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Annotation: Developing written competence in a foreign language
remains one of the most demanding tasks for high school students. Writing
requires translating fragmented inner thought into clear, structured prose—a
challenge made significantly harder when the student's native language differs
fundamentally from the target language. This paper examines the difficulties
EFL high school students face in developing writing skills and proposes
pedagogical diagnostics as a practical, formative response. Drawing on the
Diagnostic-Driven Writing Optimization Model (DWOM) and the frameworks
of Jeremy Harmer and Jamol Jalolov, the study outlines a structured
progression of exercises—from preparatory to communicative—designed to
address root causes rather than surface errors. Special attention is given to
Uzbekistan's educational context, where the agglutinative structure of Uzbek
creates predictable interference patterns in English writing. The findings show
that when diagnostic tools are integrated into daily instruction, students
develop not only accuracy but long-term metacognitive independence.
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Introduction

Writing in a foreign language is far more than putting words on a page.
For high school students aged 15-18, it demands the ability to transform
abbreviated inner thought—shaped entirely in a native language—into explicit,
grammatically precise, and culturally appropriate written English. Vygotsky
described this gap well: inner speech is fragmented and context-dependent,
while written speech requires full syntactic elaboration for an absent reader.
That cognitive stretch, multiplied by cross-linguistic differences, explains why
even students with solid listening and reading skills often struggle to produce
coherent written texts.

The difficulties go beyond cognition. Emotionally, adolescents fear peer
judgment and academic criticism, and heavy red-pen corrections frequently
discourage rather than develop. Systemically, large classrooms, rigid curricula,
and a dominant focus on the final product rather than the writing process leave
students without the guidance they actually need. Traditional summative
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models measure the inability to write; they rarely teach how to write.

In Uzbekistan, these challenges are amplified by a sharp typological gap
between Uzbek—a heavily agglutinative language with SOV word order—and
English. The grammatical logic students have internalized for over a decade
actively conflicts with English structure in predictable, diagnosable ways. Add
to this a cultural preference for indirect, formal rhetoric versus
Anglo-American linear argumentation, and the pedagogical gap becomes
substantial. Bridging it requires more than better textbooks—it requires a
diagnostic shift in how teachers identify and respond to individual learning
deficits.

2. Methods: Pedagogical Diagnostics and Global Strategies

2.1 The Principles of Pedagogical Diagnostics

Pedagogical diagnostics, first formalized by Karlheinz Ingenkamp in
1968, treats the educator as a learning diagnostician—someone who identifies
specific weaknesses and prescribes targeted remedies rather than simply
grading outcomes. Unlike standard proficiency tests, diagnostic assessment is
designed to shape instruction, not merely measure it. In writing pedagogy, this
operates through three cyclical phases: prognostic diagnostics (identifying
likely difficulties before writing begins), formative diagnostics (monitoring
drafts in real time), and corrective diagnostics (deploying localized
interventions based on what the data reveals). If, for instance, diagnostic
screening shows that a group consistently omits article usage, instruction
targets article mechanics—not general grammar review.

2.2 The Diagnostic-Driven Writing Optimization Model (DWOM)

Developed to suit the specific conditions of Uzbekistan's educational
environment, the DWOM organizes writing instruction into four sequential
stages: Diagnostic Analysis (screening for gaps in grammar, vocabulary, and
logic); Diagnostic Profiling (mapping individual or group weaknesses,
including L1 interference patterns); Adaptive Differentiation (tailoring
exercises to identified needs rather than general curricula); and Reflective
Integration (embedding self-assessment and peer review to build metacognitive
awareness). The model's core insight is simple: time spent on skills students
have already mastered is wasted. Diagnostics ensure instruction is always
purposeful.

2.3 Evidence-Based Strategies and the Reading-Writing Connection

Internationally, process-based  writing—treating composition as
brainstorming, drafting, reviewing, and revising—consistently outperforms
product-based models. A study in Taiwan found that integrating diagnostic
checklists into peer review improved student writing performance by 22%.
Genre-based instruction, which deconstructs the structural and rhetorical
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conventions of different text types, showed a 35% improvement in argument
structure in Malaysian secondary schools. Both approaches share a key
principle: students write better when they understand the architecture of what
they are trying to build.

Equally important is the reading-writing connection. Jeremy Harmer
emphasizes that strong writing depends on strong reading input—students who
encounter varied written texts absorb vocabulary, syntactic rhythm, and
rhetorical logic implicitly. Strategies such as cloze exercises, text paraphrasing,
and structured emulation of model texts reinforce this transfer. Digital tools like
Grammarly handle mechanical corrections automatically, freeing teachers to
focus diagnostic attention on higher-order issues: argumentation, cohesion, and
logical development.

3. Results: Linguistic Interference and Reading Deficits

Diagnostic screening consistently reveals that EFL students—particularly
Uzbek high schoolers—do not make random errors. Their mistakes fall into
three predictable categories: interlingual errors (native language rules applied
to English), intralingual errors (overgeneralization of English rules), and
discourse errors (misaligned rhetorical or cultural conventions). Understanding
these patterns is what makes diagnostic teaching efficient.

3.1 Key Interference Patterns in Uzbek-English Writing

The most persistent issue is syntactic. Uzbek follows Subject-Object-Verb
order; English uses Subject-Verb-Object. A student thinking in Uzbek will
often produce strings like "I to the hospital go" or "She book reads"—direct
mappings of Uzbek word order onto English. As sentence complexity increases,
this interference compounds, producing fragmented run-ons held together by
Uzbek-style agglutination rather than English conjunctions.

