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Abstract
Writing is considered one of the most essential skills that EFL students need for

communication in academia and their future professions. However, it is deemed
challenging by various scholars in the field of teaching and learning. The current study
aims to find out the effect of utilizing the handwriting (re-writing) technique on developing
Kurdish EFL students’ descriptive paragraph writing. The sample of the study consists of
66 students who are divided into two groups of 33 students each. One group is assigned as
a control group that is taught conventionally, while the second group is assigned as an
experimental group in which, along with the module content, participants are required to
handwrite extra supplemental materials such as reading comprehension passages and short
stories as weekly homework. A mixed-methods approach has been utilized to gather the
required data namely pre- and post-tests and a focus group interview. Moreover,
descriptive and inferential statistics were used via utilizing Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) to analyze the data gathered from the pre- and post-tests. In
addition, the focus group interview results have been analyzed thematically. The results of
the post-tests clearly show that by the end of the semester, the experimental group students
outperformed their counterparts in the control group in writing descriptive paragraphs (p.
value .000). Along this, the focus group interview results support the post-tests results’
findings and confirm the positive impact of handwriting integration on enhancing the
Kurdish EFL students’ descriptive paragraph writing performance. Furthermore, the focus
group interview results further indicate that handwriting integration enhanced the Kurdish

EFL students’ autonomy and self-reliance in writing.
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1. Introduction

It is evident that language is divided into four major skills namely listening, speaking, reading and
writing and each of these skills has its own significance in academic pursuit and future careers.
Among the four skills, writing skill is considered of high vitality in various disciplines of life,
including education and higher education. Developing students’ writing skill, including EFL
students, is a major aim of many institutions since it has a paramount role in academic and outside
world success. Improving EFL students’ writing skill performance, including descriptive paragraph
writing which is the focus of the current study, is classed as challenging and difficult by various
writers and scholars who work in the field of writing (Aydogan, 2014; Chicho, 2022; Alfaruqy,
2022). Further, in Mohammed Ameen and Muhammad’s (2023) views, language skill is not only
difficult for students to learn; rather it is difficult for teachers to teach. Writing difficulty could stem
from the fact that students, while writing, not only need to write letters and words; rather they need
ideas and organization of sentences and paragraphs (Richard and Renandyah, 2002). In Nunan’s
point of view, writing is challenging for EFL students as they need to write “a coherent, fluent, and
extended piece of writing” in a foreign language (1999:271). Furthermore, in Miftah’s (2015:9)
perspectives, “writing is not a favorite course neither for students, nor for lecturers”. Hence, writing
is challenging and has difficulties for both, students and teachers alike.
To enhance EFL students' writing skills, teachers have implemented various techniques and
strategies, one of which is the handwriting (rewriting) technique that the current study focuses on.
Regarding the influence of handwriting on enhancing Kurdish EFL students’ descriptive paragraph
writing skill performance, to the best of the researchers’ knowledge, this topic is understudied in
the Kurdistan Region of Iraq context and neighboring countries. Thus, it can be stated that the topic
has originality and is an attempt to address the gap in the existing literature regarding this matter.
Research Questions:
The current study is seeking to answer the following research questions:

1- What is the effect of handwriting on enhancing Kurdish EFL students’ descriptive paragraph

writing?
2- What is the effect of handwriting on enhancing Kurdish EFL students’ autonomy and self-
reliance in writing paragraphs?

2. Literature Review
Undoubtedly, writing plays a vital role in students’ success in academia and opens numerous doors
to obtain decent careers in their future lives. In Walsh’s views (2010) writing is of paramount
significance for students in higher education and workplace alike since it allows for professional
communication, writing clear emails, interviews and reports.
Definition of Key Terms:

- Descriptive Paragraph:
A descriptive paragraph is defined as a short piece of writing that usually describes people, objects,
places and experiences through utilizing vibrant vocabulary, sensory words, and adequate adjectives
to create a mental image in the readers’ mind. A descriptive paragraph is deemed vital for EFL
students since it assists them in terms of vocabulary expansion, sentence variety, coherence, and
encourages students to show creativity in their writings (Zemach and Rumisek, 2003; Hyland, 2003;
Oshima and Hogue, 2007).

- Learner Autonomy:
Learner autonomy is defined as the students’ abilities to take responsibility of their own learning
including setting goals, choosing appropriate methods and techniques and evaluating their progress
in language acquisition (Holec, 1981).

- Handwriting
Handwriting is defined as a technique that teachers require their students to handwrite (rewrite)
texts (reading comprehension texts, short stories and so on) manually, usually as homework, aiming
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at developing the students’ writing fluency and proficiency. Simply, handwriting is defined as a
method of presenting symbols, letters and textual forms via using pens, pencils, papers and boards
(Mangen et al., 2015). While handwriting, the handwriter first visually gazes the shapes and sizes
of the letters (Longcamp et al., 2005); and then moves hands to put the text down (Pepe et al., 2012).
Moreover, it is believed that handwriting activates deeper learning that supports students’ learning
in relation to cognitive processing, spelling and language retention (James and Engelhardt, 2012).
Further, handwriting involves dealing with multiple processes simultaneously such as vision, touch
and propricoception (Fogassi and Gallese, 2004). In addition, handwriting is not only a motor
process that one’s hand is moving and handwriting a text; rather it is a complex task that involves
both mental functions and motor functions (Kellogg, 1996). In other words, while handwriting, the
mental function plans words, sentences and ideas while the motor function moves the hand and
fingers to form letters and words. Thus, handwriting is a cognitive process alongside a physical
movement process.

