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Abstract. Based on the input and output hypothesis, the author constructs the reading-writing 

combined teaching model aided by mind mapping, and applies it to the teaching practice. This 

research lasted for a semester with the aim to study the specific impact of the model on the content 

relevance, structural logicality and language clarity of writing and students attitude to the new 

teaching model. The results show that the students in the experimental class get higher scores than 

those in the control class in the post-test, which further demonstrates the teaching model can improve 

students writing proficiency in terms of the content relevance and logical coherence, but its effect of 

improving the language clarity is not obvious. In addition, most students in the experimental class 

have positive attitude towards this teaching model.  

1 Introduction  

English reading and writing have always been an important part of college English teaching. In recent 

years, a large number of studies have shown that the reading-writing combined teaching model can 

effectively improve students writing proficiency. However, in the teaching practice, the author finds 

that students still have problems in writing a composition such as the irrational structure. As a visual 

tool of thinking representation, mind mapping can combine reading with writing, which is conducive 

to improving students' analytical ability, cultivating their divergent thinking and inspiring their 

inspiration.  

Therefore, the author applies mind mapping in college English reading-writing teaching and conducts 

a one-term research to study what influences the teaching model have on students English writing, 



SSH, 2020. 
http://paper.ieti.net/ssh/index.html      
DOI:10.6896/IETITSSH.202003_6.0005 
 

46 
 

especially on the content relevance, structural logicality and language clarity of writing. In addition, 

the author also attempts to study students attitude to the new teaching model.  

2 Interpretation of Related Concepts of Mind Mapping and College English Reading-Writing 

Teaching 

2.1 Mind Mapping 

Mind mapping, also called mental map, was proposed by Tony Buzan in the early 1960s. As Mr. 

Bozan wrote in his book that mind mapping is a powerful graphic technique which provides a 

universal key to unlocking the potential of the brain. And it can be applied to every aspect of life 

where improved learning and clearer thinking will enhance human performance (Buzan, 1993). A 

mind mapping radiates from the center and extends outward to form a mapping composed of a theme, 

nodes, lines, pictures, colors and key words representing thinking process and organizing relevant 

information. With continuous development of relevant theories, application of mind mapping in 

language teaching has become the hotpot of research. A number of studies have suggested that 

English learning and teaching efficiency can be improved with mind mapping. 

2.2 Reading-Writing Combined Teaching Model 

As two interdependent parts of English teaching, reading and writing should be combined. Reading 

can better prepare for writing, and writing can test the effect of reading. To improve students reading 

and writing ability, scholars have made great efforts. In recent years, reading-writing integrated 

teaching model has attracted wide attention of scholars at home and abroad, and has proved to be an 

effective teaching method. However, domestic teaching mainly focuses on training students to 

imitate the language points of reading materials instead of guiding them to analyze the structure and 

accumulate materials for wiring, which results in a rote learning. Whats worse, students become less 

interested in writing over time. On this very note, the author attempts to apply mind mapping in 

college English reading-writing teaching to make reading more effective and writing more easier 

based on mind mapping for students. 

3 Design and Procedure of the Experiment 

3.1 Subjects 

The total number of participants is 66, among which 33 freshmen from Class C21 and 33 freshmen 

from Class C24 in Lijiang College of Guangxi Normal University. The students of Class C21 major 

in financial management, including 17 boys and 16 girls. The students of Class C24 major in 

international trade, including 18 boys and 15 girls. It can be concluded that the sex ratio of the two 
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classes is balanced and similar. In addition, their average scores of the English final exam of the last 

semester are similar, 66.0854 and 66.0765 respectively. In addition, the author conducts pre-test to 

testify their English writing ability and the results show that there is no apparent difference in their 

English ability. And they are taught by the same teacher in the semester. Therefore, the two classes 

can be chosen as experimental sample.  

3.2 Instrument  

3.2.1 Test papers 

The author conducts a pre-test and a post-test. The materials of both test are randomly chosen from 

CET-4. In order to ensure no apparent difference in English writing ability between the experimental 

and control group, the author conducts the pre-test. All students are required to write an article no less 

than 100 words on Idol worship within 30 minuets. In addition, they are asked to list an outline to 

show how they construct the article. To study the impact of this teaching model on students writing 

ability, the author conducts the post-text. In the post-test, students are required to write an article no 

less than 100 words on the challenges of living in large cities within 30 minutes by means of mind 

mapping. Although the test materials are chosen from CET-4, the author doesnt totally follow the 

scoring standard of CET-4. With reference to the ESL Composition Profile put forward by Jacobs et 

al and the scoring standard of CET-4, the author sets a suitable scoring standard which takes total 

scores and three single items into consideration, that is, content relevance, structural logicality and 

language clarity. The standard adopts hundred percentage point system, among which content 

relevance accounts for 30, structural logicality for 30 and language clarity for 40.  

