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Abstract 

The general objective of this research was to compare the effectiveness of different fecdback 

methods on students' writing revisions. The specific objectives were to: (a) discover what feedback 

methods are in fact used in resJX>nding to students' writing at present (b) find out what students 

feel about the different feedback methods used in writing (c) compare the effectiveness of the 

teacher versus peer feedback on students' writing revisions, and (d) suggest the feedback methodls 

that could promote students' writing skills. 

To achieve these objectives, two questionnaires and four essays for students and questionnaires 

for writing teachers were used both in the pilot and the main studies. The results of the pilot and 

the main studies were analyzed and discussed in chaplers five and six, respectively. 

The results of the questionnaires for students largely revealed that 'error identification', 'writing 

comments', 'conferencing' and 'refonnulation' were the most common fonns of feedback used in 

resJX>nding to students' writing. The students reported that their writing lcachers mostly used 'error 

identification', 'writing comments' and 'confercncing' in descending order. The results of 

questionnaire for teachers also revealed that writing teachers usually used 'error identification', 

'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. This practice, however, seems to be 

at variance with what students wowd like to have. The results of the questionnaires for students 

revealed that students would like to have 'writing comments', 'conferencing' and 'error 

identification' in descending order. 

On the other hand, the results of the essays revealed that there was no significant difference 

between the mean scores of the two groups (teacher versus peer) for the impromptu essay and 

xvii 



the first and final drafts of the other three essays they wrote during this research. However, the 

mean scores of the ftrSt and final drafts were found to be significantly differem within the group 

for all the three essays. The essay results showed that irrespective of the feedback method (teacher 

versus peer) used in responding to students' writing, there was no significant difference between 

the writing pcrfonnance of the two groups. The results may suggest that teacher and peer feedback 

are equally effective in responding to students' writing. Moreover, the fact that students' writing 

improved significantly when they rC\\Tote the originals suggests that rewriting improves students' 

writing significantly. 
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Chapter One 

General Background 

1.1. Background note on Ethiopia 

Ethiopia is an ancient country located in Northeast Africa. It was ruled by monarchy until 1974 

when the military took power by deposing the then Emperor of the country. This was followed 

by one of the longest and bloodiest civ il wars in Africa. In this civi l war the mil itary govern ment 

was defeated by the opposition forces of the Ethiopian People's Revolut ionary Democrat ic Front 

(EPRDF) leading 10 the formation of the then transit ional government. 

According to the Royal Mail... (1994/5), Ethiopia is bordered by the Sudan. Kenya. Somalia. 

Eritrea and Djibouti. The central area is a vast high land region of volcanic rock fo rming a 

watered, temperate zone surrounded by hot, arid, inhospitab le desert. The Great Rift Valley. 

which starts in Palestine runs down the Red Sea and diagonally th rough Ethiopia, Kenya and 

Malawi. The escarpments on either side of the count ry are steepest in the nOlth where the terrain 

is very rugged. To the south, the landscape is generally flatte r and more suited to agriculture. 

Amhmic is the official language, although about 80 other native tongues are spoken in various 

regions in the east and south of Ethiopia. English is the second official language. Christianity 

(Ethiopian Orthodox) is mainly pract ised in the north and Islam in the east and south of the 

country (Royal Mail Internat ional Bus iness Travel Guide, 1994/5: 124). The present populat ion 

of Ethiopia is over 58 million (1996 census est imate). 



l.2. English in Ethiopia and Ethiopian Education 

English plays a very important role in Ethiopia as the second official language of the country. the 

official language of international organizations, and the medium of instruction from junior 

secondary schools all the way up to tertiary levels (Dejenie 1990). As Dejenie further explains. 

the history of English in Ethiopia is d irectly linked with Ihe irllroducl ion of modern education 

into the country and English has played a significant ro le in the educational system of the country 

ever since. English is taught as a subject from the first grade onwards and is used as a medium 

of instruction from grade seven all the way up to tertiary level education. Further, it also serves 

~ the official language not only for the international organizations located in Ethiopia (such as 

the Economic Commission for Africa ( ECA), the Organization of African Unity ( OAU) ), but 

also for some national organizations such as the Ethiopian Air Lines, the Commercial Bank of 

Ethiopia. and the Ethiopian Telecommunications Corporation. These organizations. as Dejenie 

further argues, use English as their working language because the nature of the jobs demands 

international contacts and/or transactions for which English is found to be the main tool. 

Similarly, Gebremedhin ([ 993) also argues that the ro le of English is so important in Ethiopian 

education in general and institutions of higher learning in particular. To this effect. he explains 

that almost all course books and reference materials that are available in the University are 

written in English. Under normal circumstances, as he further pinpoints. university students are 

expected to have a satisfactory command of the English language in order to undertake learning 

tasks that involve the use of both the language and the knowledge the students get from their 

reading sources. 
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Hailom (1993) also shows the s ignificant role English has in Ethiopia in general and Ethiopian 

education in particular. He underlines that English has been playing an important role in the 

country's efforts. particularly in the educat ion sector. Haile Michael (1993) also explains that the 

full-ncdgcd introduction of the English language into Ethiopia dates back to the beginning of the 

20
'h 

century. when the first government school was opened in Addis Ababa in 1908. English wm. 

then taught as a subject while French was used as a medium of instruction. The Ethiopian 

government's prime interest in the teaching of European languages was "based on the need for 

some Ethiopians to learn European languages in order to maintain contact with European 

colonial powers. and to access modem western knowledge" (Mc ab 1989:78 as quoted by Haile 

Michael 1993:17). 

Starting from the first quarter of the century, therefore, English ha~ played an important role in 

Ethiopia not only within the education system in the cou ntry, but al~o in busincss, government. 

and international relations (Haile Michael 1993: 17). Teshome ( 1995) also points out that the 

English language has assu med a significant role as a foreign language in Ethiopia for at least half 

a century. English is used as a medium of instruction from grade seven onwards, and thus the 

position of English language use in Ethiopia is on a cline between EFL on the one hand and 

English 'Mother Tongue' on the other. This could be why Bender et al. (1976) cons ider English 

as one of the major languages of Ethiopia. Thus, Bender et al . ( 1976) write: 

E,lgfish has allegligible number of natil'e speakers in Ethiopia, but (I( preselll 
time it htls a crllcial positioll ill edllcafioll, commerce. gm'erlllllellt, alld 
illfematiollal commullicatioll, and from this point of vie\\' it clin be regarded 
as a /IIajor Ethiopian language (Bender et al. 1976: 12). 
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As pointed out by the aforementioned and many other researchers. English has a significant role 

in Ethiopia in general and Ethiopian education in particular. However. there is a lot of talk about 

the decline in the quality of Ethiopian education. Critics of the Ethiopian education system tend 

to attribute using English as a medium of instruction as one of the major causes for growing 

decline in the quality of Ethiopian education (Dejenie 1990, Gebremedhin 1993. Hailom 1993, 

Haile Michael 1993). As these researchers argue, although it is evidem there is a decline in the 

quality of education in the country as a whole, the mere argument that using English as a medium 

of instruction is exclusively responsible for the decline in the quality of education sounds biased 

and politically motivated (Hail om 1993). There could be a number of factors for the decline in 

the quality of education in the country. Some of these factors. as Gebremedhin ( 1993) writes. 

quoting Rogers (1969) and Last (1983), include the faclthm, the educational system is not in 

harmony with the fundamental needs of the country. Moreover, it seems that the country cannot 

afford to provide the appropriate funding and running of the coumry's schools for the ever­

increasing nUlllber of children. Besides, as Gebremedh in notes, quoting Kehoe (! 964), the major 

reasons for students' poor competence in the English language is caused by poor teacher 

qualifications, lack of appropriate teaChing materials, and outdated leaching methodology in high 

schools. 

