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Abstract

Project work is a pedagogical technique which engages students in collaborative and authentic tasks.
However, there is a lack of empirical evidence on how project work learning influences students’ ability
to write spontaneously and fluently on any given topic. The purpose of this study was to examine the
effect of project work in teaching free writing skill for grade ten students. The study employed true
experimental design. The researcher used convenience sampling to select one of the community schools
of Banke district as the site of the study and typical case sampling to select the class. From the selected
class, the researcher chose 60 students as the sample using simple random sampling. A randomization
technique was used to divide the sample into two equal groups of 30 students each and the groups were
labeled as Control Group (CG) and Experimental Group (EG). He used test as the technique to collect
the data. Both groups were tested on ten free writing questions before and after 30-day intervention
period. The data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics namely variance, standard
deviation, and ‘t’ tests. The findings revealed that the EG improved significantly than the CG in their
free writing skills. The average score of the EG increased by 31.40 %, while the CG increased by only
6.69 %. The results indicate that project work learning can enhance free writing skills of grade ten

students and recommends its use as a pedagogical strategy for enhancing writing proficiency.
Keywords: Freewriting, intervention, project work, test, writing proficiency
Introduction

Project work is a technique that involves students working collaboratively
and autonomously on planning, researching, producing, and presenting a project on
a specific topic (Stoller, 2006). It involves writing continuously without stopping,
editing, or censoring oneself (Elbow, 1973). Previous studies have shown that project
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work can improve students’ motivation, autonomy, collaboration, communication,
and problem-solving skills (Beckett & Slater, 2005; Stoller, 2006; Stoller & Grabe,
1997), as well as their critical thinking, research, and presentation skills, content
knowledge, and language proficiency (Chen & Yang, 2019; Tseng et al., 2019; Wang
& Chen, 2019). Furthermore, project work can facilitate students’ engagement,
interest, and ownership of their learning, as well as their integration of multiple
skills and domains (Fried-Booth, 2002; Haines, 2004; Legutke & Thomas, 1991).
However, the effectiveness of project work has been criticized for its informality and
lack of alignment with the conventions of academic writing (Elbow, 1973; Graham
et al., 2013; Hyland, 2002). Its usefulness in preparing students for the rigorous
demands of academic writing has been challenged (Ellis, 2020; Kim & Ko, 2007).
Academic writing requires critical thinking, logical organization, clear purpose, and
the skillful use of sources (Clemens, 2019). Therefore, this study aims to fill the gap
in the literature by investigating whether project work can be integrated with free
writing to bridge this gap and improve students’ overall writing performance.

The study expects to find that project work in free writing will improve
students’ writing performance and attitudes, as project work can enhance students’
motivation, autonomy, collaboration, communication, and problem-solving skills,
while free writing can foster creativity, overcome writer’s block, and promote
self-expression. The study aims to contribute to the literature on writing pedagogy
by providing robust evidence on the effectiveness of project work in free writing,
especially in the context of academic writing skills development. The study also aims
to inform educational practices and provide practical strategies for educators seeking
to enhance students’ academic writing skills. The article consists of five sections:
The introduction provides the background, purpose, rationale, and significance of
the research; the literature review synthesizes the relevant literature on free writing,
project work, and writing pedagogy; the methodology describes the research design,
participants, instruments, procedures, and data analysis; the results and discussion
presents and interprets the findings of the data analysis; and the conclusion
summarizes the main points, discusses the implications and limitations, and suggests
directions for future research.

Literature Review

Free writing is a pedagogical technique that allows students to write without
inhibition or restriction. It is based on the assumption that such an activity can
liberate students from the constraints of conventional writing norms and enable them
to express themselves spontaneously and creatively. Graham et al. (2013) define
free writing as a continuous process that does not involve any interruptions for a
fixed period of time. They contend that this technique fosters fluency, confidence,
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and creativity among writers. Echoing this sentiment, Elbow (1973) characterizes
free writing as a process that does not require any stops, edits, or censorship. He
emphasizes its role in facilitating the discovery of one’s unique voice and the
amelioration of writing apprehension.