3.2.2 Interview 

When the experiment is over, the author interviews six students from the experimental class through 

stratified random sampling, three in high score group, three in middle score group and three in low 

score group. The interview aims to get feedback in using mind mapping from students. The students 

can speak Chinese to express their views fluently and accurately. Then the author records and 

transcribes what they have said.  

3.3 Procedure 

The experiment lasts for 20 weeks from February 25, 2019 to July 12, 2019. The whole experiment 

can be divided into three stages: pre-experiment stage, experiment stage and post-experiment stage.  

In the pre-experiment stage, the author conducted a pre-test by asking students to write a composition. 

The two groups are supposed to have no obvious difference in writing proficiency, and the author 
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randomly chooses C21 class as experimental group and C24 class as control group. The second week 

to the 19th week was the experiment stage, during which the author conducted teaching experiment. 

The experimental group was trained in reading-writing combined model by means of mind mapping. 

While the control group was trained in traditional reading-writing combined model. According to the 

teaching schedule, students were asked to write a composition after learning one unit every two 

weeks. In the post-experiment stage, the author conducted a post-test by asking students to write a 

composition and interviewed 6 students from experimental class. 

4 Results and Discussion 

4.1 The comparison of the pre-test scores 

First of all, a writing test was conducted to show whether there is any difference in writing 

proficiency between the two classes. The results of the pre-test were analyzed by independent sample 

T test to ensure that the students in the two classes had the similar writing proficiency before the 

experiment. The results are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics of EC and CC in the Pre-test 

Pre-test       Class N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean 

Scores C21(EC) 
33 65.8485 10.55379 1.83718 

C24(CC) 
33 65.8333 11.02247 1.91877 

Note:EC=Experiment class CC= Control Class N=Number 

From the Table 1, it can be seen that the mean score of experimental class is 65.8485 and the mean 

score of control class is 65.8333, which shows that the mean score of the two classes is basically the 

same. Whats more, the Std. Deviation of the classes are 10.55379 and 11.02247 respectively, which 

shows that the dispersion of writing scores in two classes is basically the same. 

Table 2  Independent samples test of writing scores in the pre-test between EC and CC 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances  t-test for Equality of Means 
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F sig. T df Sig.(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference  

Lower Upper 

Pre-test Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.000 .992 .006 64 .995 .01515 2.65648 -5.29178 5.32208 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  .006 63.880 .995 .01515 2.65648 -5.29197 5.32227 

It can be seen from Table 2 that the significant probability (SIG.) of the two samples is greater than 

0.05, which shows that the variance of the two samples is homogeneous. In addition, t=0.006, df=64, 

p=0.995 (0.995>0.05). The results show that there is no significant difference between the 

experimental class and the control class.  

4.2 The comparison of the post-test scores 

After a 18-week training in reading and writing, the author conducted a post-test.  

Table 3 Descriptive Statistics of EC and CC in Post-test 

Group Statistics 

class N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean 

scores C21(EC) 33 74.0909 8.75219 1.52356 

C24(CC) 33 67.9697 10.60066 1.84534 

Table 3 indicates that the mean scores of the experimental class and control class in the post-test are 

74.0909 and 67.9697 respectively. The mean score of the experimental class is 6.121 higher than that 

of the control class. Compared with the scores in the pre-test, the experimental class increased by 

8.2424 and the control class increased by 2.1364. But the independent sample t test must be 

conducted to further ensure the validity. 

Table 4 Independent samples T test of scores in the post-test between EC and CC 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  t-test for Equality of Means 
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F sig. T df Sig.(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference  

Lower Upper 

post-test Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.474 .494 2.558 64 .013 6.12121 2.39301 1.34062 10.90181 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  2.558 61.786 .013 6.12121 2.39301 1.33732 10.90511 

Table 4 shows that independent samples test of scores in the post-test are t=2.558, df=64, 

p=0.013(0.013<0.05). The results indicate that there is a significant difference between the 

experimental class and the control class in post-test, and the improvement of the experimental class 

students' writing proficiency is more significant. In other words, students of experimental class 

trained by reading-writing combined model aided by mind mapping have made greater progress than 

those in the control class do, which can also demonstrate that the teaching method is conducive to 

improving students writing proficiency. 