Handwriting Marginalization

In the past few decades, writing by hand was somehow overlooked in Kurdistan Region of Iraq
(KRI) which is the context of the current study. In Kurdistan education context even national
examinations do not require students to express themselves in writing subjectively. Rather, the
students are required to answer mostly multiple choice questions (objective questions) which do not
need subjective writing. Consequently, after completing high school, many students join university
without having a good level of writing skill performance including ideas, spelling, punctuation, and
so on. This applies not only to English; rather it applies to writing in their mother tongue (Kurdish)
as well. One major reason behind handwriting marginalization is considered to be the emergence of
technology and digitalization. In some developed countries, classrooms are digitalized and the use
of tablets and laptops for students’ writings is widespread (Islam & Gronlund, 2016). Teachers do
not require their students to re-write texts and exercises as homework. This causes students not to
have neat and easily understood handwritings which may harm the students while their test papers
are rated by their teachers. Thus, handwriting negligence is considered harmful by many scholars
in the field of education; and consequently this issue needs further consideration by teachers and
educators.

Significance of Handwriting

Handwriting is considered by various scholars as pre-requisite for enhancing students’ writing skill.
In this regard, providing students with extra supplementary handwriting is viewed essential for
enhancing poor handwriters’ writing performance (Berninger et al. 1997; Jones and Christenen,
1999). Aligning with this, it has been reported that students with extra supplemental handwritings
gain greater in their composition writing and consequently in examinations (Graham et al., 2000).
Furthermore, Zhou and Li (2018) highlight that practicing handwriting consistently scaffolds and
reinforces vocabulary learning and overall language acquisition. Handwriting is also advantageous
in relation to word recognition and memory activation (Wiley and Rapp, 2021; Zemlock et al.,
2018). Besides, comparing to other methods of learning and information retention such as visual
learning, handwriting leads to better achievement and outcomes (Longcamp et al., 2005; Kiefer et
al., 2015) since it involves multiple senses including visual, tactile and kinesthetic senses (Ying et
al,, 2024). Interestingly, brain imaging technique obviously illustrated that handwriting activates
areas in brain which are associated with sensorimotor skill (Chen et al., 2002). Additionally,
comparing handwriting to keyboarding, it is reported that school children writing by hand produce
better quality compositions compared to keyboard writing (Spilling et al., 2023). In other studies,
students wrote longer (Berninger et al., 2009), and faster texts (Connelly et al., 2007) and better
quality texts in terms of capitalization, punctuation and grammar (Read, 2007) compared to students
typing on computers. Thus, due to the numerous advantages of handwriting, the handwriting
technique should be focused upon again by writing module teachers in schools and higher education
institutions.
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Cognitive and Psychomotor Theories of Handwriting

Handwriting is considered a multidimensional and complicated skill, which involves mental and
motor functions. Kellogg (1996) pointed out that when one writes, fine motor control, visual-motor
coordination and cognitive processes are complexly involved including planning, memory retrieval,
and visual-spatial reasoning. This view indicates that handwriting is not only a motor process but
also a process that is highly dependent on the mental process that influences the process of
performing and organizing written symbols. Berninger and Swanson (1994) also stress that
handwriting involves the elements of linguistic processing, such as letter-formation, spelling,
phonological awareness and orthographic information.

Automaticity and its Role in Writing Efficiency

Automaticity of handwriting is the fast, smooth and painless performance of letter formation and
writing movements (Kellogg, 1996). Handwriting becoming automatic reduces the amount of
cognitive load needed in the direct physical act of writing and therefore enables writers to allot more
mental resources to other higher-order writing tasks such as idea generation, organization and style
choice (Graham and Weintraub, 1996). This drop in the cognitive load is vital in writing because it
allows writers to concentrate on meaning of the writing, instead of the mechanics. Berninger and
Swanson (1994) affirm that automaticity development is a central determinant of fluency of writing
and the composition quality in general. Also, automatic handwriting makes the process of writing
easier to perform since it eliminates fatigue and makes it faster, easier and less cumbersome to
create. Therefore, developing automaticity by means of specific teaching and drills can be regarded
as a main objective in the course of handwriting education to promote the general writing growth
of students.

