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Abstract

The present study is a qualitative research which aimed (1) to study the needs
of EFL writing instruction (2) to investigate the problems in EFL writing and
learning strategies in writing (3) to analyze errors in EFL writing of Mae Fah Luang
university students. The targets of this study were 118 students at different language
experiences learning English Composition Course; of which 43 first year students, 42
second year students, and 33 third year students. The research instruments were open
and ended questionnaires on difficulties in EFL writing, learning strategies in writing,
EFL writing needs analysis in terms of preferred writing instruction: content of
instruction, teaching materials, and writing correction. Another research instrument
was error analysis form adapted from Bardovi-Harlig, K. and Bofman, T. (1989) uas
Hutyamanivudhi (2001). The data was then analyzed for mean, standard deviation,
and percentage; as well as descriptive report.

The results from the study were as follow:

1. The data on students’ needs in EFL writing in terms of teaching method,
content, teaching materials, and editing was explained below:

(a) Teaching method: it was revealed that the most important factor in writing
for first year and second year students was mechanic practice prior to writing, and
the most important factor for third year students was clear writing process
explanation

(b) Content: it was shown that all three levels of students agreed that the
appropriateness of content was the most important thing for them.

(c) Teaching materials: it was revealed that students at all experiences
preferred practical teaching materials.

(d) Editing: it was shown that the most important thing for first year
students was all errors explanation; for second year students, they viewed all errors
correction was important; while third year students preferred error explanation each
time.

2. EFL writing problems and learning strategies in writing

The data showed that students at all levels of experiences had the most
difficulties in grammar. Concerning the students’ learning strategies in writing,
students at different experiences have different language learning strategies; by which
the first year students mostly employed metacognitive strategies in learning writing,
while the second and third year students share similar language learning strategies in
writing which were social strategies and metacognitive strategies. The three most
metacognitive strategies used among first year students were writing improvement
after teacher’s review, trying to understand own errors by themselves, and writing
improvement after peer review. For second year students, the three most Social
Strategies used among these groups were openly informing about errors, peer review
and editing, and peer explanation. As for third year students, the three most social
strategies used among them were openly informing about errors, peer explanation,
and peer review and editing.



3. Errors in EFL writing of Mae Fah Luang university students
Based on the student’s writings, 1,648 errors were found. The third year
students had more errors than first year and second year students. Morphclogical

errors were mostly found among all of them, followed by syntactic errors and lexical-
idiomatic errors.