Morphological interference is equally systematic. Uzbek has no definite
or indefinite articles, so omissions like "I am student" or "Accident happened to
me" are near-universal among Uzbek learners. Plural markers are also dropped
after quantifiers—"many problem" and "all student" are diagnostic
staples—because Uzbek omits them in the same context. On tense, English
distinguishes between past simple and present perfect in ways Uzbek does not,
leading to predictable conflations: "I have seen her yesterday" or "I was gone to
the market." Prepositional mapping adds another layer; the Uzbek ablative
suffix -dan (meaning from/of) routinely produces "afraid from dogs" instead of
"afraid of dogs." Even common collocations suffer: students produce "make a
homework" or "do a mistake" through direct translation of native lexical
pairings.

Table 1. Summary of Key Uzbek-English Interference Patterns
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Category Uzbek Feature Diagnostic Example
Error
Syntax SOV word Verb "I to the
order misplacement; hospital go."
fragmented
sentences
Articles No articles in Omission or "1 am
Uzbek random insertion  student."
Plurals No plural after Missing "many
quantifiers plural morpheme  problem"
Tense Different aspect Past simple / "I have
boundaries perfect conflation = seen her
yesterday."
Prepositions Postpositional Wrong  or "afraid
suffixes missing from dogs"
prepositions
Collocations L1 lexical Incorrect "make a
associations verb-noun homework"
pairings

3.2 Reading Comprehension Deficits

Diagnostic work in writing classes frequently uncovers underlying
reading weaknesses. When students lack the contextual and cultural knowledge
to process authentic English texts, they default to word-by-word translation
rather than meaning-based reading strategies. The result in writing is
predictable: copied chunks of source text, shallow synthesis, and an
underdeveloped academic voice. Writing instruction that ignores reading input
addresses only half the problem.

4. Discussion: Implementing Diagnostics and Tiered Exercises

4.1 Adapting Diagnostics to Local Contexts

Global diagnostic tools cannot be transplanted wholesale into every
classroom. In Uzbekistan, where rural schools often have limited digital
infrastructure, effective diagnostics rely on paper-based matrices, structured
peer feedback logs, and contrastive analysis of Uzbek-English differences.
These low-tech approaches are highly effective: they focus precisely on the
high-frequency interference patterns most relevant to students' backgrounds.
Blended learning models—such as pre-class diagnostic quizzes via Telegram
bots or Google Forms—allow teachers to gather prognostic data before class
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and reserve face-to-face time for active writing tasks.

4.2 The Hierarchy of Remedial Exercises

The DWOM's central mechanism is a scaffolded progression from
controlled to free writing. At the preparatory level, imitative writing and
dictation exercises automatize lower-order mechanics—spelling, capitalization,
sentence boundaries—so they no longer drain cognitive resources during
complex argumentation. Transformation drills, where students rewrite
sentences to change tense or voice, isolate the morphological errors identified
during screening.

At the constructive level, sentence-combining tasks directly target the
run-on fragments caused by SOV interference, building intuitive familiarity
with English coordinating and subordinating conjunctions. Paragraph-assembly
exercises using the Hamburger Model (topic sentence + three supporting details
+ conclusion) introduce paragraph unity to students whose rhetorical traditions
favor circular, indirect structure. Jumbled paragraph tasks force students to
track lexical chains and pronoun references—concrete practice in text cohesion.
Précis exercises demand deep reading comprehension before writing can begin,
strengthening the reading-writing link directly.

At the communicative level, students engage with genre-specific
tasks—formal proposals, argumentative essays, data descriptions—aligned
with CEFR and IELTS requirements. Role-Audience-Format-Topic (RAFT)
tasks sharpen register awareness: writing the same message to a university
professor and to a peer requires sociolinguistic judgment that general grammar
drills cannot develop.

4.3 Feedback and the Teacher's Evolving Role

Traditional red-pen correction creates passive students who wait for errors
to be fixed for them. Coded feedback—marking error locations with category
codes like "Gr," "WW," or "Sp" and returning drafts—forces students to
diagnose and repair their own mistakes, producing deeper cognitive
engagement. Brief one-on-one conferences, where teachers ask "What did you
mean here?", separate vocabulary gaps from genuine logical or cultural
confusion. Peer review using the same rubrics teachers apply trains students to
read critically and, over time, internalize the evaluative standards they need to
self-correct independently.

5. Conclusion

Written competence in a foreign language cannot be built through
memorization alone. It requires guiding students through the psycholinguistic
shift from abbreviated inner speech to explicit written discourse—a shift made
harder by cross-linguistic interference, cognitive overload, and the limits of
traditional summative pedagogy. Pedagogical diagnostics offers a practical path
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forward: by identifying specific deficits early and responding with targeted,
tiered instruction, teachers stop reacting to finished products and start shaping
the writing process itself.

For Uzbek high school students, this means directly addressing the
predictable interference patterns that Uzbek grammar creates in English writing.
For teachers everywhere, it means moving from evaluator to
diagnostician—using formative data to match instruction to what students
actually need. When students work through structured progressions of
preparatory, constructive, and communicative exercises, and when they receive
diagnostic feedback that teaches rather than just corrects, they develop not just
writing accuracy but the metacognitive independence to keep improving on
their own. That is the real goal of writing instruction.
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