Theoretical Models of Handwriting and Writing Performance Relationship

A number of theoretical approaches have highlighted the importance of writing by hand as a basis
to successful written expression. Concisely, Graham and Harris (2000) postulate that automatic
handwriting skills can ensure a smooth transition between the idea-generation phase and the
generation of coherent written text by learners. They also state that fluent handwriting frees the
cognitive resources occupied by mechanical factors to writers so that they can concentrate on
structuring and elaborating their content. The empirical data given by Berninger et al. (1997) reveal
that, children with more automatized and legible handwriting perform better in producing better
writings indicating that there is a direct positive correlation between fluency in handwriting and
writing performance. This association is further supported by the Cognitive Process Model of
writing (Hayes and Flower, 1980) whose premise relies on the argument that transcription skills,
which include handwriting, are the base processes on which the higher-level cognitive processes of
planning, drafting, and revision are based. All these models point to the fact that, effective writing
and development of literacy requires sufficient transcription skills, in particular, fluency in
handwriting, that affect the quality and efficiency of written communication.

Previous Studies

A number of studies discussed the advantages and impact of handwriting in relation to various
disciplines, including second/foreign language learning. A few of these studies are summarized
below.

Mohseni et al. (2015) conducted a study in Iran on the impact of handwriting on enhancing students’
writing speed and the rate of mistakes made by students. Their results demonstrated that those
students who practiced handwriting regularly wrote faster with fewer mistakes. This led to their
overall writing skill development and performance. Moreover, Almarwaey (2023) conducted
another study in Saudi Arabia on the impact of read-write-rewrite technique on enhancing the
students’ writing performance. Almarwaey divided his students into experimental and control group
students. His results showed that experimental group students who were taught via read-write-
rewrite technique did significantly better than their counterparts in the control group in terms of the

Zanco Journal of Human Sciences 2026 764



Abdulrahman. A.et al. ZJHS (2026), 30(SpB)761-778

writing skill development and taking ownership (autonomy) of their learning. In addition, Spilling
et al. (2023) conducted a research in Norway comparing school pupils’ writing by hand to typing
on computers in 10 different schools (90 students in 5 schools for writing by hand and another 91
students in five other schools for typing on computers). The study continued for eight months. The
participants were required to write narrative compositions at five different time points. The results
showed that students in the handwriting group did better than the digital group who were typing on
computers in terms of spelling and spacing. Furthermore, Ying et al. (2024) conducted another study
in China comparing the impact of handwriting to visual learning on developing EFL students’
abilities concerning vocabulary, sound and meaning. Their results demonstrated that the
experimental group students surpassed the control group in the visual learning group concerning
vocabulary accuracy, sounds and meaning.

Conversely, a few studies on effectiveness of handwriting did not yield promising results comparing
to other methods of learning. As such, Mangen et al. (2015) compared EFL students’ handwriting
to typing on computers. His results showed that handwriting group students’ became faster writers;
however, this speed increase did not affect the experimental group students’ quality of writing
positively compared to those typing on computers.

While the previous studies mostly studied the impact of handwriting on developing the EFL
students’ writing skill in general, the current study focuses on a specific type of paragraph, that is
descriptive paragraph. This is a point that has not been studied before to the best of the researchers’
knowledge. Besides, a gap was detected in existing literature, specifically in Kurdistan context, that
the impact of handwriting on developing Kurdish EFL students’ writing skill has not been dealt
with before. Thus, the current study attempts to address and fill in that gap, which is considered a
good contribution to the field.

3. Methodology and Data Collection

In order to gather appropriate data for the current study, two tools of data collection were utilized,
namely pre- and post-tests and a focus group interview. So, qualitative and quantitative methods of
data collection have been utilized. In Kumar’s views (2014), while using a mixed-methods
approach, one method compensates for the weaknesses of the other method that may exist in data
collection. Further, utilizing a mixed-methods approach leads to enhancing the quality of the data
gathered and producing comprehensive findings (Dawadi et al., 2021).

Participants of the Study

The participants of the current study consisted of 66 first year (semester two) students from the
English Department, College of Education, Charmo University in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq
(KRI) in the academic year of 2024-2025. The students included both genders; 40 female and 26
male students. The students were already divided by the English department administrative staff
into two groups of 33 students each. Prior to conducting the research, the participants’ consent to
participate in the data collection process was taken and they were informed that they can withdraw
from it any time they want to do so.

Procedure and Data Collection Tools

The two groups of students were assigned as a control group and an experimental group by the
researchers. These second-semester (year one) students study the ‘Reading and Writing’
Module,which includes paragraph writing as a core component. They are required to write
paragraphs, including descriptive paragraphs, on a weekly basis and submit them to their instructor.
To find out the effectiveness of handwriting texts by students, the experimental group students were
required to handwrite (re-write) the reading comprehension passages from the textbook studied and
a few short stories from outside the textbook as extra supplementary materials. Their handwritings
were returned to the module instructor at the end of the week and she graded them focusing on
mechanical errors, grammar, structure and idea. Consequently, the handwritings with the teacher’s
feedback were returned to the students to work on. All in all, both groups (control and experimental)
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received identical content in the classroom, however, as mentioned earlier, experimental group
students were required to handwrite texts as extra supplementary materials.

