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Abstract: The Implementation of Planning and Its Effect on EFL Students’ Writing Performance. 

This quasi-experimental study is aimed at investigating the effect of planning (pre writing vs. rough draft-

ing) on EFL students’ writing performance. To answer the research question, a quasi experimental, post-

test only nonequivalent group-design was used. The subjects of the study were fifty sophomores majoring 

in Teaching English as a Foreign Language in STKIP PGRI Pasuruan in the 2014-2015 academic year. 

From the accessible population of all students taking essay writing classes, two intact classes were chosen, 

each of which consisted of 24 and 23 students. These two intact classes were taught by the same instructor 

for 8 weeks from April 2015 to June 2015. The result of the experiment shows that there is no difference 

in writing performance between the students who were taught by prewriting strategies and those who were 

taught by rough drafting strategies (p = .144). 

Keywords: planning, prewriting strategies, rough drafting, writing performance 

Abstrak: Implementasi Perencanaan Menulis dan Efeknya terhadap Kinerja Menulis Bahasa Ing-

gris. Penelitian experimental semu ini bertujuan untuk menginvestigasi efek perencanaan menulis terha-

dap kinerja menulis mahasiswa yang belajar bahasa Inggris sebagai bahasa asing. Disain yang dipakai 

dalam experimental semu ini adalah posttest only nonequivalent group-design. Subyek penelitian ini 

adalah lima puluh mahasiswa bahasa Inggris semester empat STKIP PGRI Pasuruan di tahun akademik 

2014-2015. Peneliti mengambil dua kelas utuh dari mahasiswa yang mengikuti mata kuliah menulis esai, 

dimana dalam setiap kelasnya terdapat 24 dan 23 mahasiswa. Dua kelas utuh ini diajar oleh instruktur 

yang sama selama 8 minggu dari bulan April 2015 sampai Juni 2015. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan 

bahwa tidak ada beda antara mahasiswa yang menggunakan strategi pra-menulis dan mereka yang meng-

gunakan strategi draf kasar (p = .144). 

Kata kunci: perencanaan, strategi pra-menulis, draf kasar, kinerja menulis 

It is commonly acknowledged that writing in a second 

or foreign language (SL/FL) is a skill which is con-

sidered complex and demanding. Therefore, much 

research on SL/FL writing has been intended to pro-

pose strategies to break down its complexity. The 

use of strategies before the actual writing tasks in the 

process of writing, such as explicit planning and im-

plicit planning, are believed to benefit student writers.  

 Explicit planning before composing, as one of 

the writing strategies, is beneficial not only for com-

mon student writers, but also for students with learning 

disabilities. Sundeen’s study (2012) provided eviden-

ce about the benefit of explicit prewriting instruction 

for L1 adult students with learning disabilities. He 

taught the students how to plan their writing through 

the use of mind mapping to generate ideas and organ-

ize thoughts for personal narrative writing. He meas-

ured the students’ writing daily by using multiple-

baseline across-subjects design. The finding shows 

that explicit teaching planning strategy is beneficial 

for students with learning disabilities who usually 

struggle more with writing.  

The importance of planning itself is introduced 

by writing researchers, namely Flower and Hayes 

(1981), Murray (1982), and Kellogg (1988), who be-

lieve that to be able to write well, one needs to plan 
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what he/she is going to write since planning gives a 

road map to prevent the writer from getting lost in 

the journey of the writing process. Murray (1982:4) 

argues that prewriting or planning out what is going 

to be written is an essential step in the writing process 

and usually takes 85% of the writing time. Most pre-

writing activities require the writers to explicitly plan 

what they want to say by using specific outlining 

techniques such as mind mapping, making diagram, 

brainstorming, and listing. 

In the Indonesian context, most EFL learners 

during their college writing courses are advised by 

their lecturers, and texbooks as well, ‘to-plan-then-

write’. Most writing instructors are aware that ‘plan 

first’ technique before writing is beneficial because it 

helps learners to ease the demanding process of writ-

ing. Their beliefs hold true since many studies on 

writing have shown the effectiveness in ‘plan first’ 

writing strategy. This pedagogical implication basi-

cally comes from studies which show almost consis-

tent results that the provision of ‘plan first’ writing 

strategy can help the overall quality of composition. 