This view is also shared by Dejenie (1990). He points out that a number of factors affectlhe 

teaChing that goes on in the classroolll. He underscores that one of these problems is the large 

class size---an average of 70 students per class---which has a considerable impact on the amount 

of class practice and exercises done as well as the amount of individual attention each student 

is given whenever and wherever required. The other problem noted by the same researcher is the 
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"shift system", a method which is believed to solve the problem of the shortage of school space 

and other facilities by dividing the student population into two or three groups and making the 

groups take turn in using the same school facilities. The result is that the amount of time each 

group spends in class is minimised, eventually leading to a lesser period allotment for each 

subject. The other problem is that most teachers are not qualified for the tcachingjob and the in­

service opportunit ies are rare and the teachers' morale is very low. In addition to these problems, 

as Dejenie argucs, there is an acutc shortage of leaching materials. Textbooks are in short supply 

and supplementary notes and handouts are non-existent (Dejenie 1990: 15-16). 

Haile Michael (1993) also airs similar views for the decline in the quality of education in 

Ethiopia. He says that there are many fac tors which arc responsible for the decline in addition 

to the linguistic factors. He argues that lack of adequate reform in the education "'y"tem. which 

has been largely academic: and the rapid growth in student enrolment both at schooL colleges and 

university without a COlllmcnsurate increase in financial and other resources are some of the 

major factors for thc dccline in the quality of education in Ethiopia (J-Iaile Michael 1993: I -2). 

The current political changes in the country, as Hailom ( 1993:7) argues. seem to strengthen the 

position of English in Ethiopian education. The Ministry of Education has made the teaching of 

English compulsory ao; of grade one for all schools throughout the coulltry. This further suggests 

that English will cOlltinue to remain a very important language in Ethiopia in general and 

Ethiopian education in particular. Thus, the main question is what should be done to improve the 

teaching of English so that it cou ld facilitate the teaching-learning process in Ethiopian 

education. 
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To Ihl ... cffecl. il is worthwhile to briefly look at the efforts being made by the Department of 

Foreign Languages and Literature to overcome the acute problem of teaching and learning 

Engll ... h in Elhiopia in general and the Minislry of Education in particular. 

1.3. The Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

Thc Department of Foreign L1nguages and Literature is one of the four departments in the 

In ... titutc of Language Studies ((LS) of the Addis Ababa University (AAU). The other 

departments are the Department of Ethiopian Languages and Literature. the Department of 

LlnguI ... tIC ... , and the Department of Theatre Arls. The LLS. as Haile Michael (1993) writes. was 

... et up In 1978 afrer the restructuring of the then Faculty of Arts, under which Ihe departments 

then concerned with language studies, namely, English and Amharic Departments were 

adnllnl...rercd. The ILS was to act as both a teaching and research unit in matters pertain ing to 

hillguage studies (Haile Michael 1993:37). 

The main respons ibil ity of the Department of Foreign Languages and Literature is to train 

pro ... peclJ\'c teachers of the English language for senior secondary schools. Thc Department 

offers a number of courses to its trainees for three conseculive years. When the trainees reach 

fourth year (final year). they will be required to write senior essays on topics pertaining to 

English language teaching and learning. After they have completed both the course work and 

"'Cillor c ....... ay .... they will be awarded a B.A degree in English, which will qualify them to become 

Engll ... h teachers in senior secondary schools. In addilion. the Departmenl trains those students 

\\ ho would become journalists and public relations officers in various governmental and private 

organllatiolls Ihroughout the country. One other major lask of the Department is to teach service 
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Course"'m English to all first and second year students of the Addis Ababa University. The main 

objcclI\c of teaChing these Courses is to help first and second year students to improve their 

proficlenc) in English so that they might be able 10 function effectively in their academic studies 

(llade MIchael 1993:49). The Department further oversees the activities of other foreign 

language units ( for example, French unit, Italian unit) of the Department. 

The chairperson (head) of the Department is responsible for overseeing the daY-Io-day activities 

(both administrative and academic) of the Department. The academic staff ranging from 

graduate assistant to professor are responsible for teaching in the regular and extension 

programme .... and conducting research in areas pertinent to the teaChing and learning of English 

a .. a foreIgn language. Moreover, the academic staff members serve in various committee ... 

formed to promote the academic excellence of the Institute in general and the Department in 

parlleu].If. 

Further. the Department organizes workshops and seminars for its regular teaching staff and part­

tllHe I1lSlructors to upgrade their teaching abilities and familiarize them with the current isslles 

111 English language teaching and in teaching methods. 

The Department of Foreign languages and Literature has established strong academic links with 

the Instlll1lC of Education. University of London, and Lancaster UniverSity in The United 

K11lgdom. The British COllncil finances the scholarships offered 10 the Department. The links 

.. eelll to havc produced good results. A number of academic staff members of the Department 

have completed their doctoral degrees in Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) and 

Slyl1SI1CS and some other members arc in the pipe line. The writer of this thesis is one of the 

beneficiaries of these links. 

7 



r 

I 

2. 1. Statement of the problem 

Chapter Two 

Introduction 

Wrttmg IS a skill through which, in most cases, the student has to prove to the teachcr or 

examiner how well he/she learm the subject Students' success largely depends on their mastery 

ovcr writing in academic setting (Mulamba 1993:1), However, as Ri vers (1981) remarks, many 

college and uni'"ersity studems with (our, five, even six years of study of another language behind 

them. are unable to express themselves in a clear. correct and comprehensible manner in writing 

(River .. 1981:291). This problem is obvious in the writing of our freshman and sophomore 

,tudent.., aI the Addis Ababa University. In most cases, their essays may have to be read again 

.Uld again to make out meaning or the teacher/reader has to put (??) on the sludems' essays and 

paragraphs to indicate 10 the studem wri ler that what he/she has written makes no sense or not 

clear (10 the teacher/reader). This is the case in most studem essays and paragraphs. In other 

\vords. the problem is serious and multifacetcd. The content of their writing is not sat isfactory. 

Their grammar is usually faulty. Cohesion is. in most cases, non-ex istent. Words are usually 

either Ilmused or misspell. Student:; scem to have litt le or no idea about mechanics. Student:; by 

and large 'iecm not to have any idea about how to outl ine, how to organize ideas. how to 

<.,ummarilc ideas. how to paraphrase ideas. how to make nOles. elc. My sophomore English 

<.,tudcnt .. lold me that they had no idea as to how to write letters (personal or business) in English. 

It .. eem .. that thcy do not write in English outside of the classroom. [n short. our students seem 

to have a great difficulty in writing intelligibly and effecti ve ly. 
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Who is to blame? Content area teachers tend to blame language teachers. Language teachers tend 

to blame students. Students attribute their problems to poor academic background and schools, 

Schools complain about lack of good teachers and teach ing materials. The vicious circle goes 011. 

