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Results
Common chal |engeS -students rely on “product” approach mostly when begin writing a
new unfamiliar text type;
(f rom most to Iess) -“process” approach worked better for students with most common
challenges, those with less common felt comfortable during
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'Eﬁ)gg]%té\slzggggrl]?gg «Document analysis -Eejgllazgggl);:‘;roach supporting details for conngection gf ilesg reference to prefer “teacher’s feedback only” prevailed in 10 per
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survey N 4. Conclusion
\_ \_ \ . St carE e, lack of Non-common - “Product” approach was more effective when new text type was
P Iann I ng ReﬂeCtlon summarizing of main words, limited range introduced;
points of vocabulary - “Product” was also effective for a differentiation in guidance of

struggling students;
- Document analysis showed that “process” worked better in
5. mastering argumentation in writing critically, whilst over a half
locating sources of students reflected the “product” as the most effective.
information -“Process” is more effective in receiving/giving feedback;
- To meet all students’ needs the use of mixed (both) approach is
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