The first week of semester two, both groups took part in a pre-test which involved writing a
descriptive paragraph on ‘My Best Friend’. The reason behind specifically writing a descriptive
paragraph was that the textbook studied gives a good amount of attention to descriptive paragraphs;
hence, the students are familiarized with it. Both groups were taught the same content for the rest
of the semester. In the fifteenth week of the semester, both groups had a post-test and wrote another
descriptive paragraph on ‘My Favorite Place to Visit’. Furthermore, in order to obtain reliability of
scoring the post-test papers, apart from the module teacher (first researcher), an external examiner
from University of Sulaimani also scored the test papers. Coeifficient Cronbach’s Alpha has been
utilized to to obtain reliabity of scoring in which both scorings were compared. In Weir’s (2005)
views, 80% or above is commonly considered acceptable for gaining inter-rater reliability. In the
current study, the compatibility between the two raters was 87% which is quite acceptable.
Throughout the following 14 weeks, both groups were taught by the same teacher receiving identical
content. However, experimental group students were required to handwrite texts as homework
outside the classroom. Furthermore, the last week of the semester (week 15), six students from the
experimental group were chosen randomly to participate in a focus group interview. All in all, they
were asked seven open-ended questions which were related to the impact of handwriting integration
on their paragraph writing performance in general including their paragraph structure, ideas,
grammar spelling, and punctuation and so on. Besides, there was also a specific focus on using
descriptive vocabulary (adjectives) in their paragraphs. In regard to scoring the paragraphs written,
Perin and Lauterbach’s (2018) holistic rubric was adapted. In addition, Weigle (2002), Hyland
(2003) and Brown (2004) have been consulted for assessing and scoring the paragraphs written in
the pre- and post-tests.

In relation to the validity of the focus group interview questions, the researchers designed seven
questions, based on literature in the field, and sent them to four experts in applied linguistics for
review. The experts checked the questions, requested changes and amendments, and returned them
to the researchers. Consequently, the researchers made necessary corrections and changes
accordingly

4. Analyses of Results

Pre- and Post-tests Results

As mentioned earlier, the first week of the semester, both groups’ students, control and
experimental, took part in a pre-test which required the students to write a descriptive paragraph on
‘My Best Friend’. An independent sample T-test was run to demonstrate the results of both groups.
Table 1: An Independent Sample T-test for Pre-test results of both groups

sroup N Mean Std. P. Value
Deviation
Controlled 33 36.8182 1215648
15
Experimental 33 33.63064 8.51562 159

As table 1 tabulates, the control group students’ mean score was 36.81% while the experimental
group students’ mean score was 33.63% which is a little lower than the control group’s mean score.
Hence, the T-test results evidently tabulate that at the start of the course there was not a significant
difference between both groups’ results (p. value .159) even though there was a little difference
between them, but not at a significant level.

After passing 14 weeks and specifically in 15" week of the course, both groups took part in a post
test-test which required them to write a descriptive paragraph on ‘My Favorite Place to Visit’.
Another paired sample T-test was run to demonstrate the progress of the control group which is
shown below:
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Table 2: A Paired Sample T-test for Controlled Group Results’ Progress:

Group Mean N Std. Deviation | P. Value
Controlled Pre-test 36.8182 33 12.15648
.038
Controlled Post-test 43.8636 33 15.69564

The above results evidently demonstrate that the control group students improved their mean score
from 36.81% to 43.86% (7.05 marks increase). The p. value also shows that the control group
students made a significant difference (.038).

Likewise, another paired sample T-test was run to show the progress of the experimental group
students which is shown in the table below:

Table 3: A Paired Sample T-test for Experimental Group Progress:

Group Mean N Std. Deviation P. Value
Experimental Pre-test 33.6364 33 8.51562
.000
Experimental Post-test 58.6818 33 13.38651

Table three results tabulates that the experimental group students’ improvement was significantly
more than the control group since they developed from the mean score of 33.63 to 58.68 (25.05
marks increase). The results evidently demonstrate that the p.value of the experimental group
students’ results is highly significant (.000) which is more significant than the control group’s
p.value (.038).

Moreover, an independent sample T-test has been utilized to make a comparison between the
progress of both groups and their results are tabulated below:

Table 4: Independent Sample T-tests Comparing both Groups’ Progress

" Pre-test Post-test Std.
Group N Mean Mean Deviation P. Value
Controlled Group Pre and Post- 33 36.8182 43.8636 15.69564
tests Results
- .000
Experimental Group Pre- and 33 33.63604 58.6818 13.38651
Post-tests Results

Table 4 results clearly demonstrate that experimental group students surpassed their counterparts in
the control group significantly with the significance of .000 which is statistically a high level of
significance.

For further clarification of both groups’ progress, the following figure demonstrates both groups’
results in a column chart. The results clearly tabulate that control group students pregressed from
36.8182% to 43.8636% (7.05% increase) while the experimental group students progressed from
33.6364% to 58.6818% (25.05%).
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As mentioned in the methodology sections, the holistic rubric utilized assessed the students’
paragraphs on 5 different paragraph writing elements namely ‘Main Idea and Topic Sentence’,
‘Supporting Details and Development’, ‘Using Proper Descriptive Vocabulary’, ‘Grammar and
Mechanics’ and ‘Handwriting and Concluding Sentence’. Each of these elements was assessed out

Figure 1: Both Groups’ Progress

of 20 marks, and the five elements’ scoring totals 100 marks.