Research also shows that some student writers 

have their own preferences of the writing strategies 

to complete the writing task. This can be seen from a 

study conducted by Kieft, Rijlaarsdam, Galbraith, and 

Van den Bergh (2007). Their finding yields that stu-

dents with a natural tendency toward planning benefit 

most from instruction that emphasizes planning, while 

those who had undeveloped strategies, or who had a 

tendency not to plan before writing, took advantages 

more from instruction that emphasized revision. In 

terms of the superiority, both strategies are effective 

in improving the writing quality. Then, it was con-

cluded that the effectiveness of planning and revising 

strategy depends on the students’ preferences of their 

own writing strategies (Kieft et al., 2007). Meanwhile, 

a type of planning which emphasizes revision (Kieft 

et al., 2007) and recommends the writer to “implic-

itly plan” his ideas is rough drafting strategy. It is a 

strategy that requires writers to collect, plan, and 

translate ideas during the first draft phase with little 

or no concern for reviewing what has been written on 

paper (Kellogg, 1999). Writers care less of criticizing 

the quality of the first draft, saving the editing and cri-

tical reviewing later on, as their main goal is to pro-

duce a text however loose and ragged it is. The free 

writing activity, in Kellogg’s opinion (1999:132), is 

the “extreme version of rough draft strategy”. In free 

writing, writers’ activity is not interrupted by review-

ing and careful planning, as they translate whatever 

ideas come into their mind at the moment without 

bothering to organize their thoughts. Thus, planning 

is minimized because the main aim is to compose a 

text as rapidly as possible and translating the ideas with 

“a stream of consciousness” (Kellogg, 1999: 132). 

Kellogg further states that in some writing genres 

which demand clear organization, expression, and 

particular standard writing style, the first draft needs 

to be rewritten or revised so that the content of the 

second draft can become the reflection and the per-

fection of the initial draft.  

These two paradigms of explicit and implicit 

planning have put considerable interests among writ-

ing researchers. Many researchers conducted experi-

ments on comparing the effect of giving explicit plan-

ning before writing and giving no planning before 

writing. The results of these writing studies, unfortu-

nately, seem to be mixed when it is seen from the L1 

and L2 environments. 

In the field of L1 writing, the results of pre-task 

planning (planning prior to composing) shows con-

sistent effect on L1 writers’ texts. Most studies, such 

as Kellogg (1988, 1990, 1999) yield results that pre-

task planning, specifically outlining, is effective in 

improving L1 writing quality holistically. In the series 

of studies he carried out, Kellogg focused exclusively 

on how pre-task planning was organized by college 

students in composing in their L1. He assigned the 

students a letter writing task (Kellogg,1988) and short 

informative writing task (1990). The findings show 

consistent results in which planning prior composing, 

specifically outlining, improves not only students’ 

fluency but also the overal quality of their composi-

tion. However, this finding is contradictory to what 

has been found by Galbraith and Torrance (2004). In 

their study, they found out that students were able to 

generate more ideas when they drafted in sentences 

(such as in free writing), but higher quality of final 

drafts were able to be produced by them when an or-

ganized notes strategy was applied. In sum, they con-

cluded that outline planning strategy is equally effec-

tive as interactive strategy. 

 Kieft et al. (2007) found that students with a 

natural tendency toward planning benefit most from 

instruction that emphasizes planning, while others who 

had undeveloped strategies, or who had a tendency 

not to plan before writing, benefitted more from in-

struction that emphasized revision. In terms of the 

superiority, both strategies are superior in improving 

the writing quality. Kieft et al. (2007) finally concluded 

that the effectiveness of this approach depends on 

the students’ own writing strategies.  

In L2 writing context, planning effects on stu-

dents’ writing seemed to be mixed in results. Ellis and 

Yuan (2003) investigated the impact of pre-task plan-

ning on 42 Chinese learners of English as a foreign 

language. The researchers found that pre-task planning 
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shows a significant impact on writing fluency and 

syntactic complexity. In contrast, a study conducted 

by Ong and Zhang (2010) found that planning prior 

composing actually blocked writing fluency and lexi-

cal complexity. More recently, Johnson et al. (2012) 

investigated the impact of pre-task planning in sub-

processes, namely generation of idea, organization, 

and goal setting to 914 Spanish-speaking learners of 

English as a foreign language. The result shows that 

there is no indication of effect differences in any of 

the measures of grammatical complexity, nor in any 

measures of lexical complexity. 

 Many other studies have confirmed that pre-

writing strategies using explicit planning can affect 

the quality of learners’ compositions (Mahnam & Ne-

jadansari, 2012; Abdollahzade & Taak, 2014; Moh-

seniasl, 2014), whether it uses electronic outlining (De 

Smeth et. al., 2011) or web-based prewriting strate-

gies (Zaid, 2011); or whether it is done individually 

or collaboratively (Shin, 2008). Explicit planning-

especially outlining-is beneficial not only for ordinary 

students, but also for students with learning disabili-

ties (Sundeen, 2012). 

Some studies conducted by Kellogg (1988, 1990, 

1996) show consistent results that pre-planned writing 

strategy, such as outlining, is effective to improve the 

students’ writing. Similarly, other forms of explicit 

planning, such as concept mapping (Ojima, 2006), are 

also effective to make a well-formed composition. 

Interestingly, other formats of planning, in which the 

students write freely for some time to generate their 

ideas, such as interactive strategy/multiple drafting 

strategy (Galbraith & Torrance, 2004) are equally ef-

fective.  