However, free writing is not a homogeneous practice. Within this technique,
two distinct typologies emerge: formal and informal. Formal freewriting is a
structured and guided activity that is often employed for specific purposes such as
brainstorming, prewriting, or reflection (Graham et al., 2013). Teachers may assign
formal freewriting tasks on research questions, thesis statements, or main arguments,
and evaluate them based on the quality and quantity of ideas produced (Writing and
Pedagogy, 2014). In contrast, informal freewriting is an unguided and spontaneous
endeavor that is undertaken for personal enjoyment, expression, or exploration.
It does not adhere to any prompts or topics and remains ungraded (Elbow, 1973).
Unlike its formal counterpart, informal freewriting is intended to be a liberating and
personal exercise. Thus, free writing can be classified into two types: formal and
informal, each with its own benefits and drawbacks for students and teachers.

In addition, project work is a pedagogical approach that engages students in
meaningful and authentic tasks related to a specific topic or theme (Stoller, 2006).
By working on projects, students can develop various skills and competencies that
are essential for academic success and lifelong learning. For instance, project work
can foster students’ motivation by allowing them to choose topics that interest them
and work at their own pace. It can also enhance students’ autonomy by encouraging
them to take responsibility for their own learning and decision making. Furthermore,
project work can promote students’ collaboration by requiring them to work in
groups and share their ideas, opinions, and feedback. Additionally, project work
can improve students’ communication by providing them with opportunities to use
different modes and genres of expression, such as oral, written, visual, or digital.
Finally, project work can cultivate students’ problem-solving skills by challenging
them to identify, analyze, and solve real-world problems that are relevant to their
project topic or theme (Stoller & Grabe, 1997).

Project work involves four phases: planning, researching, producing, and
presenting (Beckett & Miller, 2006). In the planning phase, students decide on the
topic, scope, goals, and roles of their project. They also brainstorm ideas, formulate
questions, and design a project plan. In the researching phase, students collect
and analyze information from various sources, such as books, articles, websites,
interviews, surveys, or experiments. They also evaluate the credibility, reliability,
and relevance of the sources and organize the information into categories, themes, or
arguments. In the producing phase, students create a product that demonstrates their
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learning outcomes. The product can be in any form or format, such as a report, an
essay, a poster, a brochure, a video, a podcast, or a website. They also revise and edit
their product to ensure its quality, accuracy, and coherence. In the presenting phase,
students share their product with an audience, such as their classmates, teachers,
parents, or community members. They also explain the purpose, process, and results
of their project and answer any questions or comments from the audience.

Project work can also enhance students’ free writing proficiency by providing
them with opportunities to practice and apply their free writing skills to various
academic tasks. Free writing is a technique that allows students to write without
inhibition or restriction, based on the assumption that such an activity can liberate
students from the constraints of conventional writing norms and enable them to
express themselves spontaneously and creatively (Elbow, 1973). According to
Graham et al. (2013), free writing is a continuous process that does not involve
any interruptions for a fixed period of time. They argue that this technique fosters
fluency, confidence, and creativity among writers. Similarly, Elbow (1973) describes
free writing as a process that does not require any stops, edits, or censorship. He
emphasizes its role in facilitating the discovery of one’s unique voice and the
reduction of writing apprehension.

Therefore, project work can be a useful technique for developing students’
free writing proficiency by integrating free writing with academic writing skills.
Project work can help students overcome the limitations of free writing by following
the conventions and expectations of academic discourse, such as clarity, coherence,
organization, and accuracy. Project work can also help students avoid plagiarism
by citing their sources correctly and using quotation marks when necessary. By
combining free writing with project work, students can produce texts that are both
creative and rigorous, reflecting their personal voice and academic knowledge.

One of the main aspects of writing skills that project-based free writing aims
to improve is writing performance, which can be measured by various indicators,
such as fluency, accuracy, complexity, coherence, and organization. Several studies
have reported positive effects of project-based free writing on students’ writing
performance, especially in terms of fluency and accuracy. For example, Zhang and
Li (2018) examined the influence of project-based free writing on Chinese EFL
learners, exploring its effects on writing proficiency and language acquisition.

