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ABSTRACT 

Background and Purpose: Writing proficiency is a fundamental component of academic success, 

particularly in higher education. However, many college students continue to struggle with developing 

effective writing skills. This study aimed to design and validate a set of discrete writing tasks 

specifically tailored for Filipino college students in Southern Philippines and to evaluate their 

effectiveness in improving students’ writing proficiency. The study sought to assess the tasks' content 

validity, examine their clarity and relevance, and measure their impact on student performance. 

 

Methodology: A Design-Based Research (DBR) framework guided the study, comprising two key 

phases: the Development Phase and the Experimental Phase. In the Development Phase, the discrete 

writing tasks were subjected to expert validation by five subject matter experts, focusing on quality and 

clarity. In the Experimental Phase, 30 students were randomly assigned to either the experimental group 

(n=15) or the control group (n=15). Writing proficiency was measured using an essay-type test 

evaluated with a rubric adapted from the IELTS Writing Test 2023 version. The Content Validity Index 

(CVI) was used to assess task quality. Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) were 

calculated, and inferential analyses, including the t-test and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance 

(MANCOVA), were applied to determine significant differences between groups. 

 

Findings: The discrete-task intervention significantly improved students' writing proficiency. The 

experimental group achieved "Very Good to Expert Level" post-test mean scores across all dimensions: 

content (M = 4.77), coherence/cohesion (M = 4.79), lexical resource (M = 4.53), grammatical range 

(M = 4.23), and mechanics (M = 4.54). Conversely, the control group’s mean scores ranged from 2.62 

to 3.69 ("Limited to Modest" and "Competent to Good" levels). While a paired-samples t-test showed 

significant pretest-to-posttest improvement for the control group (p = .002), an independent-samples t-

test revealed a statistically significant difference in gain scores favoring the experimental group, t(28) 

= 16.345, p < .001. Significant differences spanned all writing sub-skills with large effect sizes (η² > 

.80),  particularly in lexical resource, grammatical range, and mechanics, demonstrating the substantial 

positive impact of the discrete-task intervention. 

 

Contributions: This study provides empirical evidence supporting the use of discrete, well-designed 

writing tasks as an instructional strategy for improving college students' writing skills. The validated 

task set can serve as a pedagogical resource for writing instruction in higher education. Future research 
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may explore the integration of digital platforms to further support task implementation and learner 

engagement. 

 

Keywords: Discrete tasks, intervention, writing proficiency, writing task validation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Writing proficiency is central to academic success and professional communication, reflecting 

an individual’s ability to articulate ideas clearly, logically, and coherently, as it supports 

knowledge construction and dissemination in academic contexts and enables precise, 

purposeful communication in professional settings. Despite its importance, writing remains one 

of the most challenging language skills to master because it requires the integration of multiple 

sub-skills, such as grammar, vocabulary, cohesion, organization, and critical thinking—

alongside metacognitive control (Gustilo, 2010; Fareed et al., 2016). In the Philippine context, 

writing proficiency continues to be a persistent educational concern despite the country’s 

relatively high functional literacy rate, with the 2019 Functional Literacy, Education, and Mass 

Media Survey (FLEMMS) reporting that 91.6% of Filipinos aged 10 to 64 are functionally 

literate; however, this does not necessarily translate to academic writing competence.  

The disparity is highlighted by international assessments such as the 2019 Southeast 

Asia Primary Learning Metrics (SEA-PLM), which revealed that only 1% of Filipino students 

met expected writing proficiency benchmarks, indicating a substantial gap between basic 

literacy and academic writing performance (Balinbin, 2020), a concern further supported by 

local studies reporting widespread deficiencies in students’ writing skills across educational 

levels (Saavedra & Barrientos, 2020). These challenges are compounded by instructional 

constraints, as teachers often encounter learners with weak foundational skills and limited 

mastery of writing sub-skills (Urago, 2016), while the absence of carefully designed classroom 

activities targeting specific writing components leads to fragmented learning experiences in 

which students are expected to produce extended texts without sufficient control of essential 

writing elements (Nardo & Hufana, 2014).  

Although current research in writing instruction predominantly favors integrative 

approaches—such as guided writing, authentic tasks, and picture-cued activities (Astuti & 

Suadiyatno, 2021; Dieni, 2022; Barrett, 2023)—these methods, while promoting holistic 

expression and creativity, often provide limited diagnostic insight into learners’ difficulties 

with specific sub-skills, as they tend to emphasize overall text production without offering 

focused feedback on discrete elements like grammatical accuracy, sentence structure, and 

mechanics (Hinkel, 2010).  

 In contrast, discrete-point writing tasks offer a more targeted instructional alternative 

by isolating individual writing components, such as verb tense, article use, and sentence 

variety, thereby enabling focused practice and more precise assessment of learners’ strengths 

and weaknesses (Hidri, 2018). However, empirical evidence supporting this approach remains 

limited, particularly in the Philippine tertiary context, despite promising findings from studies 

such as Rais and Syafitri (2021), which demonstrated significant improvements in students’ 

writing performance.  