As a result of such inconclusiveness, more stud-

ies in writing strategies need to be conducted to pro-

vide more evidence to verify the claim of planning 

writing strategy as proposed by Kellogg through his 

outlining technique, or revising writing strategy as 

claimed by Galbraith and Torrance (2004) with the 

interactive strategy, the idea of which comes from 

Elbow’ freewriting activities. Writing research today 

seems to have little concern on planning in terms of 

organizing the ideas. This present study is intended 

to shed light on investigating the cause and effect rela-

tion of prewriting activities and rough drafting activi-

ties in EFL context in relation to organization of ideas. 

Furthermore, many questions related to planning in 

writing within EFL context remain unanswered since 

most planning studies are conducted in L1 and L2 

environment.  

The present study proposes to empirically inves-

tigate the effect of different planning conditions (pre-

writing and rough drafting) on improving the EFL 

writing performance. The research question is posed 

as “Do students who use prewriting strategy achieve 

better writing performance than those who use rough 

drafting?” 

METHOD 

This study employed a quasi-experimental re-

search design, involving college students who were 

taking an essay writing class in STKIP PGRI Pasu-

ruan, East Java, Indonesia. In the essay writing class, 

the students learn how to write different types of short 

essays such as narrative, descriptive, expository, and 

argumentative, developed by various kinds of para-

graph organization such as chronological, cause and 

effect, process, example and details, comparison and 

contrast, and classification. This research, however, 

focused on the argumentative essay since this type of 

essay is not only commonly written and read in the 

academic setting, but also most standardized writing 

tests use the argumentative type of essay in their test of 

writing English. This study adopted a between groups 

posttest only design in quasi-experiment (Cresswell, 

2012:310) as it was impossible for the researchers to 

randomize the participants to the intended conditions.  

Using random selection, class 2013 A was as-

signed to get the prewriting strategy to organize their 

ideas in writing, while the 2013 C was assigned to get 

the rough drafting strategy to organize their ideas, 

both in writing argumentative essays. In order to find 

out the participants’ intial ability in writing, a general 

test of writing English was administered. The treat-

ment took 10 weeks, excluding the try-outs, from 

April 2015 to June 2015. Only students who actively 

joined the writing course were taken as the sample of 

the study, 24 students from the 2013 A and 23 students 

from 2013 C. The age range of the participants varied 

between 19 to 22 years old. For the post-test admin-

istered at the end of the study, the students were as-

signed to write an argumentative essay. 

Writing tests to collect the data were developed 

and validated through theoretical expert validation as 

well as empirical try out validation. Two different ru-

brics were used: Jacobs ESL Composition Profile to 

score the students’ writing pretest and Primary Test 

Scoring Rubric developed by Latief (1990) for argu-

mentative essays to score the students writing post-

test. All students’ compositions were rated by two 

raters. The stastitical analysis used was t-test for in-

dependent large sample with the help of IBM SPSS 

20.  

Prior to treatment, the subjects in this study were 

tested. This baseline data collection serves three pur-

poses, namely providing information for the partici-
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pants initial ability in writing English, providing in-

formation for the researcher to find out the length of 

time needed to carry out the task, and third, helping 

the researcher to decide what statistical analysis to use 

to analyze the data. In this present study, inter-rater 

reliability was measured by using two measurements, 

namely Pearson Product Moment Correlation between 

the first and the second rater and Coefficient Alpha, 

to provide an estimate of the internal consistency. The 

statistical computation between the two raters shows 

that the reliability coefficient is .715, which indicates 

a relatively high level of consistency between the first 

and second raters, whereas the reliability coeficient 

between the two raters is 0.834. 

Basically, both groups experienced similar learn-

ing stages. To be specific, two learning stages were 

applied in each unit of the experimental treatment: 

learning rhetorical theory of one sub topic in argumen-

tative essay and applying the theory in a short practice 

and reading a short issue from authentic materials. 

The experimental group was exposed to the article of 

a controversial issue to trigger the knowledge on the 

topic to agree or disagree. The experimental group 

then had a group discussion. All these activities took 

the whole time of teaching and learning process in the 

first session. Thus, the first 90 minutes was dedicated 

to the exploration of the issue.  

The second session for the experimental group 

was the planning phase. It was the phase that differ-

entiate the experimental and the control group. In this 

phase the experimental group generated and organized 

ideas of the issue discussed in the previous meeting 

by using mind mapping, outlining, or argumentative 

mapping for 10 minutes. Whereas in the control group, 

the students had no chance to make explicit planning 

before writing as they were assigned to write about 

the topic right away by using freewriting activities for 

about 10 minutes. After that, the students were given 

40 minutes to compose their writing. Finally, the rest 

of the time was used to reread and edit the writing. The 

main goal of this activity was to reshape the compo-

sition by improving the elements of argumentative 

essay, such as the hook, refutation, details, and sum-

mary before it was submitted to the teacher.  