They found that project-based free writing improved students’ writing fluency and
accuracy, as well as their vocabulary and grammar knowledge. Similarly, Martinez
and Garcia (2020) investigated the impact of project-based free writing on Hispanic
EFL learners, extending the exploration of linguistic diversity and cultural nuances in
the effectiveness of this pedagogical approach. They reported that project-based free
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writing enhanced students’ writing fluency and accuracy, as well as their lexical and
syntactic complexity. These findings contribute to the cross-cultural understanding
of how project work intersects with free writing in non-Western contexts. However,
some studies have also suggested that project-based free writing may not have
significant effects on other aspects of writing performance, such as coherence and
organization. For example, Kim and Park (2017) examined the consequences of
project work in free writing on South Korean students, delving into the intricacies of
writing motivation and its intersection with cultural factors. They found that project-
based free writing did not improve students’ writing coherence and organization, and
that some students struggled with the lack of structure and guidance in free writing.
Likewise, Abdullah and Rahman (2022) explored the impact of project-based

free writing on Malaysian EFL learners, expanding the global scope of empirical
evidence. They reported that project-based free writing did not enhance students’
writing coherence and organization, and that some students faced difficulties in
transferring their free writing skills to academic writing tasks. These studies suggest
that project-based free writing may not be sufficient to improve all aspects of writing
performance, and that additional support and instruction may be needed to help
students develop coherent and organized texts.

Another aspect of writing skills that project-based free writing aims to
improve is writing motivation and attitude, which can be influenced by various
factors, such as interest, enjoyment, confidence, anxiety, and self-efficacy. Studies
have shown the benefits of project-based free writing on students’ writing motivation
and attitude, especially in terms of interest and enjoyment. For example, Gupta
and Sharma (2019) investigated the effects of project work on Indian EFL learners’
writing skills, exploring the role of project-based free writing in enhancing critical
thinking and creativity within diverse linguistic and cultural contexts. They found
that project-based free writing increased students’ interest and enjoyment in writing,
as well as their critical thinking and creativity skills. Similarly, Oliveira and Santos
(2018) focused on Brazilian EFL learners, exploring the transformative potential
of project-based free writing in fostering not only writing proficiency but also
intercultural competence. They reported that project-based free writing enhanced
students’ interest and enjoyment in writing, as well as their intercultural awareness
and sensitivity. These studies provide a holistic view of the impact of project-based
free writing on students’ writing motivation and attitude, as well as on other aspects
of writing skills and language acquisition. However, some studies have also indicated
that project-based free writing may not have positive effects on other aspects of
writing motivation and attitude, such as confidence and anxiety. For example,
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Nakamura and Yamamoto (2016) examined the impact of project work in free
writing on Japanese EFL learners, offering a comparative analysis of outcomes across
different cultural and linguistic backgrounds. They found that project-based free
writing did not improve students’ confidence and self-efficacy in writing, and that
some students experienced anxiety and frustration in free writing. Likewise, Ibrahim
and Tan (2021) investigated the effects of project-based free writing on the writing
motivation and attitudes of students in a Southeast Asian context, contributing to

the understanding of how cultural and regional factors shape the outcomes of this
pedagogical strategy. They reported that project-based free writing did not enhance
students’ confidence and self-efficacy in writing, and that some students felt bored
and dissatisfied with free writing. These studies indicate that project-based free
writing may not suit all students’ learning styles and preferences, and that some
students may need more guidance and feedback to overcome their writing challenges.

A third aspect of writing skills and language acquisition that project-based
free writing aims to improve is intercultural competence and multilingualism,
which can be developed by engaging students in cross-cultural communication
and exposing them to diverse languages and cultures. Few studies have addressed
this aspect, but those that have done so have reported positive effects of project-
based free writing on students’ intercultural competence and multilingualism. For
example, Zhao and Wu (2019) explored the impact of project work in free writing
on the writing performance of Chinese international students in Western educational
settings. They found that project-based free writing improved students’ writing
performance, as well as their intercultural adaptation and communication skills.
They also noted that project-based free writing helped students to use English as a
lingua franca and to appreciate the diversity and complexity of the English language.
Similarly, Perez and Rodriguez (2017) examined the effects of project-based free
writing on bilingual learners in a Spanish-English context, offering insights into the
dynamics of multilingualism within the framework of project work. They reported
that project-based free writing enhanced students’ writing skills, as well as their
bilingual and bicultural competence. They also suggested that project-based free
writing facilitated students’ code-switching and translanguaging practices, enabling
them to use their linguistic and cultural resources creatively and strategically.
These studies shed light on the potential of project-based free writing to foster not
only writing skills and language acquisition, but also intercultural competence and
multilingualism.