 Addressing this gap, the present study aims to design and validate a set of discrete 

writing tasks tailored for Filipino college students, grounded in tertiary-level writing standards 

and focused on specific sub-skills to support targeted instruction and assessment, while 
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contributing a pedagogically sound and diagnostically useful approach to writing instruction 

that complements existing integrative practices.  

 To ensure that the proposed intervention directly responds to these context-specific 

challenges, the study adopts a Design-Based Research (DBR) framework, which is particularly 

suited to complex, context-dependent educational problems as it enables the iterative design, 

validation, and refinement of instructional materials (Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; 

McKenney & Reeves, 2018; Scott et al., 2020). Specifically, the Development Phase addresses 

the lack of targeted writing activities by systematically designing and expert-validating tasks 

that develop essential components such as grammar, cohesion, and sentence structure, while 

the Experimental Phase responds to the issue of low writing proficiency by empirically testing 

the effectiveness of these tasks in improving learners’ performance, thereby ensuring that the 

intervention is both theoretically grounded and practically responsive to the persistent writing 

difficulties observed in the Philippine higher education context. 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

Writing proficiency remains a challenging macro skill that demands mastery of linguistic 

components—grammar, vocabulary, cohesion, and organization—alongside higher-order 

cognitive and metacognitive abilities. Scholars such as Gustilo (2010) and Fareed et al. (2016) 

emphasize that writing is inherently complex, requiring both linguistic knowledge and strategic 

self-regulation. This complexity is evident in Philippine-based research. For example, Gloria 

(2025), in a system-wide study of Filipino undergraduates, found that students tended to rate 

their writing abilities highly despite only achieving satisfactory levels in grammar 

performance, suggesting a persistent disconnect between perceived and actual competence. 

 In the Philippine higher education context, a consistent pattern of writing deficiencies 

has been documented across studies. Rather than isolated issues, these weaknesses converge 

around three major domains: linguistic accuracy, discourse organization, and cognitive control 

in writing. Gagalang (2020) identified frequent grammatical errors, limited vocabulary, weak 

cohesion, and shallow idea development among Filipino freshmen, indicating that foundational 

gaps persist despite extended exposure to English instruction. Similarly, Dumlao and Pinatacan 

(2019), in their study of college students in Misamis Occidental, reported difficulties in 

organizing ideas, paraphrasing, and managing language-related mechanics such as sentence 

structure and vocabulary, which in turn contributed to writing apprehension and performance 

anxiety. Extending this line of evidence, Santos et al. (2024), in a systematic review of writing 

skill barriers from 2020 to 2024, highlighted the interplay of cognitive and affective 

constraints—including low self-efficacy, anxiety, limited lexical resources, and rigid curricular 

practices—while also identifying scaffolded technology use and collaborative strategies as 

potential mitigating factors. 

 Studies conducted in the Southern Philippines further reinforce these trends while 

emphasizing the role of metacognitive awareness. Gloria (2025) found that although students 

reported high levels of writing self-efficacy and strategy use, their actual grammar proficiency 

remained modest, pointing to the need for more accurate self-assessment and targeted 

instructional support. Collectively, these findings suggest that Filipino learners not only 

struggle with core writing sub-skills but also lack the metacognitive calibration necessary to 

accurately evaluate and improve their performance. 

 In response to these challenges, local pedagogical interventions have largely adopted 

integrative and communicative approaches, which emphasize holistic writing development. 

For instance, Villanueva (2022) demonstrated that interactive writing strategies improved 

students’ performance in content, organization, mechanics, and diction through collaborative 

drafting and revision. Similarly, Llego (2022) found that cooperative and inquiry-based 

approaches enhanced writing quality across multiple dimensions, with inquiry-based learning 



Journal of Nusantara Studies 2026, Vol 11(2) 262-277 ISSN / eISSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386 
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp262-277 

265 

particularly improving grammatical accuracy. While these approaches are effective in 

promoting overall writing competence, they tend to prioritize global text production and may 

not sufficiently address specific sub-skill deficiencies where learners consistently struggle. 

 This limitation points to the potential value of more targeted instructional approaches. 

The discrete-point approach, as described by Hidri (2018), emphasizes the isolated practice of 

specific linguistic elements, allowing for precise diagnosis and focused remediation of learner 

weaknesses. Despite its well-established utility in language assessment, this approach remains 

underutilized in Philippine tertiary writing instruction. This is particularly notable given that 

the most persistent learner difficulties—grammar, cohesion, and sentence construction—align 

directly with the components that discrete-point tasks are designed to address. 