FINDINGS 

Three assumptions should be met before ana-

lyzing the data using the t-test for independent large 

sample, namely the assumptions of independence, 

the assumption of normality, and the assumption of 

homogenity variances. In this research, only the as-

sumption of normality is not fulfilled because of the 

presence of outliers. Because of the violation of nor-

mality, this research uses non parametric t-test for in-

dependent sample to analyze the data by using Mann-

Whitney U test. This statistical tool does not require 

normality assumption to compute the data. (See Ta-

ble 1) 

Table 1. Ranks Table 

Group N 
Mean 

Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Writing performance 

rough drafting 24 21,27 510,50 

prewriting 23 26,85 617,50 

Total  47   

 

The ranks table regarding the output of Mann-

Whitney U test indicating mean rank and sum of ranks 

for the two groups tested, namely the prewriting group 

and the rough drafting group, shows that the prewriting 

group has better writing performance as compared to 

the rough drafting group. 

The result of statistical computation of non pa-

rametric independent t-test by using Mann-Whitney 

U test shows that there is no difference on the students’ 

writing performance between those using prewriting 

strategies and those using the rough drafting strategy 

(p = .144) as it fails to fulfil the assumption of nor-

mality which is required to have parametric t-test for 

independent sample (See table 2). 

Table 2. Test Statistics
a
 

 Writing_performance 

Mann-Whitney U 210,500 

Wilcoxon W 510,500 

Z -1,462 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,144 

 

The test statistics table provides the test statistic, 

U statistic, as well as the asymptotic significance (2-

tailed) p-value. The data show that there is no differ-

ence on the students’ writing performance between 

those using prewriting strategies and those using the 

rough drafting strategy (p = .144). The result of the 

analysis indicates that the researcher fails to reject 

the null hypothesis as there are not enough evidences 

to reject it.  

DISCUSSION 

Two writing strategies are well-known for writ-

ing teachers and writing researchers; they are planning 

strategy (by using explicit activities to map out ideas, 

such as outlining and mapping) and revising strategy 
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(by using rough drafting and redrafting) (Kieft et al, 

2007).  

Murray (1982:4) believes that any form of pre-

writing activities benefits learners, whether it is taking 

notes, talking to others, brainstorming, or outlining. 

Kellogg (1988 and 1990) also has found a consistent 

result that explicit planning prior to composing im-

proves not only students’ fluency but also the overal 

quality of their composition. So far, Kellogg’s claim 

has been backed up with abundant writing research 

which confirmed that prewriting strategies by using 

explicit planning affect the quality of learners’ com-

positions (Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012; Abdollah-

zade & Taak, 2014; Mohseniasl, 2014), whether it 

uses electronic outlining (De Smet, 2011) or web-based 

prewriting strategies (Zaid, 2011); or whether it is 

done individually or collaboratively (Shin, 2008). Ex-

plicit planning-especially outlining-is beneficial not 

only for ordinary students as mentioned above, but also 

for students with learning disabilities (Sundeen, 2012).  

Unfortunately, some writing researchers have 

questioned the superiority of prewriting strategies. Ong 

and Zhang (2010) found that planning prior compos-

ing actually blocked writing fluency and lexical com-

plexity. They found out that free writing activity (writ-

ing freely in 30 minutes) enables the students to have 

better fluency as they were not enggaged in detailed 

planning and to write whatever came to their minds. 

Their research, thus, suggests that pre-task planning 

is a hindrance to L2 writers. Galbraith and Torrance 

(2004) also argue that the use of interactive strategy 

(or multiple drafting strategy) is also effective to write 

a well-formed composition. For them, interactive strat-

egy is also a kind of planning and provides enough 

evidence that pre-planned writing strategy, such as 

outlining proposed by Kellogg, is not the only way 

to produce a well-written composition. Being intrigued 

by these competing claims, it is necessary for the re-

searcher to provide enough evidence to find out which 

is the better strategy for planning a composition in 

EFL context. Thus, the discussion of this study is di-

vided into two parts, namely from the theoretical point 

of view and the statictical point of view.  

Theoretically, the researchers believe that pre-

writing helps learners to produce better writing qual-

ity in terms of the idea development. This belief has 

been confirmed by previous research findings discus-

sed earlier. Among others, the prewriting activities 

benefit learners to lessen the cognitive load in the ac-

complishment of writing task. In relation to this, re-

search has shown that there is a statistically significant 

relationship between working memory (WM) capacity 

and writing performance (Bergsleithner, 2010). This 

working memory can be overloaded when all stages of 

writing are done simultaneously (McCutchen, 1996). 

To overcome these processing constraints, writers can 

develop a writing strategy to break the process into 

several steps, such as preplanning, making notes, rough 

drafting, and so forth (Torrance & Galbraith, 2006: 

74). Thus, being able to select approppriate writing 

strategy enables writers to breakdown the working 

memory load (McCutchen, 1996). 