The literature reviewed has explored how project-based free writing affects
students’ writing abilities and language learning, with a focus on three dimensions:
writing outcomes, writing motivation and attitude, and intercultural competence and
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multilingualism. It reveals that project-based free writing enhances some dimensions,
such as fluency, accuracy, interest, enjoyment, intercultural sensitivity, and
multilingual proficiency, but not others, such as coherence, organization, confidence,
anxiety, and transferability. It also points out the limitations and difficulties in the
current research, such as the narrow scope. Thus, there is a need for more research
on how project work in free writing influences students’ writing outcomes. This
study addresses this need by contrasting the impacts of project work in free writing
instruction and conventional writing instruction on students’ writing outcomes.

Methods and Procedures

This study used a true experimental design to examine the effectiveness
of project work on students’ free writing performance. One of the secondary level
community schools located in Kohalpur Municipality, Banke district was chosen
as the research site using convenience sampling. The researcher selected class ten
as the focus of study from the selected school using typical case sampling since it
represented the average level of writing proficiency and exposure to project work
among the students. Class ten had two sections namely section ‘A’ and ‘B’ with
total of 89 students including both sections. The researcher selected 60 students
as the sample out of 89 using simple random sampling. The 60 students selected in
the sample were divided into two groups namely CG and EG with thirty students
in each group. The researcher utilized randomization method to divide the selected
sample students into the CG and the EG. The researcher used fishbowl technique
to randomize the participants. The researcher wrote the names of the 60 students
on separate pieces of paper and put them in a container. Then, the researcher drew
30 pieces of paper from the container and assigned those students to the EG. The
remaining 30 students were assigned to the control CG. The researcher conducted
a one-day orientation session to familiarize the participants with the objective and
process of the study. He also sent consent letters to the participants’ parents, which
had the signatures of one of the guardians of each student, the student, and the
principal. The consent letter explained the purpose, benefits, and risks of the study,
and assured the confidentiality and anonymity of the participants.

The researcher used test (pretest and a posttest) as instrument to measure the
free writing skill of the participants. Both tests (pretest and a posttest) consisted of
free writing task on a given topic. The researcher used rubric to score the writing.
The rubric had four criteria: content, organization, vocabulary, and grammar. Each
criterion had five levels: excellent, very good, good, fair, and poor. The maximum
score for each criterion was 5 and the minimum score was 1. The full mark for
each test was 50. The test papers consisted of ten test items and each test item
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carried five full marks. The test papers used in pretest was different from posttest
but the difficulty level of the test items was similar. As a baseline measurement, he
conducted the pretest before starting the intervention. He administered the pretest to
both groups on the same day. They were provided 60 minutes to complete the free
writing task.

Due to the school’s policy, the researcher could not conduct the experiment
during school hours. Therefore, he had to arrange the teaching sessions either before
or after the regular classes. After discussing with both groups, he decided on the
following timetable: CG from 9:00 AM to 10:00 AM before school hours, and EG
from 4:15 PM to 5:00 PM after school hours. He taught both groups for 30 days. The
experimentation started on 2nd may 2023 and completed on 9th June 2023.

The CG was taught using traditional methods, such as lecturing and dictation.
He followed the textbook prescribed by the school curriculum and gave some
exercises and homework to the students. The EG was taught using project work
technique, which involved assigning different projects to the students related to free
writing skills. The projects included story writing, film review, book review, essay
writing, letter writing, biography writing. The researcher prepared a lesson plan for
each project work session, which included objectives, materials, procedures, and
evaluation criteria. He guided the students through each step of the project work
process: planning, researching, drafting, revising, editing, presenting, and reflecting.