 Emerging evidence suggests that such targeted approaches can be effective. Rais and 

Syafitri (2021) demonstrated that discrete writing tasks significantly improved learners’ 

performance in grammar and sentence construction, indicating the potential of structured, 

component-focused instruction. In addition, technology-enhanced tools such as automated 

writing evaluation (AWE) systems offer scalable opportunities to provide immediate, focused 

feedback on discrete writing errors, although their application in the Philippine context remains 

limited. At the same time, affective factors must be considered, as writing apprehension and 

self-efficacy significantly influence performance; learners with higher confidence tend to 

persist more and achieve better outcomes, consistent with social-cognitive theory. 

 Extensive literature emphasizes that traditional, unstructured writing instruction often 

fails to yield significant proficiency gains because it simultaneously taxes a student's lower-

order mechanical skills and higher-order cognitive processing (Graham & Perin, 2007; Tok & 

Kandemir, 2015). In response, modern applications of Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) 

advocate for the sequencing of instruction through micro-level, discrete writing tasks designed 

to systematically reduce cognitive load (Rais & Syafitri, 2021).  

 While foundational research suggests that targeted, skills-based scaffolds are effective 

in localized settings, there remains a critical empirical gap regarding whether structured, 

expert-validated discrete writing tasks produce a statistically superior improvement in overall 

writing proficiency compared to conventional higher education methods. To empirically test 

whether isolating linguistic sub-skills directly translates to a measurable divergence in student 

performance, this study subjects these theoretical assumptions to rigorous experimental 

evaluation. Consequently, the following null hypothesis is posited: 

 

Ho: There is no significant difference between the performance of the control and experimental 

groups after intervention through Discrete Writing Tasks. 

2.1 Conceptual Framework 

This study followed four phases: Designing, Testing, Evaluating, and Reflecting. The initial 

phase, designing, involves carefully crafting the discrete point tasks. It included pre-testing the 

writing ability of the students using an essay test. Then, the researcher determined the specific 

sub-skills of writing for college students based on literature, the parameters of the tasks, and 

the content of the rubrics. This phase also involved considering factors like clarity and 

relevancy of each writing task. After the foundation for the entire process was set, the 

researcher proceeded to the second phase which was testing. This testing phase involved 

administering the tasks to 15 subjects utilizing a quasi-experimental research design and direct 

testing. The third phase was the evaluation where a post-test was conducted to the subjects of 

the study. In this phase, the researcher assessed the effectiveness of the discrete-point tasks in 

developing the writing ability of the students by: determining the writing proficiency scores of 

the control and experimental groups before completing the tasks; the writing proficiency scores 

of the control and experimental groups after the completing the tasks; and whether the scores 
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of the control and experimental groups after the intervention significantly differ. Reflecting 

phase was the final stage which involved critically reviewing the design, testing, and evaluation 

phases to identify strengths, weaknesses of the developed tasks. Adjustments and of the 

individual tasks were encountered in this phase. Iterative process was observed in the 

development and validation processes, ensuring ongoing enhancement of discrete-point tasks. 

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework of this study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual framework 

3.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 

This study adopted a Design-Based Research (DBR) approach, integrating both qualitative and 

quantitative methodologies to develop, refine, and evaluate a set of discrete writing tasks aimed 

at improving the writing proficiency of college students. The DBR framework allowed for an 

iterative process of design, implementation, evaluation, and refinement in a real-world 

educational setting. 

          Design-Based Research, as defined by Wang and Hannafin (2005), is a systematic yet 

flexible methodology that seeks to improve instructional practices through cycles of analysis, 

design, development, and implementation. DBR is grounded in collaborative, context-sensitive 

inquiry that bridges theory and practice. Scott et al. (2020) further delineated four key stages 

in DBR: Design, Test, Evaluate, and Reflect, all of which were systematically followed in this 

study to ensure the development of pedagogically sound and contextually relevant writing 

tasks. 

          To evaluate the impact of the intervention, the study also employed a quasi-experimental 

research design. This involved the administration of pre-tests and post-tests to both control and 

experimental groups to determine the effectiveness of the discrete tasks in enhancing writing 

proficiency. As Chow et al. (2024) note, quasi-experimental designs are ideal for real-world 

educational settings where randomization is not always feasible, yet meaningful comparisons 

between intervention and non-intervention groups are necessary. 

          The combination of DBR and quasi-experimental methodologies enabled the researcher 

to simultaneously design, refine, and validate the discrete writing tasks while measuring their 

instructional effectiveness in a structured and evidence-based manner. 

3.1 Respondents 

The respondents of the study were second-year Bachelor of Secondary Education major in 

English (BSEd–English) students enrolled in a state university in the Philippines. From a total 



Journal of Nusantara Studies 2026, Vol 11(2) 262-277 ISSN / eISSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386 
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp262-277 

267 

population of 39 students, 30 participants were selected and randomly assigned to either the 

experimental group (n = 15) or the control group (n = 15). Simple randomization was employed 

to reduce selection bias and to ensure baseline comparability between groups prior to the 

implementation of the intervention. 

