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Abstract

Academic writing is subjective in comparison to professional writing needs which are purely
objective. Recent language teaching approaches are only for academic writing and not for
professional needs. Except these teaching pedagogies teaching and learning of non-academic
writing becomes complex due to multicultural settings and insufficient previous knowledge of
students. This research is an attempt to find the effectiveness of teaching specified writing
instruction i.e. eliminating personal pronouns in corporate language learning. Current study
provides quanto-qualitative measures to conclude observations through SPSS.20 and thematic
analysis, respectively. Findings suggested that students were noted confused for the increasing
demand of ultimate language perfection and raised advice from the present study helped in positive
learning. Furthermore, this was noticed that in-spite of twelve years education poor
teaching/learning tendencies negatively affected sentence constructions. This study sheds light on

the active teaching/ learning pedagogy with the focus of distinct language needs.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Background

Teaching language is an art basing pedagogies of science and technicalities. Just by saying,
“Write a Letter” or “Write a Report” task can never get over. Product will be fruitful only, if
process is targeted otherwise product will be worthless. Advancements and glocalization have
made the situation more complex and demanding both for teachers and students. “this is my table”
language dominates the school life but is equally unsuccessful for work place. From “this is my

table” to “the effects of recent engineering can be either positive or negative” requires thorough
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language training/learning process. It is considered inappropriate for corporate sector whose needs

are objective, to-the-point and demanding.

Un-trained teachers and diverse course materials are creating troubles in recent language learning
atmospheres here in Pakistan. Lack of motivation is an important befall both for teachers (due to
less job satisfying opportunities) and for students (due to less interest towards English language
learning). In almost every cross-talk students express comfort with writing and discomfort
speaking i.e. “Ms. give me any writing task, I can write well, but can’t speak on the stage”. On the
other side, the written scripts produced under the said confidence are full of mix language errors.
Contrary to this overconfidence, plagiarism is rising in education sector with high frequency and

it is hindering students to work on their own.

Following such situations, process-oriented-classrooms are conveniently better than product-
oriented-classrooms as product can never be fully achieved unless it goes through a set process/es
(Murray, 2002: 4). Process-oriented-approach is comprised of eight stages i.e. brainstorming,
planning/structuring, mind mapping, writing the first draft, peer feedback, editing, final draft and
evaluation and teachers’ feedback (Keh’s, 1990; Steele, 2004). This approach facilitates students
in challenging their innate abilities for writing by giving importance, concentrating and valuing

critical thinking.

2. LITERATURE

Writing is a complicated task to carry out for a language teacher and also for a student to
follow. “Writing represents a unique mode of learning — not merely valuable, not merely special,
but unique” (Janet Emig). In Zamel’s viewpoint, “the process of writing is a non-linear,
exploratory, and generative process whereby writers discover and reformulate their ideas as they
attempt to approximate meaning”.

Writing involves, brainstorming, planning, drafting and then re-drafting (Murray,1980:45;
Heaton, 1989:135) which is focused initially and then repeatedly less time due to the trained
mindset of how written pieces are being produced? Schools give emphasis on revision and this
improve writing structures through reorganization and reformulation. Writing is more challenging

than other language skills (Smith and Hopfield) and need more exposure to experience and practice
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(Grebe and Kaplan). In EFL/ESL cases students focus more on correctness than the sharing of

distinct ideas (Leki,1998:34) and this makes writing less popular and frequently ignored
(Mukminatien (1999:3). Harmer says “The reasons for teaching writing to students of English as
a foreign language include reinforcement, language development, learning style, and most
importantly, writing as a skill in its own right”. In Janet Emig opnion writing is “a unique mode
of learning” which runs on the active involvement of both right and left hemispheres i.e. requires
extraordinary polished skills. Researchers argue that effective writing doesn’t help student in
making his/er point clear to the world but also help improving thinking skills i.e. providing space
for intuitions, thinking and self-correcting.