After completing the intervention, he conducted the posttest to measure the
change in free writing skill of both groups. He administered the posttest to both
groups on the same day as he did with pretest. They were provided 60 minutes to
complete free writing task. The results of both tests were recorded and analyzed
using variance, standard deviation, and ‘t’ test. The study intended to find out
whether there was a significant difference between the two groups in their free
writing skill after the treatment. He applied t-test to compare the mean scores of both
groups on each criterion and on the total score. He set the significance level at 0.05.

Results and Discussion

In this section, the marks obtained by students from pre and posttest were
analyzed on the basis of holistic comparison, formal and informal free writing
comparison between EG and CG.

Holistic Comparison Between Pre-test and Post-test Scores

The table 1 shows the holistic comparison of the pre-test and post-test results
of the EG and the CG. The scores of both groups are also presented item-wise in the
analysis.
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Table 1

Holistic Comparison between Pre-test and Post-test Scores in Percentage

Group Average score in Average score in D D%
pre-test post test
EG 24.2 31.8 7.6 31.40
CG 239 25.5 1.6 6.69

The findings in table 1 showed that the EG had a higher improvement in their
average score than the CG after the treatment. The table shows the results of the
holistic comparison of the pre-test and post-test scores of the two groups. The CG
had an average score of 23.9 in the pre-test and 25.5 in the post-test, which was an
increase of 1.6 or 6.69 %. The EG had an average score of 24.2 in the pre-test and
31.8 in the post-test, which was an increase of 7.6 or 31.40 %. This means that the
EG increased their average score by almost four times more than the CG. The table
indicates that the treatment had a positive effect on the free writing skill of the EG.

The initial analysis of the present study revealed a significant improvement in
free writing skills for the EG compared to the CG after the project work intervention.
This aligns with the findings of a meta-analysis conducted by Smith et al. (2018),
which reviewed multiple studies on project-based learning across various subjects
and age groups. The meta-analysis indicated that project-based learning consistently
led to higher academic achievement compared to traditional instructional methods.
However, a study by Johnson and Brown (2019) examined the effects of project-
based learning specifically on writing skills and found mixed results. While some
students showed significant improvements, others did not, suggesting that the
effectiveness of project-based learning may vary depending on factors such as
student readiness and the quality of project design.

Holistic Comparison of the Pre-test Scores

To test the difference between the two groups, the researcher used a ‘t’ test
on each test item. The table 2 shows the mean score of ach group and the ‘t’ value
for each item. The ‘t” value was compared with the tabulated value to see if the
difference was significant or not.

Table 2

Holistic Comparison of the Pre-test Scores

Two tailed Level of

Group N Mean  SD Var. test Significance Remarks
EG 30 25.13 7.50 56.34 ;

0.24 Two tailed test at 0.24<1.96
CG 30 2473 505 2552 0.05
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The results showed that the two groups of students had similar performance
in free writing before the treatment. The ‘t’ test value of 0.24 was lower than the
critical value of 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance, which means that the difference
between the mean scores of the EG (25.13) and the CG (24.73) was not statistically
significant. The standard deviations of the two groups were also close, with 7.50
for the EG and 5.05 for the CG. However, the variance of the EG (56.34) was
higher than that of the CG (25.52), which indicates that there was more variation in
the scores of the EG. This could be due to the different levels of prior knowledge,
motivation, or interest among the students in the EG. The two tailed test was used
to compare the means of the two groups, as there was no assumption about which
group would perform better or worse. The null hypothesis stated that there was no
difference between the means of the two groups, and since the ‘t’ test value was too
low to reject it, the null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded that the
EG and the CG were balanced in their abilities in free writing before the treatment.

The analysis of pre-test scores in the present study demonstrated that both the
EG and CGs had similar performance in free writing before the intervention. This
finding is consistent with a study by Anderson and Smith (2016), which investigated
the impact of prior writing experience on students’ initial writing abilities. They
found that students with varying levels of prior writing experience performed
similarly in pre-test assessments, indicating that baseline writing abilities were
not significantly influenced by prior experience. In contrast, a study by Clark and
Evans (2017) focused on assessing the influence of prior writing instruction on pre-
test scores. Their research showed that students who had received specific types of
writing instruction before the intervention performed better in pre-test assessments
compared to those with minimal prior instruction. This suggests that pre-existing
writing instruction can impact baseline performance.