In prewriting activities, learners can generate, 

organize, and select their ideas in relation to the topic 

being chosen. This exploration stage is important for 

beginner writers as they can focus on the purpose, 

topic, audience, and the organization of the composi-

tion. This stage also offers the student writers to explore 

their thoughts and feelings on the subject they are 

writing. This is in line with Kellogg’s(1990) who be-

lieves that the prewriting strategies, such as outlining 

and clustering, help learners to cope with complex 

writing task demands as these strategies help them to 

generate and organize ideas. Moreover, prewriting 

strategies are proven to be able not only to improve the 

written expression used in the composition, but also to 

lessen the student-writing anxiety (Schweiker-Marra 

& Mara, 2000).  

The finding of this research unfortunately does 

not support Kellogg’s claim which states that explicit 

prewriting strategies such as outlining improves the 

overal quality of composition (Kellogg, 1990). The 

result of this present study yields that there is no dif-

ference in the students’ writing performance either 

using planning before the actual writing task, or during 

the actual writing task. This study, therefore, gives sup-

port to Kieft (2007) who claim that both strategies, 

planning done before or during composing, are equally 

superior in improving the writing quality, prewriting 

strategies by using explicit planning before writing 

turns out to be not the only way to produce a well-

formed composition. 

The result of no difference in terms of the writing 

performance perhaps can be explained from the feature 

of planning before or during composing. Both plan-

ning types basically share similar characteristics; the 

difference lies only in the format of planning. In the 

explicit planning before composing, the students make 

plans by using outlining, clustering, and mapping. In 

their plans, they put down and list down what they 

want to write and how to put those ideas in order.  

The students in the rough drafting group write 

down their ideas not in order because they want to 

“dump” all the ideas that pop into their mind in such a 

limited time. Free writing is a way to free up the mind, 

to allow students to focus on ideas rather than on ac-

curacy and organization. Because the focus is on the 

flow of writing rather than correctness, the students 
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who enjoyed free writing are more creative to express 

themselves as they are not bound with grammatical 

rules or formal writing structure (Martinez, Knock, 

& Cass, 2011). Because of this, when the students 

make the rough draft by using free writing activities 

for 10 minutes, the ideas in the composition are already 

developed in the second draft. On the other hand, the 

students who use explicit planning do not have privi-

lege to write the second draft. The composition made 

by the students in the prewriting group based on their 

planning become their first draft. Galbraith and Tor-

rance (2004) call this strategy as “rough draft” strategy, 

similar to its name, but different in its essence with this 

present research. Based on Galbraith and Torrance’s 

research (2004), the mutiple drafting strategy is more 

effective than rough drafting strategy (the production 

of an organized first draft of text through pre-planning 

activity). Although not supporting their finding, this 

study did not either reject the effectiveness of rough 

drafting strategy by using free writing activity as it is 

also advantageous in generating more ideas. This can 

be seen from the mean score differences in the post-

test when they are computed descriptively. The mean 

score of the experimental group is 3.08 and the mean 

score of the control group is 2.88. It indicates that the 

students who used prewriting scored only 0.20 points 

higher on the posttest as compared to the students who 

use rough drafting.  

Based on these data, the researchers believe that 

there might be a chance to reject the null hypothesis 

if the prewriting group was given more time to revise 

their first draft, instead of only rereading and editing 

the initial draft. Giving the students time to revise the 

first draft or to write the second draft would enable 

them to develop the ideas more. 

From the statistical point of view, the temptation 

to conclude the result of the study based on the mean 

rank differences seems very hard to resist. Looking at 

the group mean rank differences, the rough draft group 

gained 21.27 and the prewriting strategies group gained 

26.85. The indication that the students who use pre-

writing scored 5.58 points higher on the posttest as 

compared to the students who use rough drafting is a 

great temptation for the researcher to jump to a hasty 

conclusion. However, this small mean differences was 

not yet known to be significant and can be interpreted 

as important. Only after a statistical computation was 

done, the researcher found out that the mean difference 

was small enough so that the two planning types were 

considered comparable. In short, the confirmed an-

swer is that the difference between the groups is not 

significant.  

As stated previously, the experiment in this study 

was conducted to verify the theory whether planning 

by using different types of prewriting strategies is more 

effective to improve the students’ idea development 

than planning by using rough drafting. The experimen-

tal group (N= 23) was exposed by using prewriting 

strategies ( mapping, outlining, argumentative map-

ping) and the control group (N = 24) was exposed by 

using rough drafting strategy. Following the interven-

tion, non parametric t-test for independent samples 

was performed as it fails to fulfil the assumption of 

normality required to have parametric t-test for inde-

pendent sample. It was observed that there is no dif-

ferential effect of the prewriting strategies condition 

and the rough drafting condition; teaching the students 

rough drafting by using fee writing activity generally 

leads to similar results as teaching by explicit and sys-

tematic prewriting activity.  