4.3 The comparison of the three parts of writing in post-test 

In order to further study the effect of the teaching model, the author studies its effect on the content 

relevance, structural logicality and language clarity of writing.   

Table 5 Descriptive Statistics of scores of the three parts in the post-test 

Class N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Content 

Relevance 

C21(EC)  

 

33 

22.7879 2.80911 .48900 

C24(CC) 20.6818 3.12954 .54478 

Structural 

Logicality 

C21(EC) 23.8636 1.99716 .34766 

C24(CC) 21.1515 3.15853 .54983 

Language 

Clarity 

C21(EC) 27.4394 4.38170 .76276 

C24(CC) 26.1364 4.97065 .86528 
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Table 6 Independent samples T test of scores of the three parts in the post-test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F sig. T df Sig.(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Content 

Relevance 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.022 .882 2.877 64 .005 2.10606 .73206 .64360 3.56852 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  2.877 63.267 .005 2.10606 .73206 .64327 3.56885 

Structural 

Logicality 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

7.752 .007 4.169 64 .000 2.71212 .65052 1.41255 4.01169 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  4.169 54.061 .000 2.71212 .65052 1.40793 4.01631 

Language 

Clarity 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.006 .938 1.130 64 .263 1.30303 1.15348 -1.00130 3.60736 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  1.130 63.008 .263 1.30303 1.15348 -1.00200 3.60806 

As for the content relevance, the average score of content relevance of experimental class and 

control class is 22.7879 and 20.6818 respectively with an average difference of 1.85 between the two 

classes. From the table 6, it can be seen that t=2.877, df=64, p=0.005.The P value is smaller than 0.05, 

which means there is significant difference between the experimental class and the control class in 
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content relevance. That is to say, the teaching method of experimental class is more conducive to 

improving students content relevance of writing.  

In terms of the structural logicality, the average score of structural logicality of experimental 

class and control class is 23.8636 and 21.1515 respectively with an average difference of 2.7121 

between the two classes. Table 6 shows that its P value(0.000) is much smaller than 0.05, which 

means there is significant difference between the experimental class and the control class in structural 

logicality. In other words, the teaching method of experimental class is excellent for improving 

students structural logicality of writing. 

With respect to the language clarity, the average score of language clarity of experimental class 

and control class is 27.4394 and 26.1364 respectively with an average difference of 1.303 between 

the two classes. The table 6 shows that the P value is 0.263 bigger than 0.05, which means there is no 

significant difference between the experimental class and the control class in language clarity. It can 

be concluded that the teaching method of experimental class is not effective in improving students 

language clarity of writing. 

In conclusion, the reading-writing combined teaching method aided by mind mapping is more 

conducive to improving students writing proficiency than the traditional one. As Stocky said, reading 

always influences writing. Only those high-quality and comprehensible reading input can better 

promote writing output, after integrating and internalizing. Mind mapping can effectively help 

students connect new knowledge with existing knowledge so as to ensure a meaningful learning. 

Mind mapping combines reading with writing and further promotes writing through reading.  

4.4 Interview  

The author interviewed six students from the experimental class through stratified random sampling, 

two in high score group, two in middle score group and two in low score group. The interview is 

open-ended with the two purposes. One is to make sense of the students' attitudes and opinions on the 

teaching mode; the other is to ask the students' feedback and suggestions on the teaching mode. And 

each contains three questions. 

For the first purpose, the author proposes three questions. The first question is Do you like and are 

willing to accept reading and writing combined teaching model aided by mind mapping? And why?. 

The second question is Can this teaching method help you better understand reading materials and 

promote your writing proficiency? The third question is What is the effect of this teaching model on 

your writing in terms of content relevance, structure logicality, and language clarity?. For the second 

purpose, the author asks students another three questions. The fourth is Can you draw a basic mind 

mapping in reading or writing? What are the difficulties in drawing mind mapping?. The fifth 
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question is Will you draw mind mapping in your reading and writing after class? And why?. The sixth 

question is What aspects of this teaching method do you think need to be improved? .  