However. one thing is certain. The courses have failed to live up to the ralionale for teaching 

thenl, The rationale behind the teaching of English courses is that the courses would help the 

\tudcnt\ to improve their English proficiency so that they might be able to function effectively 

In their academic studies (Haile Michael 1993). Further, there seems to be a general tendency 

amongst language teachers (in Ethiopia) to relegate writing to homework or avoid it altogether. 

The rea.!!on i\ as Byrne (1988:25) remarks because "it is treated as a c0...Tpendium to the lesson 

rather than as a worthwhile learning activity in itself ", Moreover. writing entails a 101 of time and 

effort . In schools where there are 70 students in a class (Dejenie 1990) marking students' writing 

and providing feedback to individual student is very demanding and sounds impossible. Thus. 

language teachers either give very few written assignments or fail to correct and return them, A~ 

a whole. the problems our students have in writing seem to be the sum total of many factors. 

Byrne (1988) explains that on pedagogical ground alone it would seem that writing is a skill 

worth dcveloping in the foreign languagc. Our problem. as Byrne further nOles, is how to do thi\ 

111 ,>uch a way that they make measurable progress through the performance of realistic and 

rele\ ant !ask\ (Byrne 1988:7). To this end. the Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

h<l\ been making strenuous efforts to improve the English proficiency of English majors in 

general and their writing skills in particular. Evidently, writing Courses such as Sophomore 

English, illlermediale English and Advanced Composition are offered to English majors during 

their three years of train ing in the Depallment. However, students' English proficiency in general 
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and writing in panicular does not seem to show encouraging progress. Many teachers of writing 

complain that these English majors have a serious problem in the central issues of composition: 

overall organization. signposting. information packaging and clarity of meaning (Allwright 

1988). These limitations are quite obvious from students' writing (which the researcher has 

collected samples of). Moreover, the researcher is well aware of the magnitude of the problem 

from his years of teaching writing courses and advising students with their senior (41h year) 

essays. What makes the s ituation more serious is that these English majors are go ing to become 

teachers of English in the secondary schools. This implies that they should have a reasonably 

high level of English proficiency in general and writing in particular to be able to help their 

students develop writing skills. 

Over the last several years writing has begun to receive more emphaSis in the ESUEFL 

curriculum. and teachers of ESU EFL are focusing on writing more often in their courses and 

programmes. At the same time, those responsible for evaluating the proficiency of students for 

whom English is a foreign/ second language have felt a need for more efficient, valid and reliable 

Wil)'" of as ... essing communicat ive ability in writ ing (Jacobs et al. 1981). To this end, it is worth_ 

noung the role of feedback in improving students' writing skills. Differem theories of learning 

have their own ways of looking at feedback. For example. the behaviouristlearning theory tends 

to equate feedback with positive or negative reinforcement. These two aspects of feedback. ,L~ 

consequences of a student behaviour (response). bring about a strengthening or weakening of the 

re ... ponse. respectively. In a cognitive view of learning, the function of feedback is not only to 

provide reinforcement, but to provide information which learners can use actively in modifying 

their behaviours (Chaudron 1988: 133-34). In spite of their differences in approach. they all agree 
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that feedback is central in the teaching and learning of language in general and writing in 

particular. Feedback provides the writer with information for revision in his/her work. A ... 

Cotterall (1995) emphasises, in order to assume greater control of their learning, learners need 

way ... of assessing the quality of their language performance. Without feedback on their 

performance, learners can think they have mastered something when they have not, can fossilise 

in error~, become discouraged or resent the effort they have put in (Cotterall 1995:224). 

Similarly. Sommers (1982) underlines that without comments from their teachers or from their 

peers. student writers will revise in a consistently narrow and predictable way. Without 

comment ... from readers, students assume that their writing has communicated their meaning and 

perceive no need for revising the substance of their text (Sommers 1982: 149). 

Generally, as Chaudron (1988) reports, from the teachers' point of view, the provision of 

feedback. or ··knowledge of results·· (Annett 1969), is a major means by which to inform learners 

of the accuracy of both their formal target language production and their other classroom 

behaviour and knowledge. From the learners' point of view, the use of feedback in repairing their 

mterlocutors' utterances. may constitute the most potent source of improvement in both target 

language development and other subject mailer knowledge (Chaudron 1988: 133). This therefore 

call<., for investigating the different feedback methods used in writing in general and students' 

Wrltlllg in particular. 

To this effect, this research attempts to explore two feedback methods (used in writing)---teacher 

versus peer feedback and their effectiveness in improving students' writing revisions. 
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2.2. Objectives of the research 

Dheram (1995) notes that feedback seems to be as central to the process of teaching and leaming 

as revision is 10 the process of writing. It is therefore imporlant to develop an awareness of the 

nature and function of feedback so Ihat teachers and learners perform their roles effectively 

(Dheram 1995: 160). The underlying idea in feedback is that the response students receive from 

their writing teachers and peers becomes a dialogue in which teacher and student negotiate 

meaning (Murray 1985). Reid (1994) also states that responding to students' texts is central to 

succe"sful composition teaching and learning. Similarly, Chaudron (I984) underlines that only 

by means of feedback. receiving information about the effect of their writing on readers, can 

learners dnelop their skills in effective writing. 

However, according to Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990), recent survey work has suggested that there 

may be a misfit between feedback teachers provide on compositions and learners' interests---that 

is what the teacher gives and what the students would like to gel. Part of the problem lies in the 

nature of the teacher's feedback. which is unclear, inaccurme, and unbalanced---because it 

focuses only on cerlain elements in written output (c.g., grammar and mechanics) and because 

it overcmphasiscs negative points. Furthermore, commelllS are nOI structured enough 10 help 

writer.-. dnelop their ideas (Cohen and Cavalcanli 1990: 155). This implies that teacher feedback 

has cerlain drawbacks. One alternative approach to minimise these drawbacks could be to ask 

students to correct one another's papers. 
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Therefore, the main objective of this research is to compare the effectiveness of different 

feedback methods on students' writing revisions. The specific objectives are 10: 

(I) discover what feedback methods are in facl used in writing al present, 

(2) find OUI what learners say/feel about different feedback methods in writing, 

(3) compare the effect iveness of teacher versus peer feedback on students' writing revisions, and 

(4) suggest the feedback methodls that could promote students' writing sk ills. 

2.3. Importance of the research 

Writing teachers (in Ethiopia) at large tend to avoid giving wrinen assignments 10 their students 

for fear of the amount of work and lime involved in correcling sfUdents' writing because of the 

large number of slUdents in a class. This avoidance of wriuen assignments has a considerable 

Impact on the leaching and learning process in general and developing writing skills In particular. 

As this research attempts to find out what feedback methods are in fac t used at present in writing, 

explore whm learners say/feel about different feedback methods, and compare different feedback 

methods llsed in writing, the results of th is research could have the following pedagogical values: 

(I) as writing is an important medium in the teaching and learning process at all levels in 

Ethiopian education, writing teachers could choose/use the feedback method/s, which could be 

effective in promoting students' writing skills, and 

(2) the results could also provide a useful framework for fUlufe research. 
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2.4. Scope of the research 

The focal point in this study was to compare teacher feedback versus peer feedback on students' 

writing revisions. Given the administrative and technical problems that would be involved in 

collecting a large sample of essays from all groups that took Sophomore English during the two 

semesters of data collection for this study, the researcher has concentrated on the essay samples 

of two groups both in the pilot and the main studies. As a result, 10 students were randomly 

se lected from two groups of 30 students for the pilot study and 18 students were selected in the 

same way from two groups of 26 students for the main study. All in all, the students wrote 70 

essays (first draft and final draft) for the pilot study and 126 essays (first draft and final draft) 

for the main study on four different topics. Thus. the data for this research was based on these 

196 essay drafts (first and final) of the pilol and the main studies in addition to the questionnaires 

for students and questionnaires for writing teachers conducted during the pilot and Ihe main 

studies. 