 The sample size was determined based on established methodological 

recommendations in educational research. Cohen et al. (2004) suggest that a minimum of 15 

participants per group is sufficient to generate reliable and interpretable findings in 

experimental and quasi-experimental classroom-based studies. Likewise, Gall et al. (1996) 

indicate that having at least 15 participants per group allows for statistically meaningful pre-

test and post-test comparisons. Moreover, similar quasi-experimental studies in writing 

instruction have employed comparable sample sizes, supporting the adequacy of the participant 

number for detecting instructional effects within a controlled instructional context. Considering 

the exploratory and iterative nature of the Design-Based Research (DBR) framework adopted 

in this study, the sample size was deemed appropriate for evaluating the effectiveness of the 

intervention and informing instructional refinement. 

 To ensure consistency and objectivity in scoring, inter-rater reliability was established 

for the assessment of students’ writing outputs. Two independent raters with expertise in 

English language teaching and writing assessment evaluated the scripts using a standardized 

analytic rubric. Prior to formal scoring, a rater calibration process was conducted through joint 

evaluation and discussion of sample scripts to align interpretations of the rubric criteria. Inter-

rater reliability analysis yielded an acceptable level of agreement, thereby enhancing the 

credibility and reliability of the writing assessment results. 

 Prior to implementation, the discrete writing tasks were subjected to expert validation. 

A panel of subject-matter experts evaluated the tasks in terms of clarity, relevance, alignment 

with instructional objectives, and pedagogical appropriateness. Based on their feedback, tasks 

with lower clarity ratings were revised by refining task instructions, improving prompt 

specificity, and adjusting task complexity to better match the learners’ proficiency level. These 

revisions ensured that the finalized tasks were pedagogically sound, clearly articulated, and 

aligned with the intended learning outcomes, thereby strengthening the content validity of the 

instructional materials. 

3.2 Research Instrument 

The researcher developed an essay-based test modeled after the IELTS Academic Writing Test 

to assess students' writing proficiency before and after an intervention. The test included two 

tasks: 

 
Task 1: Graph Interpretation (40% weight) – Students described a visual    graph in at 

least 150 words within 60 minutes. 

Task 2: Essay Composition (60% weight) – Students wrote a formal essay of at least 

250 words based on a prompt, also within 60 minutes. 

 

The assessment focused on key academic writing aspects: content organization, coherence, 

grammatical accuracy, lexical resource, and mechanics. Two qualified language education 

experts scored the outputs using a rubric adapted from the IELTS Writing Band Descriptors to 

ensure objectivity and inter-rater reliability. 

 Additionally, the researcher designed discrete-point tasks to target five writing sub-

skills: mechanics, grammar, lexical resource, content, and coherence/cohesion. Each sub-skill 

was assessed through specific tasks aligned with IELTS standards. 
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3.3 Ethical Consideration 

To ensure ethical standards in the research, the researchers submitted the manuscript to the 

University of Southern Mindanao's ethics review committee. Subsequently, the committee 

granted an approval to conduct. The study emphasized voluntary participation, confidentiality, 

and participant safety, with each participant signing a consent form. To address potential 

emotional stress, time commitment challenges, and performance pressure, the researchers 

provided clear instructions, flexible timelines, and constructive feedback.  

 Participants were also given the option to withdraw without penalty, with alternative 

activities like observation, feedback sessions, and less writing-intensive tasks offered. 

Measures were implemented to minimize fatigue, including breaks and ergonomic workspaces, 

and participants had access to mental health support. While the study posed risks like emotional 

stress and burnout, these were carefully managed to ensure a supportive, ethical, and beneficial 

experience for the participants. 

4.0 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

As shown in Table 1, all 15 tasks received a rating of 4 from every expert and no task being 

rated 3, 2, or 1. This suggests that each task is rated as highly relevant by all experts. This 

indicates a strong consensus that the tasks are considered appropriate and valuable for the 

intended purpose or goals. Further, none of the tasks were rated as needing minor or major 

revisions (3 or 2), and none were deemed irrelevant (1). It is evident that the tasks are well-

structured and well-aligned with the objectives they are intended to meet. 