In relation to the breakdown of the results obtained from the pre-test and post-test, the difference
that is made between the pre- and post-tests in each element will be tabulated in different tables for

each group of students.

Breakdown of Control Group Results

The table below clearly demonstrates that control group students progressed in all five elements of
the descriptive paragraphs written. However, they only improved significantly in ‘Main Idea and
Topic Sentence’ with the p. value of .002 and ‘Supporting Details and Development’ with the p.

value of .039.

Table 5: Breakdown of Control Group Progress in the 5 Paragraph Elements

s

Pre-test Mean| Post-test Mean | Progress
Paragraph Elements Score (out of |Score (out of 20| Made in P. value
20 marks) marks) Marks
Main Idea and Topic Sentence 6.36 3.64 2.28 0.002
Supporting Details and Development 7.05 iz e SiLEs
Using Descriptive Vocabulary 7.27 7.73 0.46 0.858
Grammar and Mechanics 8.64 9.55 0.91 0.442
Handwriting and Concluding Sentence 7.50 8.86 1.36 0.629
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Breakdown of Experimental Group Results

Breaking down the results, the table below evidently demonstrates that the experimental group
students progressed significantly in all five elements of paragraph writing with different levels of
significance. Among the 5 paragraph writing elements, ‘Using Descriptive Vocabulary’ was
progressed more significantly than the other 4 elements; its p. value was .001 which is a very high
level of significance.

Table 6: Breakdown of Experimental Group Progress in the 5 Paragraph Elements

Pre-test Mean| Post-test Mean | Progress
Paragraph Elements Score (out of |Score (out 0f 20| Made in | P. value
20 marks) marks) marks
Main Idea and Topic Sentence 6.59 11.14 4.55 0.039
Supporting Details and Development 6.59 11.14 4.55 0.039
Using Descriptive Vocabulary 5.91 9.77 3.86 0.001
Grammar and Mechanics 7.05 12.32 5.27 0.042
Handwriting and Concluding Sentence 7.50 14.32 6.82 0.050

Hence, the breakdown results clearly demonstrate that both groups progressed in the 5 elements of
paragraph writing. However, the control group progressed significantly only for the elements of
‘Main Idea and Topic Sentence’ with the p. value of .002 and ‘Supporting Details and Development’
with the p. value of .039 (see table 5 above) whereas the experimental group students progressed
significantly in all the 5 elements of paragraph writing with higher levels of significance (see Table
6 above).

Interview Results and Analyses

As mentioned in the methodology section, 6 students were randomly chosen to participate in a focus
group interview. All in all, the interview comprised seven questions about the impact of handwriting
on enhancing their paragraph writing performance and their autonomy in writing paragraphs
successfully. The interviewees’ answers were tape-recorded, transcribed, coded and major themes
were indicated and reported following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) framework.

Theme One: General Perception of Handwriting Experience

This theme tackles the interviewees’ general perceptions about their experience with the
handwriting process in general and its impact on enhancing their overall paragraph writing in
particular. In answering question one, the majority of the interviewees had positive views about
handwriting integration into their studies. In this regard, interviewee A believes that the handwriting
intervention helped her in enriching her information on paragraph structure and being able to write
good topic sentence, supporting sentences and concluding sentence. Moreover, interviewee B stated
that “handwriting assignment enabled me to assess myself and improved my handwriting. My
handwriting was very messy before, but it is neat and understandable now. As you know, the
‘Writing’ module teacher gives you more marks in quizzes and exams if your handwriting is neat.”
Moreover, interviewee F states that “it would be better if we start writing by hand from primary and
high schools as it is very useful.” Thus, in general, handwriting was considered advantageous by
the interviewees.
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Theme Two: Benefits of Handwriting

This theme explores the interviewees’ perceptions of the benefits of handwriting. With respect to
this, question two took the interviewees’ opinions on the advantages of handwriting. Based on that,
interviewee A stated that before the handwriting implementation, she was able to write only a few
words when she was required to write a paragraph. However, she is now able to write 5-6 sentences
easily. Moreover, interviewee C stresses that “my handwriting was first unclear, and I could write
only a few words. Now, after the handwriting implementation with our group, I can write many
words and sentences with good ideas, correct spellings and punctuations.” So, various promising
views were given by the interviewees on the positive effect of handwriting on increasing students’
paragraph writing skills.

Theme Three: Enhancing Students’ Descriptive Vocabulary

Theme three focused on the impact of handwriting on enhancing the students’ descriptive
vocabulary and using the descriptive words and sentences to write descriptive paragraphs. In
answering question three, interviewee E stated that “rewriting texts by hand was very useful.
Generally, I learned a lot of new vocabulary. I also learned many adjectives that helped me to write
descriptive paragraphs.” Additionally, interviewee A pointed out that she learned tens of new
adjectives with their spellings and meanings and used them in descriptive sentences. So,
handwriting implementation helped in increasing students’ vocabulary in general, and adjectives
and their usage in meaningful sentences in particular.