Table 7 Answer to question 1 

Group Students Answer to question 1 

High score A Yes, I do. And I am willing to accept the teaching method because it makes 

most of us take part in class activities. And I becomes more concentrated in 

class.  

B Yes, I like it. This teaching method is very meaningful and interesting. I can 

show my talent for drawing, which gives me a sense of achievement. 

Middle score C Yes, I like it. Because we have more chances to express our ideas. And most of 

us become more active in class.  

D Yes, I like it. Now, I am looking forward to having English class every day. 

Low score E Yes, I like it very much. Mind mapping only presents key words, I can 

basically understand the meaning, which gives me a sense of achievement. 

F Yes, I do. Because we can discuss with others and draw a mind mapping 

together in the class. In this process, I can learn from others.  

From Table 7, it can be concluded that, in general, students like and are willing to accept the teaching 

model. And this teaching model is more interesting than the traditional one. Motivating students 

interest is the most important step in teaching. Moreover, a sense of achievement is frequently 

mentioned by students, which demonstrates that students think their efforts are paid off. The sense of 

achievement will encourage them to work harder to learn English. 

Table 8 Answer to question 2 

Group Students Answer to question 2 

High score A Yes. It is useful in reading and writing. I can quickly collect information. And it 

provides me with an example of how to organize my writing. 

B Yes, it can. Now, when I am reading, I will draw a mind mapping, which is like 

a bridge linking what I learned from the reading with writing.  

Middle score C Yes. Now I can understand articles more deeply. When I am ready to write, I 

will draw a mind mapping to list  arguments and structure, which makes me 

write smoothly. 

D Yes. It cultivates my divergent thinking, so I can come up with more related 

arguments to support my idea. 

Low score E Yes. Mind mapping provides me with a reference, so I can imitate the structure 

and logicality of reading materials. 

F Yes, it can. Before this semester, I wrote whatever comes into my head without 

planning. But now, I can write in logical order. 

In the interview, students mentioned some adverbs such as quickly, smoothly and deeply. Through 

these adverbs, it can be concluded that the application of mind mapping in reading and writing 

teaching has a significant effect on reading comprehension and writing proficiency, which  helps 

students not only read more quickly, but also construct the text logically.  
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Table 9 Answer to question 3 

Group Students Answer to question 3 

High score A Mind mapping can better summarize the main points and I will list many 

related ideas before writing, which makes my writing more convincing.  

B Now I will draw an outline through mind mapping so that I can clearly know 

what I am going to write.  

Middle score C I know how to enrich and construct my composition. I can list many arguments 

with one main topic.  

D I will list main points and framework through mind mapping before writing so 

that I wouldnt miss any arguments.  

Low score E I can arrange my composition orderly and I will imitate the linking skills in 

reading. Also, I know how to combine different ideas in my writing. 

F In the past, I divided my composition into two paragraph and seldom used link 

words. But now, I know how to arrange composition logically. 

Six students show that the teaching model can improve their writing proficiency to varying degree. 

However, for students at different writing levels, the impact of this teaching model is slightly 

different. For students in high and middle score group, the teaching model enhances their structure 

logicality, content relevance and language clarity, so as to optimize their writing. But for students in 

low score group, the effect on structural logicality is more evident. Before training, they cannot finish 

a composition by themselves, but now, they can appropriately arrange their composition and imitate 

the framework of reading materials in their writing. 

Table 10 Answer to question 4 

Group Students Answer to question 4 

High score A It is not difficult for me to draw a mind mapping alone. 

B Yes, I can. But sometimes I also have difficulties if the topic of writing is 

unfamiliar to me. 

Middle score C Yes, I can. But it is difficult for me to draw mind mappings for reading 

materials, especially complicated articles. 

D I think I can draw a mind mapping. But it took me a lot of time to draw a mind 

mapping for difficult articles. 

Low score E Actually, I can draw a mind mapping when I am writing. I think it is easier than 

mind mapping for reading materials. 

F I seldom draw mind mappings by myself. I like to draw them with others. But 

when I am writing, I will try to draw a mind mapping by myself. 

