

Figure 3. Students behaving like teachers

Duration of task

The researcher observed an ‘online fatigue syndramstudents’ interactions were gradually
getting less and less developed as they proceededTask 1 to Task 3. A need, therefore,
arises for teachers not to implement a teachinigigcfor a prolonged time. There seems to
be a threshold for time on task when students agaged in the online activities. Efforts
should be made to vary the teaching activities ftone to time when students are engaged in

online writing.

4. Discussion and implicationsfor thefuture

It is evident that the interactions were very muelated to correcting of the misspelt words,
grammar and sentence structures. Students’ inienaaith their peers and teacher assisted
students in improving the microstructures of theags in terms of vocabulary, language,
sentence structures and mechanics. There wereffieoedces in organization and content.
Evidently, there is an overemphasis on the prodamproach in the Malaysian ESL
classrooms although all the necessary prerequisithsding time and space were available.
The process approach that needs planning, muttipliéing and delayed editing is not evident

in this study although all the necessary preretggsncluding space and time were available.
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Such findings are consistent with those of Tahdt&ang (2014) and Tan & Miller
(2006), who pointed at the domination of the pradiypproach in Malaysian ESL classrooms.
The genre approach that emphasizes the need td iexexamination was evident. The
particular findings of this study highlight the fabat the Malaysian students are trained to
pass their public exams (Taha & Thang, 2014; Shari2003) in order to be admitted to
tertiary education institutions.

As anticipated, the current study also confirméé tssumption that the use of
Facebookas a writing platform brings significant benefits the students. This aligned with
findings of Carlos et al. (2015§;elik, Cevik, & Haglaman 2014); Reid (2011) and Drouin
(2011), namely tha@acebookcan be used successfully in educational contékisre are also
implications for pedagogical aspect. A particularphasis will be on interactions. Teachers
should prompt students to further probe into tleesdiscussed instead of giving definite
answers and pointing out a list of errors madehey tpeers. Put another way, students should
be encouraged to give solutions, explanations amd/ ®ut constructive discussions of the
solutions.

By emphasizing that the first draft of their essakiould not be their final draft students
will learn to organise the content, write and regvitheir essays to improve their narrative
writing and reflecting the recursive nature of wagt For this, a checklist which integrates the

three approaches, namely product, process, ané geproaches should be given to teachers.

Table 5. Checklist for teaching narrative writing

Product Approach Grammatical, Vocabulary and

Sentence Structures

Process Approach Pre-Writing
Drafting
Revising
Editing
Genre Approach Examination Requirements

The use of the online writing environment can dlsolayered successfully with the teacher
intervention at the appropriate time. The study olesirated that the teacher played a
dominant role and this behaviour is an extensiora deacher-centered attitude from the

traditional classroom environment to the onlinerd@gy environment. In the online
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environment, students should be encouraged to @s$tigns that motivate them to seek new
insights. Action words such as ‘analyze’, ‘compar&ontrast’, ‘point out’, ‘criticize’,
‘support’, ‘integrate’, ‘rearrange’, ‘rewrite’, andsummarize’ should be used often to
encourage critical thinking. Effective and activeeractions will appear if the teacher is
equipped with the different level of thinking skilbased on Bloom’s Taxonomy. If teachers
are aware of the above thinking skills, studentsld@ossibly achieve a higher level of
critical thinking and better writing outcomes. Ttiéerent thinking skills based on Bloom’s
taxonomy as suggested by the Anderson and Krathsv(#001) adapted version of Bloom'’s
taxonomy are as follows:

a. Remember - recalling terminology, specific fads different procedures related to
information and or course topics. At this levelstadent can remember something,
but may not really understand it.

b. Understand - the ability to grasp the meaningqfadrmation in different situations or
in problem solving.

c. Apply - being able to use previously learned iinfation in different situations or in
problem solving.

d. Analyze - the ability to break information dowrtancomponent parts. Analysis also
refers to the process of examining information rideo to make conclusions regarding
cause and effect, interpreting motives, makingrariees, or finding evidence to
support statements and arguments.

e. Evaluate - being able to judge the value of infation or sources of information based
on personal values or opinions.

f. Create - the ability to creatively or uniquely pprior knowledge or skills to produce
new and original thoughts, ideas, processes and Adtahis level, students are
involved in creating their own thoughts and iddasthese phases, the students were

able to remember, understand and apply the ideasdyrom the interactions.

5. Conclusion

Two important conclusions can be made from theystddhe first conclusion is that the
interactions gave priority to product and genrerapphes although time and space was
available in the online writing environment. Teasheeed to recognize that there is a need to
change their pedagogical practices when studemetguatr online. As such, identifying and
realizing the problems can serve to bring out ckarig teaching writing to Malaysian ESL

learners.
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The second conclusion is that students welcomedd#na of thd-acebookenvironment
for writing instruction. Such positive aspects ddoloe utilized by the teachers for effective
writing activities. The study also adds to the badyesearch related t6acebook thereby
complementing the previous literature related~&webook The emerging themes indicated
that Facebookcan be viewed as an extended space for languageng activities as students
appeared more confident, yet, duration of the tasly inhibit the advantage of the online
writing environment.

Although Facebookmakes noteworthy contributions to this line ofe@sh, there are
several limitations that need to be addressed turduresearch. The first limitation was a
small group of students and therefore the findiceysnot be generalized. Robust studies must
be conducted for a better understandingFatebookas a writing platform. The second
limitation is the type of essays. Future reseascétill needed to explore other types of essays
(factual and argumentative), report writing and sary. Despite these limitations the
findings of this study gave valuable insights iM@alaysian ESL students’ online writing

behaviour.
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