Theme Four: Boosting Students’ Mechanics

Theme four deals with the importance of handwriting in boosting students’ mechanism, including
spelling, punctuation and capitalization. All the 6 interviewees, while answering question four, were
in agreement that handwriting texts activity was very beneficial concerning boosting their
mechanics in writing. Interviewee F indicated that “handwriting helped me much to improve my
spelling. It was also useful for using punctuation marks and capitalization.” In addition, interviewee
C directly stated that “I used to mix the words together without much space between them and
without using capital letters. Now I can create spaces between the words for better identification
and use capital letters in the beginning of every sentence.” Furthermore, interviewee E mentioned
that he used to write down sentences without punctuation marks. But now he can write down
sentences with correct spellings, and punctuation marks. Accordingly, it can be stated that
handwriting intervention had a good role in developing students’ spelling, punctuation and
capitalization.

Theme Five: Enhancing Students’ Autonomy in Writing

Theme five explores the impact of handwriting on enhancing the students’ autonomy in writing. In
this respect, while answering question five, five interviewees were in congruence that practicing
handwriting regularly enhanced their autonomy to write paragraphs adequately. Interviewee D
stated that “previously when I was writing sentences, I was not sure whether they were correct or
related to the topic, so I needed someone to be by my side and help me with it. But now I rely on
myself a lone when I write down paragraphs. I am not worried about the sentences and connections
among the sentences.” Similarly, interviewee B points out that “at the start of the course I could not
write good grammatical sentences and I always needed someone like the teacher or friends to be
with me and help me; but now I am self-reliant to write paragraphs independently.” Consequently,
these interviewees’ answers clarify that handwriting integration made students write down texts
regularly that each text included various paragraphs which consequently made the experimental
group students trust their abilities and become self-reliant and autonomous while writing
paragraphs.

Zanco Journal of Human Sciences 2026 770



Abdulrahman. A.et al. ZJHS (2026), 30(SpB)761-778

Theme Six: Enhancing Grammatical Competence

Theme six investigates the effect of handwriting on enhancing the students’ grammatical
competence. Thus, while answering question six, all the interviewees were keen that handwriting
had a great influence on developing their grammar knowledge and performance. With regard to this,
interviewee F stresses that “Yes, it was very useful. The rules of putting words together to make
sentences would be clear when we write down the texts. This allowed me to imitate the same
sentence structure rules to make sentences.” Additionally, interviewee D also states that “at first, |
was not good at grammar, but now after writing down many texts, I can write down grammatical
sentences easily.” Thus, handwriting intervention was helpful to enhance the students’ grammatical
performance in writing paragraphs.

Theme Seven: Developing Paragraph Structure and Organization

Theme seven tackled the influence of handwriting employment on enhancing students’ abilities
concerning paragraph structure and organization. In their answers to question seven, the
interviewees confirmed the positive role of handwriting on developing the students’ abilities in
terms of paragraph structure and organization. With regard to this, interviewee A states that “first,
when you read a paragraph, it starts with the definition of the topic. After that, a few supporting
sentences are written, this is followed by a concluding sentence. Writing down paragraphs like that
regularly automatically helps students to learn the steps of writing paragraphs and can follow it
easily.” Similarly, interviewee D believes that “when you write down some paragraphs by your
hand, you can understand and conclude how the sentences of the paragraph are connected. This
helps you to repeat the same way of writing down paragraphs.” As a result, handwriting intervention
was considered vital by the interviewees to enhance their performance in relation to paragraph
organization and structure.

To conclude, the focus group interview results obviously demonstrate that the interviewees had
positive views on the impact of handwriting implementation in improving their paragraph writing
performance.

5. Discussion

The results of the pre- and post-tests demonstrate a significant impact of handwriting integration on
enhancing the experimental group students’ abilities to write paragraphs adequately. In this respect,
Table 2 demonstrates that the control group students’ mean score improved from 36.81 to 43.86.
This indicates the control group students’ overall progress of 7.05 marks by the end of the semester;
with the p. value of .038, which is a significant improvement. On the other hand, Table 3 tabulates
that the experimental group students’ mean score improved from 33.63 into 58.68. This indicates
the experimental group students’ progress by 25.05 marks by the end of the semester, with the p.
value of .000. This progress is over three times more than the control group’s progress. So, the
experimental groups’ progress is statistically more significant than the control group students’
progress.