Although the result of this study seems to suggest 

that the students who used rough drafting were able 

to achieve equally good performance as students who 

used prewriting strategies, the discussion of this find-

ing should be done cautiously. Based on the data and 

the review of related literature, the possible explana-

tions for the insignificant findings may be caused by 

1) the heteroginity of within groups’ characteristics, 2) 

the insufficient time length for planning, 3) the lack 

of sample size, 4) the time length of the treatment, and 

5) the sensitivity of the Primary Trait Scoring Rubric 

used to score the posttest. Each of these is dicussed 

as follow. 

Firstly, research in planning studies usually used 

random assignment to draw the conclusion (Ellis & 

Yuan, 2003; Ong & Zang, 2010, Haghverdi et al., 

2013). Randomly assigned the participants would re-

duce the bias as every participant has equal chance to 

receive any treatment under the study (Suresh, 2011). 

Random assignment also reduces the the variability 

between individuals in the group (Gravetter & For-

zano, 2010). Refering to this present study, there are 

some variabilities within the group with the presence 

of outliers in the control group. The participants in the 

control group are too heterogeneous. The lowest score 

gained by the control group is 48 and the highest is 

87.50 with score range of 39.50. Whereas in the ex-

perimental group, the group is more homogeneous. 

The lowest score of the pretest is 62, and the highest is 

92.50 with score range of 30.50. Because of the outlier 

in the control group, one who has the lowest score, it 

causes the score range wider. Additionally, the hete-

rogenous characteristics within the group can also be 

traced from the achievement of some students in this 

group which is not the real reflection of the group. In 

the control group, some students have high ability in 

writing. Four of them have become the finalists of 
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National Essay Writing competition held in Islamic 

University of Malang in 2015, and two of them have 

become the runner up and the third winner of the 

competition. In the posttest, unfortunately, they were 

not able to reach the maximum score in the posttest 

when their compositions were scored by using Pri-

mary Trait Scoring Rubric (PTSG).  

In the experimental group, there are also two 

outliers who performed poorly in the posttest, subject 

number 3 and subject number 20. However, the 8 

weeks treatment was able to help them reach approxi-

mately equal ability with the control group. This can 

be seen from the mean differences in the pretest, and 

the mean differences in posttest between the groups. 

In short, if statistical computation shows no signifi-

cant difference in the pretests and posttest between 

the group, the possible explanation would be the pres-

ence of outliers in the control and experimental group 

which may affect the overal groups performance. 

Although the outliers have been removed from the 

groups for the purpose of statistical tool adjusment, 

the data set are still not normally distributed. In this 

study, the researcher fails to fulfil the assumption of 

normality which is required to have parametric t-test 

for independent sample. Therefore, it is suggested that 

future researcher who wishes to replicate this study 

have homogenous groups. To do this, other research-

ers can apply random sampling to ensure homogenity 

of variances instead of using intact classes.  

The second issue is the time length of planning. 

Students in the experimental group were given only 

10 minutes for making explicit planning. This 10 min-

utes time were given based on the review of previous 

literature in planning studies, namely Ellis and Yuan 

(2003) and Ong and Zhang (2010). Ellis and Yuan 

study was conducted in Chinese setting for under-

graduate students majoring in English in the Interna-

tional Business Department, while Ong and Zhang’ 

study was conducted in EFL tertiary students enrolled 

in the Communication Skills Programme in Singa-

pore. For the participants of their studies, perhaps 10 

minutes time for planning is sufficient because their 

participants are exposed to English most of the time. 

But for Indonesian EFL context, 10 minutes time 

might not be sufficient. Based on the data from the 

experiment, many participants in this study were not 

able to make a finished plan for their compisition. Only 

few of them were successful in making a plan by using 

different types of prewriting activities. Most of the 

students in this study complained that 10 minutes is 

not sufficient for them, not enough to generate their 

ideas and to gather information they needed. Thus, 

there is a chance that this study might be able to reject 

the null hypothesis if the time for making explicit 

plan is extended into at least 15 minutes. Future re-

searcher interested to replicate this study should extend 

the time for planning to approximately 15 minutes to 

enable the students gather sufficient information for 

their composition. 

Thirdly, the size of the sample. Previous researchs 

in planning studies were varied in the number of sam-

ple size. Ellis and Yuan (2003) only used 42 undergra-

duate students majoring in English in the Interna-

tional Business Department of a Chinese University 

in which they then divided their participants into three 

different groups with each consisted of 14 students. 

Bigger sample size is used by other researchers, name-

ly Ong and Zang (2010) who used 108 Chinese EFL 

tertiary students in the Communication Skills Pro-

gramme in a University in Singapore in which these 

participants were then divided into four different 

groups, Zaid (2011) who used 108 EFL students in 

College of Languages and Translation, Haghverdi et 

al. (2013) who used 90 Iranian EFL students for 

their study, and Abdollahzade and Taak (2014) who 

used 80 EFL learners. Large sample size was used 

by Johnson et al. (2012). In their experiment, they used 

968 Spanish-Speaking EFL Learners as their partici-

pants.  