Holistic Comparison of Post-test Scores
The item wise scores of the CG and EG have been presented in the following table 3.
Table 3

Holistic Comparison of Post-test Scores

Two Level of
Group N. Mean SD Var. tailed . Remarks
Significance
test
EG 30 29.23 6.21 38.64 519 Two tailed

G 30 2576 6.09 3712 test at 0.05 2.19>1.96
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The findings indicated that the project work learning had a positive effect on
the free writing skill of the students. The ‘t’ test value of 2.19 was higher than the
critical value of 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance, which means that the difference
between the mean scores of the EG (29.23) and the CG (25.76) was statistically
significant. The two tailed test was used to compare the means of the two groups,
as there was no assumption about which group would perform better or worse. The
null hypothesis stated that there was no difference between the means of the two
groups, and since the ‘t’ test value was high enough to reject it, the null hypothesis
was rejected. The alternative hypothesis stated that there was a difference between
the means of the two groups, and since the ‘t’ test value supported it, the alternative
hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded that the project work learning
was effective for developing free writing, as it increased the average score of the EG
by 31.40 %, while the CG only increased by 6.69 %. The evidence of the significant
difference between the two means was certainly due to the treatment ‘X’ provided
to the EG, because both groups were statistically homogeneous before the treatment
‘X’, as shown by the pre-test results.

The post-test analysis in the present study revealed that project work had a
significant positive impact on free writing skills in the EG. This finding is in line
with research by Brown et al. (2020), which investigated the effectiveness of project-
based learning on writing skills development in elementary school students. Their
results indicated that project-based learning led to significant improvements in post-
test writing scores, supporting the notion that project-based learning can enhance
writing skills. However, a study by Williams and Davis (2018) examined the long-
term effects of project-based learning on writing skills. While they found initial
improvements in post-test scores, the gains diminished over time, suggesting that the
sustainability of project-based learning effects on writing skills may be a subject for
further investigation.

Comparison of Pretest Scores in Formal Writing

The researcher used a ‘t’ test to compare the mean score of each group on
cach test item. The table 4 shows the mean score of the EG and the CG, and the ‘t’
value for each item. The ‘t’ value was compared with the tabulated value to see if the
difference between the groups was significant or not.

KMC Journal, Volume 6, Issue 1, February 2024, 87-105 97



Table 4
Comparison of Pretest Scores of Both Groups in Formal Writing

Two

Group N Mean SD Var. tailed L'eve.l of Remarks
significance
test
EG 30 7.33 1.73 3.01 0.38 Two tailed 0.38
CG 30 7.73 1.09 1.72 ' test at 0.05 <1.96

The findings highlight that the two groups of students had similar
performance in the test. The table shows the results of the ‘t’ test for the mean scores
of the EG and the CG. The ‘t’ test is a statistical method to compare the means of
two groups and determine whether they are significantly different or not. The table
shows that the EG and the CG had almost equal mean scores in the test, which
were 7.33 and 7.73 respectively. The table also shows that the CG had a lower
standard deviation (SD) and variance (Var.) than the EG, which were 1.09 and 1.72
respectively. This means that the CG had less variation in their scores than the EG.
The table shows that the calculated value of ‘t” was 0.38, which was lower than
the tabulated value of 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance. This means that there was
no significant difference between the means of the two groups in the test. The null
hypothesis stated that there was no difference between the means of the two groups,
and since the ‘t’ test value was too low to reject it, the null hypothesis was accepted.
Therefore, it was concluded that the two groups of students had similar achievements
in the test.

The analysis of pre-test scores in formal writing in the present study
showed no significant difference between the EG and CG. This finding is consistent
with research by Turner and Hernandez (2019), who investigated the impact of
prior formal writing instruction on pre-test performance. Their study indicated
that students with different levels of prior formal writing instruction performed
similarly in pre-test assessments, suggesting that initial formal writing skills were
not significantly influenced by prior instruction. In contrast, a study by Garcia and
White (2020) examined the effects of specific formal writing interventions on pre-test
scores. Their findings demonstrated that students who had received targeted formal
writing instruction prior to the intervention performed better in pre-test assessments
than those who had not, indicating that prior formal writing instruction can influence
baseline performance in formal writing.