To further support these results, the focus group interviewees also expressed their positive view, in
one way or another, about the important role of handwriting in developing the students’ writing
performance. In this respect, interviewee C indicated that “my handwriting was first unclear, and |
could write only a few words. Now, after the handwriting implementation with our group, I can
write many words and sentences with good ideas, correct spellings and punctuations.” Furthermore,
in relation with descriptive paragraph writing that is the focus of the current study, interviewee E
stated that “rewriting texts by hand was very useful. Generally, I learned a lot of new vocabulary. I
also learned many adjectives that helped me to write descriptive paragraphs.” The current study’s
results agree with existing literature and previous studies. Graham et al. (2000) asserts that students
with supplemental handwriting exercises do better and gain greater in their composition writing and
examination consequently. Aligning with that, handwriting is considered vital in gaining better
achievements and outcomes (Longcamp et al., 2005; Kiefer et al. 2015). Furthermore, Kellogg
(1996) states that when a student rewrites texts, their fine motor control, visual-motor coordination
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and cognitive processes complexly carry out planning, memory retrieval and visual-spatial
reasoning which causes better outcome. More importantly, it is asserted that when one writes texts
regularly, handwriting becomes automatic. This automaticity reduces the cognitive load needed,
which consequently enables writers to devote mental resources to high-order writing tasks including
idea generation, organization and style choice (Graham and Weintraub, 1996). Further, Berninger
et al. (1997) believe that there is a positive correlation between regular handwriting fluency and
writing performance.

Concerning previous studies, the current study’s results are in congruence with several related
studies. With regard to this, the current study’s results are in line with Almarwaey (2023) in Saudi
Arabia that the students with handwriting implementation did better than their counterparts in the
control group. Moreover, the current study’s results are also in line with Ying et al. (2024) that
students who rewrote texts regularly surpassed their counterparts in terms of vocabulary accuracy,
sounds and meaning. In contrast, this study’s results disagree with Mangen et al. (2015) that
handwriting did not enhance their experimental group students’ quality of writing while comparing
students’ handwriting to typing on computers.

With respect to the breakdown of the results into the five elements of paragraph writing
demonstrated in tables 5 and 6, the elements are discussed one by one here. The first element is
‘The main idea and topic sentence’. The control group students’ mean score increased only 2.28
marks out of 20 marks while experimental group students’ mean score increased 4.55 marks which
is almost double comparing to the control group. Moreover, concerning the second element which
is ‘Supporting details and development’, control group students’ mean score increased by 2.04
marks out of 20 marks whilst experimental group students’ mean score increased by 4.55 marks
(more than double). Moreover, regarding element 5 which is ‘Handwriting and concluding
sentence’, again experimental group students performed much better. In this respect, control group
students’ mean score increased by 1.36 marks whereas experimental group students’ mean score
increased by 6.82 marks which is over four times more than control group students’ progress.
These results are in congruence with Graham and Weintraub (1996) that regular handwriting
implementation leads to better idea generation, organization and style choice. The results also are
in line with Graham and Harris (2000) that automatic handwriting ensures a smooth transition
between idea generation phase and the generation of coherent written text by students. Further, the
results are also in agreement with Hayes and Flower (1980) that while writing, handwriting has a
basic role in planning, drafting and revision phases. Lastly, Zhou and Li (2018) further assert that
handwriting implementation enhances students’ overall language acquisition. Thus, it is evident that
handwriting was evidently very beneficial in relation to developing the Kurdish EFL students’
paragraph writing performance in general, and paragraph structure and organization in particular.
Regarding element 3 which is ‘Using descriptive vocabulary’, control group students’ mean score
increased by 0.46 (p. value .858) while the experimental group students’ mean score increased by
3.86 (p. value .001) which is almost eight times more than the control group students’ progress. So,
it can be stated that handwriting integration had the greatest and most significant impact on
increasing the students’ vocabulary in general, and descriptive vocabulary in particular. This great
achievement of experimental group students’ descriptive vocabulary increase is in line with Ying et
al. (2024) that practicing handwriting regularly enhances vocabulary accuracy. It is further in
congruence with Zhou and Li (2018) that practicing handwriting consistently scaffolds and
reinforces vocabulary learning. Thus, it can be concluded that the element that was developed by
the experimental group students drastically and significantly that is more than the other elements
was descriptive vocabulary.

With respect to element 4 which is ‘Grammar and Mechanics’, the post-test results evidently
demonstrate that control group students’ mean score increased 0.91 marks whilst the experimental
group students’ mean score increased by 5.27 marks (p. value .042) which is over 5 times more than
the control group’s progress. This result is in alignment with Read’s (2007) study that handwriting
leads to better quality of writings in terms of capitalization, punctuation and grammar. This result
is also reinforced by the current study’s interviewees. In this respect, interviewee F stresses that
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“Yes it was very useful. The rules of putting words together to make sentences would be clear when
we write down the texts. This allowed me to imitate the same sentence structure rules to make
sentences.” Thus, it is now evident that the handwriting implementation had an impactful effect on
enhancing the experimental group students’ paragraph writing skill in terms of grammar and
mechanics.