2.5. Definitions of terms and abbreviations 

This part attempts to define the terms and the abbreviations used in the pilot and the main studies 

of this research. 

S = student 

G = group 

D = draft 

N = number (of students) 

X = value awarded by rater J(see correlation coefficient tables in Appendices M and N) 

Y = value awarded by raler 2 (see correlation coeffic ient tables in Appendices M and N) 

Xl = va lue of Dl for G l 
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y~ ::;: value of 0 1 for G
1 . .. 

cont. ::;: Content 

org. ::;: organization 

lang. ::;: language 

voc. ::;: vocabulary 

mech. ::;: mechanics 

par. ::;: paragraph 

pars. ::;: paragraphs 

comd. ::;: continued 

TWE::;: tesl ofwrillen English (Jacobsci al. 1981) 

ESL::;: English as a second language 

TEFL::;: teaching Engl ish as a foreign language 

Ll ::;: language one 

L2 ::;: language two 

kebelie::;: the smallest administrative unit of a town or city 

kiremt::;: rainy season 

S.D ::;: \tandard deviation 

t o.> ::;: I-observed 

I,:;: I-critical 
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2.6. Organisation of the thes is 

The thesis comprises seven chapters and bibliography followed by a list of tables and appendices 

which include questionnaires, a list of teacher/peer comments, sample essays and other relevant 

data and information. Chapter one attempts to provide some basic information on Ethiopia. This 

is followed by chapter two wh ich outlines the problem, objectives of the research, importance 

of the research, scope of the research, definitions of terms and abbreviations used in the thesis 

and organization of the thesis. Chapter th ree deals wi th review of related literature and chapter 

four outlines the various research methods employed in this study. Chapter five shows the 

analysis and discussion of the pilot study and chapter six is on Ihe analysis and discussion of the 

main study of this research. The last chapler. chapter seven. contains the conclusion and 

recommendations of the thesis. 
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Chapter Three 

Review of related literature 

This chapter has three pans. The first part attempts to review what literature has to say about 

wriling skills. The second pari deals with error correction and the last part allempts to addres:-. 

some important and relevant issues in feedback. 

3.1 Writing skills 

3.1.lllItroducriOIl 

Language proficiency is worth developing for language teachers in general and writing teachers 

in particu lar. This is important because a tcacher who is proficient in the language he/she teaches 

has confidence in hislher profession. As Murdoch (1994:254) points out, "For non-native Engli~h 

teachers. language proficiem.:y will always represent the bedrock of their professional 

confidence." This idea is also shared by Lange ( 1990) who rates language competence as the 

most essential characteristic of a good language teacher. 

In line with this. writing. which is an integral part of language teaching and learning process, is / 

wonh developing at any level of language learning programme. Writing and the process of 

struggling with language to gel ideas down on paper is a valuable aid to the learning process 

(Hedge 1988). Rivers (1981 :308) also points out that writing is a skill which must be taught and 

practised. This is true at any level of learning, especially in colleges and universities where 

students are required to provide writing tasks in various disciplines. 

17 

5 



In the light of this, the main focus of this part would be to show what the literature has to say 

about writing in general and developing writing skills in particular. In order to achieve this 

purpose, the following topics will be explored in this part: the nature and purpose of writing, 

writing in LI compared with writing in L2, the main approaches in ESL writing instruction, 

integration of skills, and some general guidelines for developing writing sk ill s. 

3.1.2 The nature and purpose of writing 

3.1.2.lllltroductiolJ 

It is through language that we express our likes and dislikes, love and hate, joy and grief, hopes 

and aims. etc. Writing. which is an integral part of language, plays a major role to this end. As 

White and Arndt (1991: I) indicate, "Through writing we are able to share ideas, arouse feelings, 

persuade and convince other people. We are able to discover and articulate ideas in ways that 

only writing makes possible." 

Writing is an important means of communication. Writing is not only used as a means of 

communicat ion but also as a permanent record. Yet despite the power of writing as a permanent 

record. as a form of expression, and as a means of commun ication---it has tended to be a much 

neglected part of the language programme, both in first and foreign or second language teaching 

(White and Arndt 1991). However, Raimes ( 1987) underlines that writing should not be seen as 

simply one of the skills and the one taught last and emphasized least. According to Raimes 

(1987) and Rivers (1981), writing can be used for learning other language skills. BUI writing is A 

by no means easy. Some applied lingu ists and theorists say that writing is such a complex and 

recursive skill. To this end, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1983:20) remark, "Writing a long essay 
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is probably the most complex constructive act that most human beings are ever expected to 

perform." Hence, the fo llowing pan attempts to explore the nature of writing at length. 

3.1.2.2 The nature of writing: why is writing difficult? 

To begin with, White and Arndt (199 1:1 2) indicate, "We believe that there is no point in 

pretending that writing is easy. Indeed, certain cogniti ve psychologists have described it as the 

most complex and demanding of all cognit ive activities undertaken by human be ings, .... " The 

idea that writing is complex and demanding is also shared by Byrne (1988) and Hughey et al. 

(1983) who explain that certain psychologica l , linguistic, and cognitive factors make writing a 

complex and difficult discourse medium for most people. in both native and second language. 

Funhermore, Widdowson (1983) points out that two tasks are involved in learning to write. On 

the one hand. the student·writer has to learn how to conduct a non·reciprocal interaction by 

adopting a dual participant role, anticipating the reactions of a presumed interlocutor. On the 

other hand, he/she must be aware of the function of language as a dev ice for negotiating the 

transfer of information and reference to shared knowledge. 

It is not only that one has got to learn to write but also, as Bell and Burnaby (1984), cited in 

Nunan (1989:36), state: 

Writing is an extremely complex cognitive activity ill which the \vriter is 
required to demonstrate control oj a lIumber oj Wlriables Simultaneously. At 
the sentence level these illclude cOll1roi oj cOlltell1,Jomrat, scntellce structure, 
l'Ocabulan, pUllctuatioll alld letter Jonnation. Beyolld the sentence the writer 
must be able to structure alld il/tegrate illJormatioll into cohesive alld coherelll 
paragraphs alld texts. 

, 
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It can be argued from what has been said above that writing is such a complex and demanding 

activity. On the one hand, the psychological, linguistic and cognitive factors involved in writing 

make writing demanding. On the other hand, the writer is expected to control a number of 

variables at the same lime in writing. In the light of thi s, it wou ld seem reasonable to further 

examine why wri ting is difficult for students in general and ESU EFL studen ts in particular. 

It seems thaI the difficulty in writing emerges largely from the nature of writing out li ned above. 

To this end. Hedge (1988) remarks thatlhe difficulty in writing might be for the same reasons 

that large number of adult native speakers never achieve a high level of expressiveness in writing 

their firsllanguage and this is partly to do with the nature of writing. Writing is challenging for 

ESU EFL learners because, as White (1987) explains. it involves discovering ideas, discovering 

how to organize them. and discovering what it is that one wants to put over to the reader. 

Moreover, as White further stales. it is a th inki ng process. Writing cannot be separated from 

thinking when students compose. 

