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The objectives of this study were 1) to study the students’ opinion on the instruction in writing
English in English foundation courses; 2) to study the students’ preferred teaching methods for the instruction
in writing English; and 3) to compare the demographic data of first year students with their opinion on the
instruction in writing English in English foundation courses. The samples were 444 students from the
Faculties of Education and Engineering and Industrial Technology, at Silpakorn University located at Sanam
Chadra Palace campus. The data was collected by means of a survey questionnaire and an interview. There
were both individual interviews and a focus group discussion. The results were concluded below:

1. Students’ opinion. The samples showed their opinion on the instruction in writing English in
English foundation courses at a high level for all variables: the material, the writing process, feedback, a
number of tasks, timing and grading. They, however, did not prefer the idea of peer-revision for the
editing/revising step.

2. Preferred instruction. According to the results, the top three methods of teaching English writing
were 1) creative expression, 2) language structure and 3) composing process or the writing process.

3. Comparisons between the demographic data and the opinion. Nearly all items of the demographic
data were different from the opinion at a significant level of .05. However, an outstanding difference was the
grades earned from the previous English foundation courses and the opinion. It corresponded to the results
from the interviews.

Moreover, the samples suggested that the writing lessons should have begun with teaching basic
grammar, structure, vocabulary, punctuation and transitional markers. The samples also suggested that more

examples of written work be presented; selected reading passages be appropriate to average students; teachers



use the same correction symbols and explain face-to-face to each student after checking tasks; and other

exercises be created to help students generate ideas for writing.
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