 

Table 1: Frequency counts, I-CVI, and S-CVI of content validation in terms of relevance 

Tasks 
No. of Experts I-CVI Remarks 

4 3 2 1   

Task 1. Re-writing Task: Punctuation Precision Challenge  5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 2. Re-writing Task: Capitalization Precision Challenge 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 3. Re-writing Task: Spelling Precision Challenge 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 4. Writer's Craft Challenge: Fundamental Grammar Rules 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 5. Composition with Simple and Compound Sentence 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 6. Composition with Complex Sentences 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 7. Composition with Compound-complex Sentences 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 8. Technical Vocabulary Mastery 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 9. Standing Your Perspective 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 10. Supporting Your Perspective 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 11. Developing a Concluding Paragraph 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 12. Mastering the Art of Transitional Devices 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 13. Mastering Narrative Structures in Writing 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 14. Mastering Descriptive Structures in Writing 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 15. Mastering Persuasive Structures in Writing 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

S- CVI /Ave: 1.00 Acceptable 

S- CVI/UA 1.00 Acceptable 
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Additionally, each task obtained Individual Content Validity Index (I-CVI) of 1.00 which 

indicates that all experts rated each task as "Acceptable" in terms of relevance. Data reveals a 

high level of agreement among the experts regarding the relevance and quality of the tasks. 

According to Haidari and Uzun (2015), for three or more experts, a I-CVI score of 0.90 or 

higher would be excellent and a minimum of 0.80 for both S-CVI/AV and S-CVI/UA is 

considered acceptable.  Meanwhile, Polit and Beck (2006) state that the acceptable cut-off 

score of CVI if having 3-5 experts is a perfect 1.0. 

 

Table 2: Frequency counts, I-CVI, and S-CVI of content validation in terms of clarity 

Tasks 

No. of Experts 

I-CVI Remarks 

4 3 2 1 

Task 1. Re-writing Task: Punctuation Precision 

Challenge 
4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 2. Re-writing Task: Capitalization Precision 

Challenge 
4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 3.     Re-writing Task: Spelling Precision 

Challenge  
3 2 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 4. Writer's Craft Challenge: Fundamental 

Grammar Rules 
2 3 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 5. Composition with Simple and Compound 

Sentence 
4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 6. Composition with Complex Sentences 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 7. Composition with Compound-complex 

Sentences 
3 2 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 8. Technical Vocabulary Mastery 3 2 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 9. Standing Your Perspective 5 0 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 10. Supporting Your Perspective 4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 11. Developing a Concluding Paragraph 4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 12. Mastering the Art of Transitional Devices 4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 13. Mastering Narrative Structures in Writing 4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 14. Mastering Descriptive Structures in 

Writing 
4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

Task 15. Mastering Persuasive Structures in 

Writing 
4 1 0 0 1.00 Acceptable 

 S- CVI /Ave: 1.00 Acceptable 

  S- CVI /UA: 1.00 Acceptable 

 

As shown in Table 2, Tasks 1, 2, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 received most ratings at level 4 

(very clear). This indicates that these tasks are well-defined and understood by most experts. 

This suggests that while these tasks are generally clear, they may benefit from slight 

adjustments for further improvement. On the other hand, Tasks 3, 4, 7, and 8 received more 

ratings at level 3 (clear but needing minor revisions) compared to those rated 4. This indicates 

that experts find these tasks less clear and in need of significant refinement. Meanwhile, Tasks 

6 and 9 stand out with all experts rating them as 4 (very clear). These tasks are viewed as the 

most straightforward and well-defined among the group. 
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Table 3: Mean, standard deviation, and description of the writing proficiency level of 

students before the intervention 
Writing Sub-skills Group n Mean SD Description 

Content 

Experimental 15 3.53 0.50 Competent to Good Level 

Control 15 3.42 0.71 
Competent to Good Level 

 

Coherence & 

Cohesion 

Experimental 15 2.97 0.44 Limited to Modest Level 

Control 15 2.85 0.64 Limited to Modest Level 

     

Lexical Resource 

 

 

Experimental 
15 2.95 0.40 

Limited to Modest Level 

 

Control 15 2.69 0.62 Limited to Modest Level 

     

Grammatical 

Range 

 

Experimental 15 2.34 0.44 
Intermittent to Extremely Limited 

Level 

Control 15 2.51 0.63 
Intermittent to Extremely Limited 

Level 

Mechanics 
Experimental 15 2.53 0.50 

Intermittent to Extremely Limited 

Level 

Control 15 2.66 0.73 Limited to Modest Level 

OVERALL Experimental 15 2.86 0.46 Limited to Modest Level 

 Control 15 2.83 0.35 Limited to Modest Level 

 

As presented in Table 3, students in the experimental group achieved a mean score of 3.53 (SD 

= 0.50) in the content criterion, while those in the control group obtained a mean score of 3.42 

(SD = 0.71). Both scores fall within the “Competent to Good” proficiency range, indicating a 

generally strong ability to develop and present content in writing. 

In terms of coherence and cohesion, the experimental group recorded a mean score of 

2.97 (SD = 0.44), while the control group scored slightly lower at 2.85 (SD = 0.64). These 

scores fall within the “Limited to Modest” level, suggesting that both groups demonstrated 

only partial effectiveness in logically organizing ideas and using appropriate transitional 

devices. 