The sample size is indeed a serious issue in an 

experimental design. Although there is no clear-cut 

answer on an ideal sample size, Cohen et. al (2007) 

state that the larger the sample size, the better. Greater 

sample size will enable the researcher to gain better 

reliability and enable the researcher to use more so-

phisticated statistics. In this research, the total popu-

lation of 2013 students is 82 (26 students in A class, 

26 students in B class, and 30 students in C class). 

Because of administrative difficulties in using random 

sampling, the researchers took two intact classess 

given by the institution, namely class A (N = 26/the 

control group) and class C (N = 30/the experimental 

group). However, during the process of data collection, 

not all students who joined the general writing profi-

ciency test in the beginning of the study joined the 

posttest. Some of them were excluded from the study 

because of the attendance problem. Therefore, during 

the data collection, the researchers had 23 students 

and 24 students for for each class, whereas according 

to Cohen et al. (2007: 101), the sample size for any 

experimental design requires 30 participants to be 

the minimum number of each case. Thus, for the two 

groups, this research at least requires 60 participants 

to be able to reflect the population.  

The fourth issue is related to the time length of 

the treatment. This study was conducted for 8 weeks 
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from April 07, 2015 to May 26, 2015. Three prewriting 

strategies were taught to the students in the experimen-

tal group, namely outlining, concept mapping, and ar-

gumentative structure mapping. These strategies were 

taught in even meeetings (meeting 2,4,6, and 8), while 

the odd meetings were used for argumentative writ-

ing rhetorical theory (meeting 1,3,5,and 7). Thus, the 

outlining technique was taught twice, the argumenta-

tive structure mapping was taught once, and the map-

ping strategy was taught once. The discovery that there 

was no significant difference in the students’ idea 

development in writing between the treatment group 

and the control group might be due to the short period 

of training of using these prewriting strategies, as each 

type of explicit planning was given only once (except 

for the outlining technique). Because of this, they did 

not become familiar enough with each of the prewrit-

ing techniques. Unlike the experimental group, the 

control group received the rough drafting strategy 

through free writing activity. In eight weeks, the control 

group had become accustomed to using the technique. 

Although they were given 10 minutes to write their 

rough draft, there was improvement in the number of 

words they produced since they were introduced rough 

drafting technique from the beginning from the aver-

age of approximately 76 words to 96 words. 

Therefore, there is a possibility that the research 

would have been able to reject the null hypothesis if 

only each of the prewriting techniques had been given 

twice (twice for outlining, twice for concept mapping, 

and twice for argumentative map). As a result, the 

training course should be extended to at least 10 meet-

ings. The lack of the difference between the groups may 

indicate that the students in the experimental group 

needed more training in practicing the prewriting stra-

tegies so that the effect can really make a difference. 

Giving them more training would enable them to be 

familiar with the concept of prewriting strategies and 

be used to using it for planning their writing explicitly. 

Thus, devoting the whole semester meeting (± 16 

meetings) for data collection, including pretest and 

posttest, seems to be an ideal length of time for gain-

ing a possible significant result. In sum, the future 

researcher needs to conduct this study over a longer 

period to discover a more objective conclusion. 

Finally, the failure of rejecting the null hypothe-

sis might be due to the insensitiveness of the scoring 

rubric. In this study, two rubrics were used to score 

the students’ composition. The first one is Jacobs et 

al’s ESL Composition Profile to score the students’ 

writing pretest with a scale of 0 to 100, and the second 

one is Primary Trait Scoring Guide (PTSG) devel-

oped by Latief in 1990 with a scale of 0-4. In PTSG, 

the scorers focused only on certain criteria designated 

distinctive and important for particular essays, such 

as purpose and audience (Babbin & Harrison, 1999). 

Because of this, PTSG is considered simple as it does 

not need much time for the scorers to understand the 

element to be scored and how to apply it in actual scor-

ing. In relation to this study, PTSG enables the re-

searcher to train the raters in relatively short time. Due 

to its simplicity and practicality, the researcher decided 

to use this rubric to score the students’ posttest essays. 

However, this advantage has become the disadvan-

tage in that it ignores the other elements of writing 

important to the composing processes, such as lan-

guage and mechanics.  

After data analysis process, it was concluded that 

the range of 0 to 4 offered Latief (1990) PTSG is too 

distinct, and is not sensitive to differentiate well-devel-

oped composition and under-developed compostition. 

Moreover, despite the simple scoring offered by PTSG, 

the weaknesses outweigh the strength. The problems 

found in the sample writing above are problems that 

cannot be solved by PTSG rubric. Because of this 

limited scope and specificity, PTSG might not be ap-

propriate for scoring the students’ final draft. In rela-

tion to this, Babbin and Horrison (1999) said that 

Primary Trait Scoring is mostly helpful in responding 

the students’ draft, and in encouraging and shaping 

revision. 