The difficulty of writing in English is further compounded by the fact that effecti ve writ ing 

requires a number of things from the learners: a high degree of organization in the development 

of information: a high degree of accuracy so thaI there is no ambiguity of meaning; the use of 

complex grammat ical devices for focus and emphasis: and a careful choice of vocabulary. 

grammatical patterns, and sentence structures to create a style which is appropriate to the subject 

matter and the even tual readers (Rosen 1981), as ci led in Hedge (1988:5). 
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This seems to be true of all kinds of writing because all writing, no mailer how humble, is 

consciously created, and results from cognitive processes involving translation of non-linear 

thought into linear written language (White and Arndt 199 1). The difficulty students encounter 

when they write in English is wel l illustrated in Whi te and Arndt (1991) by comparing it with 

flying a craft: 

It is said that the two most critical alld exacting manoeuvres in jlying are 
taking off and landing, and the same is true of writing. A good beginning will 
attract the reader's attemion; a good ending will send the reader away 
satisfied and stimulated. Less exciting, though no less important, thall taking 
off and landing is the busilless of staying airborne. As a pilot has to keep the 
craft alld its passengers safely in the air, so a writer has to keep the text 
jlOlving and sustaill the reader's imeresl ( White alld Arndt 1991: 102). 

It seems that the difficulty in writing for students largely emerges from the nature of writing. The 

other reasons include the fact that writing involves discovery, thinking. and requires a number 

of things from the learners. As Richards (1990: I (0) argues, "Learning to write well is a difficult 

and lengthy process, one that induces anxiety and frustration in many learners." It might be for 

these reasons that, in most cases, most people tend to avoid wri ti ng. " ... writing is usually an 

irksome activ ity and an ordeal to be avoided wherever possib le"(Widdowson 1983:34). Th is 

seems to be true in the teaching and learning process where teachers tend to teach writing at last 

or avoid or relegate it to homework. 

3.1.2.3 The purpose of writing 

As most researchers and teachers of writing wou ld agree. the fo llowing questions are worth 

raising when we discuss the purpose of writing: Who;s my reader? What do I need to say? How 

callI make if clear 10 my reader? To thi s end, Hedge (1988) exp lains that it is a clear sense of 
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audience which enables a writer to select appropriate content and express it in an appropriate 

fo rm and style. Simi larly, Hughey et al. (1 983) point out that writers must have intent or purpose 

before meaningful communication can occur. The primary objective of writing is communicat ion 

and there is no writing without a purpose and without a reader in mind. 

The idea of purpose is well illustrated by Widdowson (1983) who says that the writer should 

know who he/she is writing to. what he/she is writing abou t and why he/she is writing. He further 

remarks thai these are, after ail, nonnal conditions for writing, and without them there can be no 

basis for interaction. The writer cannot negotiate anything unless, ali Widdowson argues, he/she 

knows who he/she is negot iating with and for what pu rpose and unless he/she knows the 

conventions of the particular kind of negotiation he/she is engaged on. If these necessary 

conditions are not provided, then the business of pUlling words on a page Oecomcs not a social 

activity but a language exercise: a manifestation of linguistic rules for display and not a 

realization of linguistic rules for communication. If the student does not recogn ize writing as a 

fu ndamcntal1 y interactive enterprise, then he/she wil1 be forced to produce text which has no 

derivation from discourse: a piece of language existing in isolation for its own sake. Product ion 

of text for its own sake is not writing as a communicative act ivity but simply an exerc ise in 

lingu istic composit ion (Widdowson 1983: 44). However humble the writing might be. there is 

always a reader and a purpose at the back of the wri ter's mind. That is why Pincas (1982). Raimes 

(1983). and Widdowson (1978) pronounce that there is no writing without a reader and a 

purpose. Moreover, the process of writing is a valuable learning 1001 for students in first as well 

as second or foreign language. A number of researchers pronounce that writing is a medium 

worth teaching and practis ing. 
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3.1.2.3.1. General purposes 

Different researchers and theorists suggest that writing could be used for a number of reasons. 

For example, Irmscher ( 1972) gives the following reasons for writing: (a) Writing is an important 

means of communication. (b) Writing frequently reveals to us that what we know and feel or 

what we may think we know but cannot verbalize. (c) Writing is also a means of organizing 

what we think. (d) Writing also helps us to weigh thought. (e) Writing inescapably mirrors the 

self. These reasons are rather general although they point out that writing has a number of 

reasons. More specifically. writing could be used as a valuable teaching and learning tool. In 

other words, writing can be used for pedagogical purposes. 

3.1.2.3.2. Pedagogical purposes 

Byrne (1988) points out the following as pedagogical purposes of writing: (a) to provide for 

different learning styles and needs (b) to provide the learners and parents with some tangible 

evidence that they are making progress in the language (c) exposure to the foreign language 

through more than one medium, especially if skills are properly integrated, appears to be more 

effective than relying on a single medium alone and Cd) writ ing provides variety in classroom 

activities, serving as a break from oral work. At the same time, it increases the amount of 

language contact through work that can be set out of class and (e) writing is often needed for 

formal and informal testing. Similarly, Raimes (1987) indicates that teachers ask their students 

to write for the purposes of reinforcement, training, imitation, communication. fluency and 

learning. Moreover, Hedge (1988) notes that writing can be used to assess and diagnose the 

problem areas students have in language learning. 
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In addition, it is important to realize that language proficiency would be incomplete and 

ineffective without developing the abil ity to write proficiently. As Hughey et al. (1983) explain. 

students should be encouraged to believe that they will never attain full literacy in their L2 until 

they have achieved competence in writing. Rivers (1981) also remarks that writing gi.ves the 

student practice in manipulating structural variants and in selecti ng and combin ing lexical 

elements, adding the reinforcement of the kinaesthetic image to the aud itory and visual. 

In sum. understanding the purpose of writing helps to realize the role of writing in our everyday 

communication in general and teaching and learning process in particular. To this effect, different 

researchers and theorists have pointed out that writing has a good number of reasons and writing . 
presupposes a reac,ier and a purpose and underlined that language proficiency is incomplete and 

Lneffective without the ability to write proficiently. Thus, it is worthwhi le for writing leachers 10 

realize the natu re and purpose of writing and help their students accordingly. 

3.1.3. Writing in Lt versus writing in L2 

3. 1.3. 1 Introduction 

It seems plausible that the ability to write in one's native language could lead to the ab ility to 

write proficiently in the second or foreign language. But the actual reality appears different. In 

line with this, Byrne (1988) says: 

We should not assume, however, that they (L2 learners) are proficient at 
writing ill their mother tongue, or that they already possess the necessary 
orgalli:atiollal skills for writing effectively. Nor should we assume that the 
ahili!)' to write ill the mother tongue can be transjerred to the foreigll 
lallg1;age, although some global mmsfer, as with readillg ability, ojtell seems 

10 /(Ike place (By",e 1988:5-6). 
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White and Arndt (1991 :3) also remark, "People in their native language though they may have 

a more extensive stock of language resources to call upon, frequently confront exactly the same 

kinds of writing problems as people writing in a foreign or second language." It seems 

reasonable that a comparison of writing in LI with writing in L2 (as presented by different 

researchers and theorists) would make the argument more tangible. 