Regarding lexical resource, the experimental group attained a mean score of 2.95 (SD 

= 0.40), compared to the control group's mean of 2.69 (SD = 0.62). These results, also classified 

under the “Limited to Modest” range, imply that both groups showed some control over 

vocabulary use, though with evident limitations in variety and precision. For the criterion of 

grammatical range and accuracy, the experimental group obtained a mean score of 2.34 (SD = 

0.44), whereas the control group scored slightly higher with a mean of 2.51 (SD = 0.63). Both 

scores fall within the “Intermittent to Extremely Limited” range, indicating significant 

challenges in constructing grammatically accurate and structurally varied sentences. 

Finally, in terms of mechanics (e.g., spelling, punctuation, and capitalization), the 

experimental group received a mean score of 2.53 (SD = 0.50), while the control group attained 

a marginally higher score of 2.66 (SD = 0.73). The experimental group’s score remains within 

the “Intermittent to Extremely Limited” category, while the control group's score falls within 

the “Limited to Modest” range, indicating slightly better adherence to writing conventions. 

Overall, the experimental and control groups achieved total mean scores of 2.86 (SD = 

0.46) and 2.83 (SD = 0.35), respectively. These results suggest that, at this stage, both groups 

performed at a “Limited to Modest” level in overall writing proficiency, with minor variations 

across specific sub-skills 
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Table 4: Mean, standard deviation, and description of the writing proficiency level of 

students after the intervention 

Writing Sub-skills Group N Mean SD Description 

Content 

Experimental 15 4.77 0.33 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 3.69 0.93 Limited to Modest Level 

     

 

Coherence & 

Cohesion 

 

Experimental 
15 4.79 0.29 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 3.21 0.89 Limited to Modest Level 

     

Lexical Resource 

Experimental 15 4.53 0.46 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 2.77 0.56 Limited to Modest Level 

  S   

Grammatical 

Range 

Experimental 15 4.23 0.53 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 2.62 0.62 Limited to Modest Level 

     

Mechanics 
Experimental 15 4.54 0.50 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 2.66 0.64 Limited to Modest Level 

OVERALL 
Experimental 15 4.57 0.23 Very Good to Expert Level 

Control 15 2.97 0.46 Limited to Modest Level 

 

As shown in Table 4, the experimental group after the intervention obtained the mean score or 

4.77 (SD: 0.33) which belongs to description level of “Very Good to Expert Level” while the 

control group obtained the mean score of 3.69 (SD: 0.93) which belongs to description level of 

“Limited to Modest Level.” In the aspect of coherence and cohesion, the experimental group 

obtained the mean score of 4.79 (SD: 0.29) which is marked as “Very Good to Expert Level” 

and the control group with 3.21 (SD: 0.89) which is marked as “Limited to Modest Level.”                                                                   

Moreover, the experimental group obtained the mean score of 4.53 (SD: 0.46) which 

belongs to the description level of “Very Good to Expert Level” and the control group with 

2.77 (SD: 0.56) which belongs to the description level of “Limited to Modest Level.”  For the 

aspect of grammatical range, students in experimental group obtained the mean score of 4.23 

(SD: 0.53) which belongs to description level of “Very Good to Expert Level” while the 

students in control group obtained the mean score of 2.62 (SD: 0.62) which belongs to the 

description level of “Limited to Modest Level.”  Lastly, in the aspect of mechanics, the 

experimental group obtained the mean score of 4.54 (SD: 0.50) which belongs to the 

description level of “Very Good to Expert Level” and the control group with 2.66 (SD: 0.64) 

which belongs to description level of “Limited to Modest Level.” 

  The experimental group obtained the overall mean of 4.57 (SD: 0.23) which belongs 

to description “Very Good to Expert Level.” Meanwhile, the control group obtained the overall 

mean of 2.97 (SD: 0.46) which belong to description level of “Limited to Modest Level.” 

 

Table 5: The mean, standard deviation, and p-value of the difference between the pre-test 

score and post test score of control group 

Paired Variables n Mean SD p-value 

Pre-test 
15 

2.8 0.582 
0.002 

Post Test 2.94 0.625 
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Table 5 presents the mean pre-test score for the control group as 2.80 (SD = 0.582), while the 

mean post-test score is 2.94 (SD = 0.625). The p-value of 0.002, which falls below the 

conventional significance level of 0.05, indicates that the improvement in the control group's 

writing performance is statistically significant. This suggests that, although no targeted 

discrete-task intervention was applied, some improvement occurred, possibly due to ongoing 

classroom exposure or practice. However, it is important to note that this progress remained 

limited, and as indicated in subsequent analyses, the control group was still outperformed by 

the experimental group. 