1970 observed slight shift from conventional teaching pedagogies to communicative
language teaching pedagogies by realizing that language teaching is more than simply a system of
rules’ i.e. it is not promoting pragmatics. In Brown’s definitions CLT focuses on overall
communicative competence, pragmatic language techniques designing, fluency, accuracy,
language use in unrehearsed texts. In 1980 Prabhu proposed the focus on processes of thoughts
governing writing process. Comparatively, according to Nunan task-based-instruction goes
through designing/teaching/learning/ processes.

Researchers have proved the importance of impactful writing skills both at tertiary level
and at workplace (Addams & Allred, 2015). Employers prefer candidates with strong writing
abilities followed by critical thinking and problem solving (National Association of Colleges and
Employers [NACE], 2015; Hart Research Associates, 2013, 2015) in fact writing skills are
considered as a threshold skill for hiring and promotion. (College Board, 2004, AACSB
International, 2006; College Board, 2004; Ghannadian, 2013; NACE, 2015; Partnership for 21st
Century Skills, 2009, 2011; Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board, 2013).

At different researches performed it was claimed that only 27% poses effective communication
skills and remaining lack in them. Furthermore it added, students consider them less important in
comparison to core field and hold the opinion .of being well-prepared and well aware about the
needs/applications communication (Hart Research Associates, 2015). Another study found the
college/university administration flawed for professional training which neither provide in-depth
and practical trainings nor conduct revisions in any form (ACICS, 2011) Although this has been
found out that positive revisions strengthen learning (Adams, immons, Willis, & Pawling, 2010;
Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman & Carey, 1987; MacArthur, 2007; Somers, 1980).and relevant
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exposure provide practical understanding (Renkl, 2002 & 2005; Kirschner et al., 2006; van Gog,
Paas, & van Merrienboer, 2006; Butler & Britt, 2011; Simendinger, Galperin ; LeClair, &
Malliaris, 2009).

In a study of business readers’ reactions it was found out that wrong language cause
misinterpretations and confusions leaving writer less credible (Beason, 2001). Business
Communication Students belong from any one of four categories i.e. Category 1 who need help at
every developmental stage in writing processes, Category 2 &3 are average students who can
somehow, write, edit, revise and re-draft their work by themselves whereas Category 4 are above

average with ready extensive writing abilities (Bean, 2011).

In learning good writing revising & re-drafting factors are important more than writing
itself but Pakistani tertiary settings are normally missed. Revising involves evaluating what have
been written and making deletions or additions as necessary, “to help the writing say what it

intends to say” (Murray, 1980:5).

The goodness of process- approach is that it shifts the focus of class from language to
learner where prior gets an automatic and systematic accomplishment through step by step
comprehensive construction (Richards, 1992:109). This approach targets Contextual Teaching and

Learning in the long run for future professional language use (Diknas, 2002:7).
Research Gap

Addressing the research gap for the study researcher found out “ ‘I’ is problematic for many
L2 writers/learners” (Hyland, 2002), “pronominal use in written scripts concluded that singular
pronouns are used rarely in current times but plurals do exist” (Baranowski, 2002) “the higher use
of pronouns in research articles effects language ranking negatively” (Abdi &Farookhi, 2015). But
the topic opted for the current study wasn’t considered earlier hence present study has taken it

further to fill the gap.

3. METHODOLOGY

This study has been designed on Experimental method (Cohen et al., 1989). It was an attempt
to find the effectiveness of pronoun elimination while writing for work purposes. Keeping

engineering students and respective faculty as the population current study had followed
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convenience sampling (Cohen et al., 1989) and selected the study sample of n=75 students and

n2=07 language faculty members. For three weeks, two different sections were given a task of
report writing. Section | was instructed to follow general pattern for content organization. Contrary
to this general structure of forming reports Section Il was specifically asked to avoid pronouns and

construct sentences otherwise. Given questions were:

i.  Write a situational report for the recent study tour to NEDUET.
ii.  Write a Feasibility Report for the approaching Annual Dinner.
iii.  Write an Informational Report for the ongoing project of Solar Computing.

Students’ responses were collected and analysed on the criterion “7C’s of Communication Skills ” using
z-test statistically. For evaluating teachers open-ended responses were conducted which were recorded,
transcribed and analysed under themes set by the researcher (considering ELT in Pakistan) of ELT
pros/cons at engineering universities, specific & general teaching varieties adopted, available

administrative resources and learner’s autonomy.