Jacobs et al.’s ESL Composition Profile might be 

able to solve these problems as it has five elements 

to score the quality of students’ essay, such as content, 

organization, vocabulary, language, and mechanics. 

With a score range from 0 to 100, Jacobs ESL com-

position profile migh be more sensitive than PTSG. 

The traits used in Jacobs et al.’s ESL Composition 

Profile were designed by writing researchers work-

ing for a testing organization and is probably one of 

the most recognizable rubrics in the field of second 

language writing (Brooks, 2012). Based on this analy-

sis, the researcher is in the opinion that the result of 

this study might show different result if only she used 

more sensitive scoring rubric, in this case Jacobs ESL 

Composition profile. Using more sensitive rubric would 

give more chances for the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis. Therefore, the researcher suggests future 

researchers to replicate this study to use more sensitive 

scoring rubric. Instead of using primary trait scoring, 

future researchers are suggested to choose more sen-

sitive scoring rubric preferably with score range be-

tween 0 to 100, either using analytical scoring rubrics 

or holistic scoring rubric developed by writing re-

searchers. Those are the possible explanations for the 

insignificant result observed. There is indeed a need 

to investigate further research in this area. Although 

there are still much left spaces to fill in order to have 
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better improvement and modification, this present 

study has enriched the researcher with valuable knowl-

edge and oppurtunity to gain better understanding on 

the teaching and learning writing in EFL context more 

specifically in prewriting stage.  

CONCLUSION 

With the aid of non parametric t-test for inde-

pendent sample analysis statistical tool, the result of 

the study shows that there is not enough evidence to 

indicate differences in the writing performances of the 

two groups involved; both groups performed equally 

well in this experiment as no statistically significant 

difference was found. The students who received 

prewriting strategies, namely outlining and mapping, 

did not demonstrate better quality in their writing ar-

gumentative essay in terms of their idea development, 

as compared to the students who received rough draft-

ing strategy.  

Some recommendations are made based on the 

finding of the study. The finding is specifically ad-

dressed to writing lecturers, writing test developers, 

and future researchers. For the writing lecturers, the 

result of this study suggests some recommendations 

applicable in the teaching practices, namely, the pro-

vision of time to plan in writing as well as the use of 

prewriting strategy and rough drafting strategy in teach-

ing writing. 

Secondly, in terms of the various writing strate-

gies, lecturers can also introduce planning strategy 

(using explicit and organized plan) and revising strat-

egy (producing initial draft, and then revising). Based 

on this research, both strategies are effective to pro-

duce an acceptable composition. 

 As they are both effective, the students can and 

should customize the writing process to suit their own 

style, but in a writing course, students should be in-

troduced to various options to help them expand their 

skills. Using explicit and organized plan before writ-

ing, such as outlining, brainstorming, and mapping 

helps the students writer overcome the barriers that 

keep them from thinking creatively. This technique 

usually relies on written lists of components, such as 

outlining and argumentative mapping. The list can con-

tain ideas in the form of words, phrases, short senten-

ces related to a topic. Sometimes, the ideas are not 

listed, but they are clustered. Each cluster represents 

a sub topic, such as concept mapping. To make the 

cluster interesting, some are given color, each of which 

represents a sub topic with lines connecting each 

idea, such as mind mapping. Generating and collect-

ing ideas like this are very beneficial for the students 

as they can choose the best ones to be developed in 

the writing.  

For writing test developers, there should be a 

specific instruction in the writing test that encourages 

learners to plan their writing with specific time de-

mand. Asking the students to “produce the first draft 

then collect” in the writing test might not be able to 

reflect their actual writing ability. Thus, the provision 

of planning in the writing test will enable the stu-

dents to produce better quality of writing.  

Finally, this study can be replicated by using 

different types of writing modes and different level of 

students so that the effect of planning can be further 

validated. It was stated that the participants of this 

study were the fourth semester students joining the 

essay writing class. In relation to this, the future re-

searcher can conduct other research comparing the 

effect of planning with different writing modes such 

as narrative, descriptive, expository, and argumenta-

tive. Future researchers can also compare the different 

effects of planning with different levels of students, 

such as the paragraph writing class and the essay writ-

ing class. It is also possible to replicate this study to 

see the effect of planning across different levels of 

proficiency with different writing modes. Addition-

ally, future researchers can also investigate the effect 

of planning across different gender or age groups, 

which possibly enrich the body of knowledge and the 

understanding of foreign languaage learners’ writing 

process. Taken together, the findings of this study 

provide not only the theoretical values dealing with 

writing in the EFL context, but also practical values 

particularly for writing instructors and writing test de-

velopers to enable them to manipulate the variables 

to seek better result in the field of teaching and learn-

ing writing. 
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