3.1.3.2 Research find ings 

Krapels (1990: 37-56) in Kroll (ed.)( 1990) has tried to summarize the influences of writing in 

LI on writing in L2 (as found out by different researchers and theorists). To begin With, Zamel 

(1976) and Raimes (1979) recommended treating L2 writing as a process in the L2 classroom--­

thereby decreasing the focus on surface-level errors and achieving correctness. They encouraged 

their colleagues to Jearn from first langll:lge theory, practice, and research and to apply effective 

LI techniques to L2 writing instruction. Since Ihattime, second language wriling teachers have 

begun to conduct their own investigations of L2 writing processes and of the use of process­

oriented pedagogy with second language learners. Chelala (1981) and Jones (1982) in their 

second language writing process studies distinguished between effectiveness and ineffectiveness 

in writing. Jacobs (1982) studied six native and five non-native graduate students and found that 

linguistic competence does not affect composing competence among language learners. Her study 

revealed no significant differences between LI and L2 subjects. Zamel (1982) also found that 

competence in the composing process was more imporlam than linguistic competence in the 

ability 10 write proficiently in English. She found that the writing processes of her L2 subjects 

were like those of the subjects described in LI studies. Zamel concluded that L1 process-oriented 

writing instruction might also be effective for teaching L2 writing. 
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Zamel's (1983) study of six advanced (university) L2 students provided more support to a theme 

that was developing among L2 writing sludies---that L2 writers compose like LI writers. She 

had two types of subjects---skilled and unskilled. The ski lled L2 writers in her study revised more 

and spent more time on their essay than the unskilled writers. In general, they concerned 

themselves with ideas first, revised at the discourse level, exhibited recursiveness in their writing 

process, and saved editing unti l the end of the process---all writing strategies similar to those of 

skilled LI writers, as described in LI writing process studies (e.g. Pianko 1979, Sommers 1980). 

Zamel's (1983) unskilled L2 writers revised less and spent less time writing than the skilled 

writers. They focused on small bils of the essay and edited from the beginning to the end of the 

process, very like the unskilled writers in Sommers' (1980) report of her LI writing process 

study. Zamel maintained that the sk illed writers in her study "clearly understand what writing 

entails," whereas the unskilled writers did nol. 

Raimes (1985b) has also offered more information on unskilled L2 writers. Her "unskilled" 

subjects composing competence did not correspond with their linguistic competence, "a recurrent 

finding in L2 writing research" (Kro ll (ed.) 1990:44). Moreover, Raimes noted that the subjects 

paid less auention to revising and editing and they seemed to reread their work to let the idea 

germinate. Furthermore. whereas Zamli1 ( 1982, 1983) pointed out similarities in the writing 

behaviour of L1 and L2 writers, Raimes ( 1985b, 1987) found differences when she compared her 

subjects to the LI subjects of Pianka (1979) and Perl (1978). Raimes (1985b) reponed that her 

subjects wrote more. exhibited more commitment to the writing task, produced more content, and 

paid less attention to errors than Perl's subjects . Raimes (1987) concluded that L2 writers were 
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different from LI writers in that L2 writers, "d id not appear inhibited by attempts to edit and 

correct their work", 

Before Raimes. L2 researchers had underscored the likeness between LI and L2 writers, both 

skilled and unskilled. Raimes agreed that likeness certainly existed, but differences between LI 

and L2 writers as well, and for this reason, Raillles suggested "the adaptation rather than the 

wholesa le adoption of Ll writing instruction" (Kroll (cd.) 1990:45). 

Raimes' (1985b, 1987) findings indicate that the act of writing in a second language is somehow 

different from that of writing in a first language and that there may be a relationship between the 

Iwo processes. These differences have not yet been fully examined in second language writing 

process research , but some studies have begun to explore differences belwcen L1 and L2 writel,"" 

have included consideration of the role of first language in second language writing, have 

compared LI and L2 writing processes, and have investigated the influence of LI writing 

processes on L2 writing processes. 

Edelsky's (1982:227) study indicated that when writing in second language, writers call on what 

they know about writing in their first language. She found that knowledge of writing "forms the 

basis of new hypothesis rather than interferes with writing in another language," and she implied 

that fundamental LI composing processes were applied (0 L2 compos ing. In addition, Lay 

(1982:406) who analyzed the compositions of four adult Chinese-speaking L2 students, pointed 

out two things: (I) when there were more nalive language switches (compared to the same essay 
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without native language switches), the essays turned out to be of much bener quality in tenns of 

ideas, organization and details and (2) certain topics induced more native language switches. 

Martin-Betancourt (1986) also analyzed the protocols of Puerto Rican college students and 

concluded that L2 writing process was similar to the LI process, with the exception of two 

composing behaviours---using more than one language and translating. She further pointed that 

her subjects had inadequate vocabulary in L2 writing. Raimes (1985a) also mentioned the 

problem of inadequate vocabulary among her L2 subjects and commented that this was also a 

problem for L 1 writers. 

Cumming (1987) reponed that his subjects tended to use their first language for generating 

content for the writing tasks they were given. lIe observed that the unskilled writers consistently 

used Lito generate ideas. the skilled writers used LI for both generating content and checking 

style. particularly with regard to diction. Moreover, Campbe ll (1990), in Kroll (ed.) (1990). 

explored both the products and the composing processes of Ll and L2 students to compare the 

way in which they incorporated infonnation from rcading into their academic writing. He found 

that the L2 writers planned less and depended more on reading than the L I writers. 

As a whole, the findings indicate that there are similarities between writing in LI and writing in 

L2 ahhough differences have been noted in some instances. The point worth noting here is that 

although a background in first language writing may help to inform the explorations of second 

language writing teachers and researchers, it should not be presumed that the act of writing in 

one's first language is the same as the act of writing in one's second language because the two 
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contexts are different. However, it is not enough to be content with the present findings. It seems 

that more research works and explorations should be conducted to establish more dependable 

and valid guiding theories and principles. 

3.1.4 Different approaches to ESL writing instruction 

3.1.4.llllIrodlictiOIl 

Different applied linguists and theorists have come up wi th different writing approaches at 

different times for teaching writ ing both (0 L I and L2 learners. The past efforts to estab li sh the 

best method were. as lamel (1987) notes, based on the faulty assumptions that there was a besl 

method. The object ive situation is, however, d ifferent. As Raimes ( 1983:5) remarks, "There is 

no one answer to the question of how to teach writi ng in ESL classes. There are as many answers 

as there are teachers and (eaching ~Iyle.;:;, or learners and learning Slyles." This clearly shows that 

there are quite a large number of approaches used in teaching writing in ESUEFL classes. It 

wou ld be difficult to di scuss all of them here. Thus, the focus of this section will be to highlight 

the major approaches used in ESL writing. 

3.1.4.2 The controlled composition 

This approach is sometimes referred to as the guided composition and its origin traces back 10 

the oral approach 10 language teaching. Accord ing to this approach, language is speech and 

learning is habit fomation. The approach was highly influenced by the ideas of structural 

linguistics and behaviourist psychology. Hence, for this approach, language is primarily speech 

and writing should serve the role of reinforcing oral patterns of language (Silva 1990: 12-13). The 

main concern of this approach is, as Silva (1990) explai ns, formal accuracy and correctness and 
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as much as possible to avoid errors that are caused by the interference of first language. It claims 

that mistakes can be avoided, as Silva further notes, by positively reinforc ing appropriate second 

language behaviour. The instructional methodology focuses on the learning of vocabulary and 

sentence patterns involving practice exercises like fill-ins, substitutions, transformations and 

complet ion. The learner is expected to manipulate the lingui stic features he/she has learnt. The 

teacher's role is to see to it that the learner produces correct structures. The topics for writing are 

assigned by the teacher. 