4. FINDINGS
Findings of the study revealed the following results
Table1.1
Population Mean Standard Deviation
Without Pronouns 8.435 0.598
With Pronouns 4.752 0.781

Pronoun Usage Statistics

7C’s of Communication (i.e. Clarity, Correctness, Completeness, Conciseness,

Concreteness, Coherence and Courtesy) were chosen as the assessment criterion seeing their
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positive grip on every aspect. Students were taught “Report Writing” with its types, formats and

organization first and then they were experimented for the study.
Table 1.2

Following table give an insight to the usage of pronouns in all C’s

Qs.

Clarity Correctness Completeness Conciseness Concreteness Coherence Courtesy

WP WOP WP WOP WP WOP WP  WOP WP WOP WP WOP WP WOP
41 91 38 7.1 45 1.7 39 7.8 35 82 31 76 34 81

39 87 31 83 32 81 38 0.2 31 7.8 30 75 64 73
23 82 29 81 30 6.2 31 99 28 75 30 62 65 71

[Key: WP= With Pronoun, WOP=Without Pronoun] Report Writing Criterion Results

Students were observed excited by knowing that they are going to be a part of the study.
They took active part in it but for some extent boredom and irritations were also noted under the
thinking why this? By following true ethical considerations teaching sessions were conducted and
evaluations were made. Collected results show the differences between the process oriented
approach vs product oriented approach. The pronoun usage was encountered on all the facades
of professional ethics i.e. 7C’s. Findings revealed progress in effective language too and can be

seen i.e. Table 1.2.

Qualitative analysis was performed with the teachers on set themes and their sorted responses were
like:

ELT pros/cons at engineering universities

e Insufficient and poor background knowledge is a big issue.
e Students express no motivation for language learning.
e L1 & L2 interference is high...students always ask for translations.

e Social networking and web englishes is promoting wrong English

Specific/General Teaching Varieties Adopted

e Mix pedagogies are utilized

e Listening/speaking are mostly ignored
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e Language classes are not taken seriously by administration

Available Administrative Resources

e Administration shows less concern observing non-core nature
e Mostly large/critically small classrooms and afternoon timings cause demotivation

e Suggested latest books aren’t incorporated in libraries due to non-core course need

Learner’s Autonomy

e Multicultural students are troublesome
e Students want language perfect for job but find it boring to learn

e Peer copying is a major problem

5. DISCUSSION

Generally English language learning isn’t considered worth exercising by tertiary students
with the mind-set of we already know it and it’s boring. But the fact that it is unavoidable for
meeting job requirement make the situation complex. Study revealed that more than half teachers
were untrained for knowing ELT, ESP, L1, L2 & L3 issues. Rest were unaware but not take much
interest following administration and students’ demotivated behavior. Teachers admit that students
come and request for good grades in English as they’re weak but rarely come for getting
improvement guidance. On their own part they said that we try to conduct effective sessions to
make best of the credit hour and sometimes try different activities too but it become difficult to
follow throughout the semester as language teachers are always burdened with language related

office work.

Teacher told that they are aware with both process/product oriented approach and agreed
that product can never fully achieved by ignoring the process. They admitted that at average pace

we follow it but it becomes extremely complicated in large strength sections.

Discussing the student’s part it was observed that they responded positively in attitude and
aptitude both. Firstly, they were noted confused constructing sentences without pronouns but
guidance and practice made them comfortable and understood. Also repeated activity improved

language production too. At some points they do requested for some translations but followed
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instructions of managing themselves by trying an attempt to think directly in target language

discussion.

6. CONCLUSION

Findings revealed that process oriented approach is a student centered pedagogy and is
positively impactful in both top-down and bottom-up techniques. Eliminating pronouns was used
as a teaching technique and turned successful shaping the learnt knowledge. Under the extreme
social pressure students never realize that unconsciously an excessive amount of English language
content is stored in their brain which only needs channelization otherwise complexes and hesitation

will hinder the potential to appear.
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