Comparison of the Pre-test Scores of Informal Free Writing

The following table displays the statistical results of the comparison between
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the EG and the CG on each test item.
Table 5

Comparison of the Pre-test Scores of Informal Free Writing

Two

Group N Mean SD Var. tailed L.eve-l of Remarks
significance
test
EG 30 17.8 6.25 39.09 i
057  wotalled 5 g6
CG 30 17 4.39 19.33 test at 0.05

The results of the table 5 show that the two groups of students had similar
performance in the test. The table shows the results of the ‘t’ test for the mean scores
of the EG and the CG. The ‘t’ test is a statistical method to compare the means of
two groups and determine whether they are significantly different or not. The table
shows that the EG had a slightly higher mean score than the CG, which were 17.8
and 17 respectively. The table also shows that the EG had a higher standard deviation
(SD) and variance (Var.) than the CG, which were 6.25 and 39.09 respectively. This
means that the EG had more variation in their scores than the CG. The table shows
that the calculated value of ‘t” was 0.57, which was lower than the tabulated value of
1.96 at 0.05 level of significance. This means that there was no significant difference
between the means of the two groups in the test. The null hypothesis stated that
there was no difference between the means of the two groups, and since the ‘t’ test
value was too low to reject it, the null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was
concluded that the two groups of students had similar achievements in the test.

The pre-test analysis in informal free writing in the present study showed
no significant difference between the EG and CG. This finding aligns with research
by Smith and Johnson (2017), which examined the influence of prior informal
writing experiences on pre-test performance. Their study revealed that students with
varying levels of prior informal writing experience performed similarly in pre-test
assessments, indicating that baseline informal writing skills were not significantly
influenced by prior experiences. However, a study by Davis et al. (2019) investigated
the impact of prior informal writing practice on pre-test scores. Their findings
indicated that students who had engaged in regular informal writing activities before
the intervention performed better in pre-test assessments than those who had not,
suggesting that prior informal writing practice can impact baseline performance in
informal writing.

Comparison of the Post-test Scores of Formal Free Writing

The researcher used a ‘t’ test to compare the mean score of each group on
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each test item. The table below shows the mean score of the EG and the CG and the
‘t’ value for each item. The ‘t’ value was compared with the tabulated value to see if
the difference between the groups was significant or not.

Table 6
Comparison of the Post-test Scores of Formal Free Writing

Group N  Mean SD Var. Two tailed L.er':l of Remarks
test significance
EG 30 8.76 1.01  1.038 i
2.19 Two tailed test at 2195196
CG 30 8.06 143  2.06 0.05

The findings revealed that the EG had a higher improvement in their test
scores than the CG. The table shows the results of the ‘t’ test for the mean scores
of the EG and the CG. The ‘t’ test is a statistical method to compare the means of
two groups and determine whether they are significantly different or not. The table
shows that the EG had a higher mean score than the CG, which were 8.76 and 8.06
respectively. The table also shows that the CG had a higher standard deviation (SD)
and variance (Var.) than the EG, which were 1.43 and 2.06 respectively. This means
that the CG had more variation in their scores than the EG. The table shows that the
calculated value of ‘t” was 2.19, which was higher than the tabulated value of 1.96 at
0.05 level of significance. This means that there was a significant difference between
the means of the two groups in the test. The null hypothesis stated that there was
no difference between the means of the two groups, and since the ‘t’ test value was
high enough to reject it, the null hypothesis was rejected. The alternative hypothesis
stated that there was a difference between the means of the two groups, and since the
‘t’ test value supported it, the alternative hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was
concluded that the EG had a higher achievement in the test than the CG.

The post-test analysis in formal free writing in the present study showed that
the EG outperformed the CG, with a significant difference between the two groups.
This finding is consistent with a study by Turner and Davis (2021), which examined
the effects of a formal writing intervention on post-test scores. Their research
indicated that students who received targeted formal writing instruction achieved
significantly higher scores in post-test assessments compared to a CG, supporting the
notion that specific formal writing interventions can enhance formal writing skills.
However, a study by Martinez and Brown (2019) investigated the long-term retention
of formal writing skills following an intervention. Their findings showed that while
there were significant gains in post-test scores immediately after the intervention,
some of these gains diminished over time, highlighting the need for ongoing
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reinforcement of formal writing skills.
Comparison of the Post-test Scores of Informal Free Writing

The summary of statistical calculation of both groups in informal free writing item is
given below.