This approach pays little or no altemion to the complexity involved in writing. The important 

features like content, purpose and audience are also down played. 

3.1.4.3 Current-traditional rhetoric approach 

Around the mid-sixties the controlled composit ion approach wa'i felt inadequate on the grounds 

thai ESL sludents needed to produce extended discourse in writing (Silva 1990: 13).This meant 

that writing involved much more than the abi lity to manipulate linguistic structures and it was 

felt necessary lO bridge the gap between controlled and free writing. The current-traditional 

rhetoric was thus meant to serve this purpose. 

The focus of this approach is on paragraph and essay development. At the paragraph level, the 

focus is on topic sentence, supporting sentences, concluding sentences and the use of linking 

devices. Paragraph development employs techniques like illustration, exemplification, 

comparison, contrast, classification, definition, and cause and effect relationship. The other 
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Important focus was essay development. As Silva (1990: 13) notes, essay development is 

"actually an extrapolation of paragraph principles to larger stretches of discourse." Essay writing 

also uses the same techniques used in paragraph development. The essay is structured into 

introduction, body and conclus ion. The major forms of discourse are narration, exposition, 

description and argumentat ion . This approach has been dominant in American English rhetoric 

(Silva 1990, Bander 1978), 

According to this approach. learning to write is acquiring the ability to arrange sentences and 

paragraphs into prescribed patterns to create connected discourse. Learning to write involves 

becoming skilled in identifying, internalizing, and executing of these patterns. The context of 

writing is academic and the teacher is the reader and evaluator. The currenHraditional approach 

is still widely used in ESUEFL writing materials and classrooms (Silva 1990: 15). 

3.1.4.4 Communicative approach 

This approach seems to have emerged from "a view of language as communication, a view in 

which the meaning and uses to which language is put playa central part" (Brumfit and Johnson 

1979). This approach differs from the other approaches to language teaching in the sense that it 

lays greater emphasis on the teaching of "communicative competence" (Richards and Rodgers 

1986). They say that the goal of language teaching is to develop what Hymes (1972) referred to 

as "communicative competence". In Hymes' view, as cited in Richards and Rodgers (1986:70),"a 

person who acquires communicative competence acquires both knowledge and ability for 

language use .... " Thus, it is worth noting the following features which, according to 
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communicative approach, could enhance communicative competence in language teaching and 

learning process. 

3.1.4.4.1 Learning 

The knowledge about the language and the ab il ity to use the language (communicat ive 

competence) are the aims which classroom teachers wish their students to develop in the teaching 

and learning process. However, these goals cannot be achieved only by the efforts the teacher 

makes in the classroom. The learners must take the responsibility for their learning if meaningful 

learning is to take place in the teaching and learning process. The following idea might make the 

argument more explicit: 

11 is now widely accepted tilat education must he ultimately concerned I/ot 
just with teaching but with learning. Dlle cOl/sequence of this is that what 
happens in the classroom must i1/volve the learner and mllst be judged ill 
terms of its effects 01/ him. Allolher equally importa1l1 consequence is that 
learning becomes to a large extent the leamer's responsibility. The teacher 
can help, advise and teach; bllt ollly the lea mer call leam (Morrow 1981 :63). 

The best way to learn any skill would be to practise it. To become a good driver the best way is 

to drive. Similarly, to become a proficient writer the best way is again to write a lot. To this end, 

Hedge (1988: II) says, "My own experience tells me that in order to become a good writer a 

student needs to write a lot." This seems to be one of the features of communicative approach 

to language teaching---you learn to do by doing. "Only by practising communicative activities 

can we learn to communicate" (Morrow 1981 :64). 
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3.1.4.4.2 Purpose and audience 

Another aspect that communicative approach stresses in the tcaching and learning process is (he 

purpose of writing and audience for it. According to Raimes (1983c;8), student writers are 

encouraged to behave like real writers in real life and 10 ask themselves Iwo crucial questions 

about purpose and audience: 

Why am I writing this? 

Who will read it? 

This can be pm into use in the classroom. As Byrne (1988) explains, the teacher can devise 

situations which allow students 10 write purposefully: for example, they can write to one another 

in the classroom or use writing in role· play situations. Thus, they can practise the language and 

allhe same lime learn from each other. 

3.1.4.4.3 Level of operation 

Another feature worth ment ioning about communicative approach is that it "emphasizes 

operation a{ levels above the sentence" (Johnson 1981). This is particularly important because 

students, in most cases, are expected to write paragraphs and essays both in writing practices and 

essay examinations. Moreover, it is at paragraph level that the teacher can see whether the 

studcms can correctly use the skills of cohesion and coherence in their writing. 

The relevance could be more clear if we consider this in relation to the situation in Addis Ababa 

University. Our students are required to write a number of paragraphs, essays and term papers 

during their slay ill the University. For example, our degree students who do Sophomore English 

course in the second year are required to produce quite a number of paragraphs and essays ill 
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different fonns of discourse (narration, description, exposition and argumentation) during the 

semester. Moreover, almost all history, geography, biology, chemistry. sociology and literalUre 

Courses entail writing intelligible texts for lab. reports, term papers, different examinations and 

4th year senior essays. Thus, this cal/s for emphasis on producing intelligible and effective 

paragraphs and essays in writing at all levels. 

In sum, the main focus in communicative approach is meaning and content. To this end, the 

communicative approach encourages language learners to develop their language skills through 

practice···to "learn to do by doing". 

3.1.4.5 Product approach versus process approach 

This part attempts to show what different researchers and theorists say about the product and 

process approaches. 

3.1.4.5.1 The product approach 

The product approach to writing, according to Nunan (1989), focuses on the end result of the act 

of compOsition, that is the leiter, essay, story and so on. The writing teacher who subscribes 10 

the product approach will be concerned to see thatlhe end product is readable. grammatically 

correct and obeys discourse conventions relating to main points, supporting details and so on. 

The focus in class wil/ be on copying and imitation, carrying out sentence expansions from cue 

words and developing sentences and paragraphs from models of various sorts. Moreover. Nunan 

(1991) explains that a product·oriented approach focuses on the end result of the learning 

process··-what it is that the learner is expected 10 be able 10 do as a fluent and competent user 
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of the language. 

3. J .4.5.2 T he process a pproach 

Those who advocate a process approach to writing, on the other hand, see the act of composition 

from a very different perspect ive, focusing as much on the means whereby the completed text 

was created as on the end product itself (Nunan 1989). Similarly, Z1mel (1982) states that the 

act of composing evolves through several stages as writers discover, through the process, what 

it is that they are trying to say. In other words, one does not sit down and simply record. in a 

linear fashion. what it is that one wants to say. White and McGovern (1994) write that the 

process approach is based on a number of principles: (a) Writing is best seen as a recursive 

process. (b) The writing process is more satisfying when il is shared and discussed with others 

al erich ">Iage. (c)Your academic writing will rapidly improve when you try to look at YOUl· own 

writing as a reader. These principles imply that on the one hand, writing is an activity in which 

the writer darts to and fro among various processes to create a sensib le, readable and meaningful 

product. On the other hand, it is an activity in which the writer plays the role of a reader and acts 

not only as a writer but also as a critic of his own work. 