Lastly, the impact of handwriting on enhancing Kurdish EFL students’ autonomy in writing
paragraphs was another concern of this study. With regard to this, the interviewees expressed
positive views. In this regard, interviewee D stated that “previously when I was writing sentences,
I was not sure whether they were correct or related to the topic, so I needed someone to be by my
side and help me with it. But now I rely on myself a lone when I write down sentences. I am not
worried about the sentences and connections among the sentences.” Additionally, interviewee B is
in line with this and stressed that “at the start of the course I could not write good grammatical
sentences and I always needed someone like the teacher or friends to be with me and help me; but
now I am self-reliant to write paragraphs independently.” Moreover, three other interviewees also
agreed that handwriting implementation made them autonomous paragraph writers in one way or
another. This result is in line with Almarwaey (2023) that handwriting intervention made his
participants autonomous and took ownership of their learning. Thus, the students’ autonomy
development due to handwriting implementation was occurred as a result of the current study.

6. Conclusion

The findings of the current study indicate that handwriting integration with the Kurdish
undergraduate EFL students is very effective in developing their paragraph writing in general, and
descriptive paragraph writing in particular. The experimental group students did better than the
control group students in all the five elements of paragraph writing mentioned earlier. Besides, the
statistical analyses of the results clearly indicate that the progress of the experimental group students
is statistically more significant than the control group’s progress. So, this result answer the first
research question that handwriting implementation enhances Kurdish EFL students’ descriptive
paragraph writing statistically significantly. Furthermore, the focus group interview results also
confirm and support the tests’ results that handwriting implementation enhances the Kurdish EFL
students’ paragraph writing; that is along with enhancing their autonomy and self-reliance. This
way, the second research question is answered by the focus group interviewees that handwriting
enhances the students’ autonomy and self-reliance.

Pedagogical Implication

The findings of the current study indicate the beneficial role of handwriting integration within EFL
curricula to improve Kurdish EFL students’ writing skill in general and specifically at paragraph
writing level. Consequently, the current study’s results can be considered beneficial for EFL
students’ and instructors alike. In this respect, students can benefit from handwriting integration as
an extra supplementary activity outside their classrooms aiming at improving their writing skill.
Moreover, EFL teachers may utilize handwriting and require their students to rewrite texts outside
the classroom aiming at fostering students’ writing level progress in general, and descriptive
paragraph writing in particular.

Limitations

The current study provides valuable insights into the effect of handwriting technique in developing
Kurdish EFL students’ writing performance in general, and descriptive paragraph writing in
particular. However, it suffers from a number of limitations. Firstly, the sample is limited to
relatively a small group of Kurdish EFL students at Charmo University, which may restrict its
generalizability in other contexts. Secondly, the duration of the intervention is relatively short (15
weeks course), which may limit the extent of development to be made in writing. Lastly, using only
pre- and post-tests and focus group interview might not truly capture long-term improvements and
performance in real life situations.
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Appendices:
Appendix 1: Interview Questions

1-

2-
3-

4-
5.

6-
7-

Can you tell us your perceptions about handwriting implementation with your group and its role in
improving your abilities to write paragraphs generally?

In your opinion, what are the benefits or advantage of regularly handwriting of paragraphs and texts?

Was handwriting helpful in enriching your knowledge and enhancing your vocabulary in general and
descriptive vocabulary in particular?

Can you tell me your views on the impact of handwriting on improving your spelling, punctuation and
capitalization? Explain how?

Was the process of regular handwriting of texts helpful in making you confident and self-reliant? How?
What was the role of handwriting for improving your grammar? How?

Was it helpful in improving your paragraph organization and structure? How?

Appendix 2: (Rubric for scoring the tests’ results)

Criteria

Excellent (4)

Good (3)

Satisfactory (2)

Needs Improvement (1)
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a. Main Idea and Topic Sentence
4. Clearly shows a well-paraphrased main idea with an appropriate topic sentence.
3. The main idea is clear, but the topic sentence could be better.
2. The main idea is there, but it's not very clear or well paraphrased.
1. The main idea is missing or has been copied directly, and the topic sentence is missing or not relevant.
b. Supporting Details and Development
4. All important information is included, and the details are clearly explained and logically support the main idea.
3. Most of the important details are there and explained; small mistakes or unclear links
2. Some important details are included, but development is simple or inconsistent.
1. Few or unimportant details; little growth
c. Using Descriptive Vocabulary
4.A wide range of appropriate descriptive vocabulary used that makes the paragraph clearly descriptive
3.Generally good descriptive vocabulary used, but some words are repeated or used incorrectly.
2.Limited descriptive vocabulary use; simple word choices; clear mistakes
1. Very few or wrong descriptive words used; meaning is often not clear
d. Grammar and Mechanics,
4. Few or no mistakes; different types of sentences make it easier to read
3.A few mistakes; sentences were mostly different
2. There are a lot of mistakes, and the way the sentences are put together is repetitive or awkward.
1. There are a lot of mistakes, and sentences are often missing parts, run-on, or unclear.

e. Handwriting and Concluding Sentence
4. The handwriting is neat, clear, and easy to read, and appropriate concluding sentence
3. Mostly neat handwriting, but there is a little problem with the concluding sentence
2. Sometimes hard to read handwriting; and almost inappropriate concluding sentence
1. Hard to read handwriting; completely in appropriate concluding sentence
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