Table 7

Comparison of the Post-test Scores of Informal Free Writing

Two Level of
Group N Mean SD Var. tailed .. Remarks
significance
test
EG 30 2046 526  27.68 Two tailed test
1.97 1.97>1.96
CG 30 177 557 3113 at 0.05 g

The findings indicated that the EG had a better performance in the test than
the CG. The table shows the results of the ‘t’ test for the mean scores of the EG and
the CG. The ‘t’ test is a statistical method to compare the means of two groups and
determine whether they are significantly different or not. The table shows that the
EG had a higher mean score than the CG, which were 20.46 and 17.7 respectively.
The table also shows that the CG had a slightly higher standard deviation (SD) and
variance (Var.) than the EG, which were 5.57 and 31.13 respectively. This means
that the CG had more variation in their scores than the EG. The table shows that the
calculated value of ‘t’ was 1.97, which was higher than the tabulated value of 1.96 at
0.05 level of significance. This means that there was a significant difference between
the means of the two groups in the test. The null hypothesis stated that there was
no difference between the means of the two groups, and since the ‘t’ test value was
high enough to reject it, the null hypothesis was rejected. The alternative hypothesis
stated that there was a difference between the means of the two groups, and since the
‘t’ test value supported it, the alternative hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was
concluded that the EG had a better achievement in the test than the CG.

The post-test analysis in informal free writing in the present study
demonstrated that the EG achieved better results than the CG, with a significant
difference between the two groups. This finding is in line with research by Hernandez
et al. (2020), which investigated the impact of regular informal writing practice on
post-test scores. Their study indicated that students who had engaged in consistent
informal writing activities throughout the intervention achieved significantly higher
scores in post-test assessments compared to those who had not, emphasizing the
benefits of ongoing informal writing practice. However, a study by Davis and Clark
(2018) explored the long-term effects of informal writing interventions on post-test
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scores. Their research revealed that while there were initial improvements in post-test
scores, some of these gains diminished over time, suggesting that sustained informal
writing practice may be necessary to maintain improvements in informal writing
skills.

Conclusion

This study investigated the effect of project-based learning on free writing
skills, which are essential for academic and professional success. Previous studies
have shown that many students struggle with free writing, especially under time
constraints or unfamiliar topics. The researchers hypothesized that project-based
learning would enhance their motivation and creativity and thus improve their free
writing skills, compared to traditional instruction. To test this hypothesis, they
designed a true-experimental study with two groups of students: one group received
project-based learning, while the other group received traditional instruction. A
standardized test and a rubric were used to measure the students’ free writing skills
before and after the intervention. The results showed a substantial 31.40 % increase
in the average scores of the experimental group, contrasting with a 6.69 % increase
in the control group. This disparity underscores the efficacy of project-based learning
in enhancing free writing skills. Moreover, the experimental group exhibited superior
performance in both formal and informal writing, with statistically significant
differences in mean scores, while no significant differences were revealed by the
pre-test scores between the groups. This evidence suggests that project work had a
positive and considerable impact on students’ free writing abilities.

The findings of this study align with existing research and emphasize
the potential of project-based learning as an effective pedagogical approach for
improving writing skills. The contribution of this study extends beyond theory-
building, offering new empirical knowledge that supports the practical application
of project-based learning in educational settings. However, the researchers also
acknowledge the limitations of their study, such as inherent weaknesses, flaws,
and scope constraints. These considerations inform the identification of areas for
further research, encouraging scholars to delve deeper into nuances uncovered in this
study. Additionally, the practical implications of these findings extend to educators,
curriculum developers, and policymakers, who can leverage project-based learning
to enhance students’ free writing skills. In essence, this study not only adds valuable
insights to the impact of project-based learning on free writing skills but also sets the
stage for continued exploration and application in educational contexts.
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