 

Table 6: The mean, standard deviation, calculated t, and p-value of the mean gain scores of 

experimental and control groups 

 

As shown in Table 6, the mean gain score for the experimental group was 1.708 (SD = 0.311), 

reflecting a substantial improvement in overall writing proficiency. In contrast, the control 

group recorded a mean gain score of only 0.145 (SD = 0.201), indicating considerably less 

progress. The computed t-value of 16.345 with 28 degrees of freedom further confirms a highly 

significant difference between the two groups. Moreover, the p-value of < 0.001, which is well 

below the standard alpha level of 0.05, provides strong statistical evidence that the observed 

improvement in the experimental group’s writing performance is not due to chance. These 

findings highlight the effectiveness of the discrete writing tasks used in the intervention and 

their substantial impact on enhancing writing proficiency among the experimental group 

participants. 

The results clearly indicate that the experimental group outperformed the control group 

across all assessed areas of writing proficiency. In the area of Content, the experimental group 

demonstrated a moderate advantage, reflected by an effect size of 0.52, suggesting a 

meaningful improvement in the ability to develop and express ideas effectively. 

In terms of Coherence and Cohesion, the experimental group exhibited a notable 

improvement, with an effect size of 0.748, indicating a large effect. This suggests that the 

intervention significantly enhanced students' ability to organize ideas logically and use 

transitional devices appropriately. 

 

Table 7: Difference between the proficiency scores of experimental and control groups after 

the interventions 

Groups 
Writing Sub-

skills 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 
 

Experimental 
Content 5.243 1 5.243 24.883 0.000 0.52 

 

Control  

Experimental Coherence and 

Cohesion 
14.326 1 14.326 68.396 0.000 0.748 

 

Control  

Experimental Lexical 

Resource 
18.781 1 18.781 145.52 0.000 0.864 

 

Control  

Experimental Grammatical 

Range 
16.478 1 16.478 119.56 0.000 0.839 

 

Control  

Experimental 
Mechanics 20.022 1 20.022 117.21 0.000 0.836 

 

Control  

 

Groups n Mean SD t df p-value 

Experimental 15 1.708 0.311 
16.345 28 < .001 

Control 15 0.145 0.201 
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The most substantial difference was observed in the area of Lexical Resource, where the 

experimental group achieved an effect size of 0.864, categorized as a very large effect. This 

result underscores a significant improvement in vocabulary usage, lexical variety, and word 

precision among students who underwent the intervention. 

Similarly, in Grammatical Range and Accuracy, the experimental group outperformed 

the control group with an effect size of 0.839, also indicating a very large effect. This reflects 

a marked improvement in the use of varied sentence structures and grammatical correctness. 

Lastly, in the area of Mechanics (including punctuation, capitalization, and spelling), the 

experimental group showed a strong advantage, with an effect size of 0.836, again falling 

within the very large effect range. This suggests that the discrete tasks effectively contributed 

to reducing mechanical errors in student writing. 

Overall, these effect sizes provide compelling evidence that the discrete task-based 

intervention had a substantial and statistically meaningful impact on students’ writing 

performance across multiple dimensions. 

5.0 DISCUSSION 

The consistently high Item-Level Content Validity Index (I-CVI) scores indicate that expert 

raters regarded each discrete writing task as essential and well aligned with the intended 

learning objectives. The perfect Scale-Level Content Validity Index scores (S-CVI/Ave and S-

CVI/UA = 1.00) further demonstrate strong expert consensus regarding the relevance and 

appropriateness of the tasks for assessing targeted writing sub-skills. Together, these indices 

confirm a robust alignment between task design and pedagogical intent, thereby establishing 

strong content validity (Polit & Beck, 2006). 

 Similarly, the high I-CVI and S-CVI values for clarity suggest that task instructions and 

performance expectations were consistently perceived as clear and comprehensible. This level 

of clarity is particularly important in writing instruction, as it reduces cognitive load and allows 

learners to focus on developing specific writing components rather than interpreting task 

procedures (Lawshe, 1975; Zamanzadeh et al., 2015). 

 At this point, the role of the DBR reflecting phase becomes critical in explaining how 

expert feedback was translated into actual task refinement. The reflecting phase served as the 

final stage of the iterative DBR process, involving a critical review of the design, testing, and 

evaluation phases to identify both strengths and weaknesses of the developed tasks. It also 

functioned as a consolidation stage where adjustments to individual tasks were made based on 

expert feedback. This iterative process ensured continuous enhancement of the discrete-point 

tasks, particularly in terms of clarity and instructional precision. 

 Importantly, the reflecting phase also explains why certain tasks required more 

refinement than others. While most items achieved high clarity and alignment scores with 

minimal revision, a small number of tasks required more substantial modification due to subtle 

issues identified in expert comments, such as ambiguity in wording, overlapping instructions, 

or insufficient specificity in targeting a single writing sub-skill. These issues did not 

significantly affect validity scores but were pedagogically important, as even minor ambiguity 

could increase cognitive load and weaken the diagnostic purpose of discrete-point tasks. Thus, 

tasks that involved more complex linguistic targeting or multi-step instructions naturally 

underwent more intensive refinement during this phase, whereas simpler, more direct items 

required only minimal adjustment. 