For the fourth question, students with different writing proficiency have different answers. Students 

who are good at writing can draw mind mappings by themselves. But sometimes, they will also have 

some difficulties in drawing mind mappings for complex articles. However, for students in middle 

score group, they can construct mind mappings independently at large. They don't have technical 
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difficulties in making mind mappings. The main difficulty lies in whether they can understand the 

article. Whats more, students in low score group have much difficulties in drawing mind mappings, 

especially for reading materials. The mind mappings of writing are easier because it is drawn in 

accordance with students own ideas.  

Table 11 Answer to question 5 

Group Students Answer to question 5 

High score A Yes, I will. The mind mapping is totally a new tool for me, I think it is 

interesting, attractive and useful. 

B Of course I will. In the past, I always forget what I read quickly, but now, I will 

draw mind mappings of reading materials to show its structure and main ideas. 

Middle score C Yes, I will. Now, I will use mind mappings to construct the framework for 

writing, which is more time-saving. 

D Yes, I will. I think it is a new method by which I can increase my interest and 

passion of reading and writing. 

Low score E I think I will use mind mappings in writing. But I wont use mind mappings 

when I am reading because it is difficult for me to draw them alone. 

F I will use mind mappings only in writing.. In the past, I will write what I think. 

Mind mappings can help me organize my writing in advance. 

Most of students show that they will use mind mapping after class. Students in high and middle score 

group clearly express that they will use mind mapping because of its usefulness, simplicity and 

visualization. Whats more, mind mapping is also useful for students in low score group. From the two 

students answers, it can be concluded that mind mapping is conducive to organizing their ideas in 

writing. But they are not willing to use mind mapping when they are reading because the reading 

materials are difficult.  

Table 12 Answer to question 6 

Group Students Answer to question 6 

High score A Overall, I think it's very good. But I hope teachers can give timely feedback, so 

that I can improve myself. 

B In group discussion, some groups are active and finish discussing quickly. 

While some groups are dull and often have nothing to discuss. I hope that 

teachers can give us more guidance in the discussion. 

Middle score C I think this teaching method is effective. There is nothing to improve.  

D Every aspects are perfect. I hope our teacher can assign more reading and 

writing tasks and frequently guide us to draw mind mapping. 

Low score E I think so far everything is fine. I hope our teacher can set up a QQ or WeChat 

group so that we can discuss our mind mappings after class with our teacher or 

classmates. 

F I think every aspects are good. 

From Table 12, it can be seen that students are very suitable for this teaching model. And three of 

them put forward some personal ideas. From their answers, it can be concluded that students have 
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great passion for this teaching model. And what teacher should do is to strengthen guidance in and 

after class. 

Based on students answers, it can be concluded that most students like and are willing to accept this 

new teaching model. Compared with the former classroom, the current classroom is more active and 

open, which makes them become more engaged in learning. This is because the reading-writing 

combined teaching model aided by mind mapping is student-oriented position of students, and gives 

them more time to discuss and opportunities to express ideas in class. Moreover, this teaching mode is 

also helpful to cultivate students good habits of writing. During the interview, some students said that 

they are afraid of writing because they dont know where to start and what to write. But now, they have 

great confidence and passion about writing because mind mapping helps them come up with more 

ideas and organize their composition logically. 

5 Conclusions 

It can be concluded that the reading-writing teaching model aided by mind mapping can effectively 

improve students' English writing ability. In addition, the teaching mode has a positive effect on the 

content relevance and structure logicality of students writing. However, it has no obvious effect on 

improving the language clarity of students writing, which is mainly related to the function of mind 

mapping. Mind mapping is conducive to improving students divergent thinking, stimulating students 

creativity and constructing their ideas. But improving ones language requires strong willpower and 

unremitting efforts. On the whole, the application of mind mapping in college English reading and 

writing teaching can change the traditional teaching method that teachers used to cram words and 

grammar into students. This teaching method enables students to have more initiative and autonomy 

in English class. Students become be more engaged in class and the class atmosphere becomes more 

active, which makes the teaching process no longer boring. With the help of mind mapping, students 

are able to learn English with a light heart, which reduces the difficulty of reading and writing to a 

certain extent. As a result, the reading efficiency and writing proficiency will be naturally improved. 

This study basically achieved the expected research purposes. However, due to the limitation and 

influence of some subjective and objective factors, there are some limitations in this study. The 

sample size is not large enough. The experiment time is not long enough. The author hopes that future 

researches can make up for the limitations, so as to better explore the impact of this teaching model on 

English reading and writing. 
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