 At baseline, both the experimental and control groups demonstrated comparable 

foundational writing proficiency. Although students showed basic control of grammar and 

sentence construction, persistent difficulties in lexical variety, organizational coherence, and 

depth of idea development were evident. These patterns are consistent with previous research 
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indicating that intermediate-level learners often struggle with higher-level writing demands 

without targeted instructional support (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2001). 

 Following the intervention, the experimental group exhibited marked improvements 

across multiple dimensions of writing performance, including thesis clarity, idea development, 

coherence, lexical sophistication, and grammatical accuracy. While the observed effect sizes 

were substantial, they should be interpreted with caution given the relatively small sample size 

and the short duration of the intervention. Rather than indicating definitive instructional 

superiority, these strong effects suggest that discrete writing tasks may function as a high-

impact scaffolding mechanism when learners receive focused, skill-specific practice within a 

controlled instructional context. This interpretation aligns with prior studies demonstrating that 

structured and targeted writing interventions can yield rapid gains, particularly when 

addressing clearly defined sub-skills (Graham & Perin, 2007). 

 In contrast, the control group demonstrated only modest progress, characterized by 

continued reliance on limited vocabulary, repetitive syntactic structures, and occasional 

mechanical errors. The absence of focused sub-skill practice in this group may explain the 

slower rate of improvement, underscoring the added instructional value of the discrete task 

approach. 

 Taken together, these findings highlight the pedagogical potential of discrete writing 

tasks as both instructional and diagnostic tools. By isolating specific writing sub-skills, discrete 

tasks enable more precise feedback and targeted remediation, complementing integrative 

writing activities rather than replacing them. This finding supports and extends earlier work on 

task-based and structured writing instruction (Tok & Kandemir, 2015; Rais & Syafitri, 2021), 

while offering context-specific evidence from Filipino tertiary learners. 

 Despite these promising results, several limitations warrant consideration. The small 

sample size and brief intervention period limit the generalizability of the findings to larger or 

more diverse student populations. Additionally, the possibility of a Hawthorne effect cannot 

be discounted, as students in the experimental group may have been influenced by increased 

attention or novelty associated with the intervention. Variations in participants’ prior writing 

experience may also have contributed to differential gains. Future studies should employ larger 

samples, longer intervention periods, and longitudinal designs to examine the sustained impact 

of discrete writing tasks and to control for these potential confounding factors. 

 Overall, the primary contribution of this study lies in the systematic design and 

validation of discrete writing tasks tailored to Filipino college students. By demonstrating 

strong content validity alongside meaningful learning gains, the study provides empirical 

support for integrating discrete tasks into tertiary writing curricula as a targeted and 

complementary approach to writing instruction. 

6.0 CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing findings, it can be conclusively stated that the empirical validation and 

classroom implementation of the developed discrete writing tasks underscore a vital shift in 

how academic writing development can be targeted in higher education, moving away from a 

descriptive summary of data metrics toward broader pedagogical and theoretical implications. 

 Rather than viewing writing instruction as an unmanageable, monolithic process, this 

study extends the theoretical boundaries of Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) by 

demonstrating that breaking down writing into targeted, expert-validated micro-tasks 

systematically alleviates cognitive load, allowing learners to stabilize lower-order mechanics 

while concurrently sharpening higher-order organizational skills before navigating complex, 

macro-level communicative goals. 

  Pedagogically, the most evident contrast between the instructional groups highlights 

that traditional, unguided writing exposure is insufficient, implying that university-level 
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instruction must adopt a proactive, design-based approach that transforms classroom materials 

from static exercises into dynamic, validated tools. These outcomes align with prior literature 

emphasizing the value of focused, skills-based interventions in systematically improving 

learner outcomes (Graham & Perin, 2007; Tok & Kandemir, 2015; Rais & Syafitri, 2021).  

 For curriculum designers, these insights offer a clear roadmap for reforming tertiary 

language education through scaffolded blueprinting—embedding discrete tasks at the onset of 

units to build structural confidence—and implementing rigorous, multi-expert institutionalized 

validation protocols to minimize ambiguous wording that needlessly drains student cognitive 

resources, while modularizing writing packages to target localized deficits within specific 

student cohorts. Ultimately, while the relatively small sample size, localized scope, and 

potential for the observer effect or expert subjectivity limit immediate generalizability, these 

conclusions establish that intentionally structured, discrete tasks serve as a powerful 

pedagogical tool for sustained improvement, providing a strong foundation for future 

longitudinal research to map the retention of these writing gains across diverse educational 

landscapes. 
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