Raimes (1983) also remarks that in the process approach, the students explore a topic through 

writing. showing the teacher and each other their drafts, and using what they write to read over. 

think about and move them on to new ideas. Writing is an activity which goes through a number 

of stages before it becomes a linear product. To this effect, White and Arndt (1991 :6) point oul 

that writing passes through the stages of generating, focusing, structuring, drafting, evaluating 
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and reviewing though they insist thal there is no fixed order. The first three are the stage of pre-

writing and the fourth one is the stage of writing and the last two refer to the stage of revision. 

3.1.4.5.3 Criticisms 

Whatever the advocates of these approaches have to say about the advantages of one approach 

over the other. the two approaches could not escape criticism. Regarding the product approach, 

White and McGovern (1994) have this to say: 

The limitation of a product-oriented approach is Ihat it oflenfocuses Oil what 
(the product) at the expense of how (the process). It is rather like showing all 
apprelllice potter a finished piece of pottery without demonstrating the 
throwing oj the pot 011 the wheel and the mrious processes of decorating, 
gla:..illg alldfiring which result ill thejillal product (White and McGovern 
1994.· /). 

It scems that the product-oriented approach tends to play down the mental effort involved in 

producing a piece of written work, which is often a painful process. Another criticism comes 

from Zamel (1987). She says that whcn ESL students do get to write, teachers tend to view the 

resulting texts as final products to evaluate. which conveys to students the message that the 

function of writing is to produce texts for teachers to evaluate, not to commun icate meaningfully 

with another person. But the purpose of writing transcends producing a product or text for teacher 

evaluation. 

Similarly, the process approach has been criticized by different researchers and theorists. As 

Nunan (1991 :87) writes. "While the process writing added a valuable new dimension to language 

classrooms. it has also attracted criticism." Thus, Nunan (1991) outlines some of the 

shortcomi ngs of the process approach as follows: 
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(a) The process approach confines chi ldren largely to narrative forms and that this represents a 

serious limitation on their ability to master text types such as reports, expositions and arguments 

which are essential for academic Success at school and beyond. (b) In his critique of the process 

writing, Rodrigues (1985), cited in Nunan (1991 :87), states: 

The unfettered writing process approach has been just as the traditiol/al high 
school research paper. Writing withollt structure accomplishes as little as 
writing a mock structllre ... /studelltsj need structure, they need models to 
practice, they I/eed to improve evell mechanical skins, and they stilllleed time 
10 think through their ideas, to revise them, alld to write for real audiences 
and real purposes (Rodrigues 1985:26.7). 

(c) Horowitz (1986a), cited in Nunan (1991 :88), looking at the writing demands made on second 

language learners at university, has similar criticisms. He points out that process writing fail s to 

prepare students to write examination essays. Moreover, he says that process writing gives a false 

impression of how university writing will be evaluated, and that choice of topic, an important 

process-writing principle, is irrelevant in most university contexts. Similarly, Hillocks (1986), 

as reported in Dyer (1996), published his comprehensive survey and analysis of experimental 

studies in L J composition instruction, which made a persuasive criticism of pure process writing 

instruction. Hillocks concluded that a task-based, process/product combination (the 

'environmental mode' ) was the most effective mode of LI composition instruction. This 

conclus ion has been mirrored in the research of Horowitz (1986a, 1986b), Long (1985, J 992). 

and others involved in second language task-based instruction (Dyer 1996:312). 

To sum up, the two approaches might have their own strengths and weaknesses, but the main 

concern ought to be how to usc them effectively in helping our students to develop their writing 

skil ls. It might be useful to realize that the two approaches can complement each other in a 

classroom situation and be used to help students to improve their writing skills. In writing class, 
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studems need to be taught both how to use the process to their advantage as language learners 

and writers, and also how to produce an acceptable product upon demand. 

3.1.4.6 English for academic purposes (EAP) 

From the Eng li sh for academic purposes perspective, language teaching is viewed "as 

soc ialization into the academic community---not as humanistic therapy" (Horowitz J986c). The 

focus is on the expectations and demands of the academic discourse community---an audience 

which is outside the language classroom (Raimes 1991). This approach to language teaching 

claims that the syllabus design and classroom instruction should take into account not only the 

initial level of the learners' writing skill s but also the target needs of the learners in order to help 

them meet the academic demands of the si tuations in which they are required to operate. 

As a whole, all approaches might have their own merits and demerits. It is worth noting that there 

is no one 'best' method of teaching language in general and writ ing in particular. As Raimes 

( 1983c:5) writes, "There is no one way 10 teach writing, but many ways." Most teachers have a 

strong desire to help their students to improve their language proficiency in general and writing 

skills in particular. Thus, teachers in general and writing teachers in particular would like to use 

teaching methods which cater for the difficulties students encounter in writing. Recent research 

does not, however, suggest one method as the 'best' for teaching writing. The plausible panacea 

to the problem wou ld. as Zamel ( 1987) suggests, be that teachers should become researchers 

themselves and investigate the relationship between teaching and writing development in their 

own classrooms. 
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3. t.5 Integration of skills 

3.I.S.lllltrodltctiOIJ 

Traditionally, language has four major skills···speaking, listening, reading and writing. If 

language is the sum of these skills, then, it is not difficult to imagine that these language 

components complement each other. For example, when we talk about speaking that presupposes 

that there are listeners. Similarl y, when we write we have readers in mind. Thus, the idea of 

integration of skills seems to be quite natural in our everyday communication and interaction. 

If we see language skills in the context of teaching and learning, the situation is similar to what 

has been said above. There is hardly any situation where one skill is used without the support and 

presupposition of another. As Hughey el al. (1983) and Rivers (1981) remark, it is not possible 

or even advisable to teach one skill in isolation from the others. When a teacher leclure~ 

(~peaking). the students listen (l istening) and take notes (writ ing), ask questions (speaking) and 

read (read ing) further to develop and understand the lecture notes beller. T his migh t show how 

the four language ski ll s are in tegrated in a classroom situation. In other words. in the teaching 

and learning si tuation, one language sk ill can be used to reinforce another skill. To th is effect, 

Byrne (1981) argues that integration usually means reinforcement. Language introduced and 

practi,>ed in one skill area (often speaking) is reinforced through practice in another (often 

writing). Similarly, White and McGovern (1994) explain that the reading units students do 

prepare students to recognize and analyze the various rhetorical functions and patterns of 

organization found in academic writing. 
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In the light of this, the next section of this part will attempt to show how speech and writing, 

listening and writing. and reading and writing could be integrated in the teaching and learning 

process. 

3.1.5.2 Speech and writing 

The teacher can use prewriting techniques that give students the opportunity to use all their 

linguistic skills to help them explore and get started with their ideas on a given topic or to allow 

the topic for a piece of writing to emerge out of communicative classroom activities. Thus, the 

following techniques can be used to integrate the teaching and learning of speech and writing. 

3.1.5.2.1 Brainstorming 

Braill~lOlTning leIS students work together 111 the classroom in small groups to say as much as 

they can about a topic. The teacher might not have to monitor grammar or pronunciation, except 

when the speaker cannot be understood, though the teacher will obviously be the source person 

whom students turn to as they search for the right structure to express their ideas. Whatever the 

writing assignment is based on---a reading, textbook topic, personal experience, or an 

examination essay question---it can be preceded by student talk, spec ifically by a brainstorming 

activity. with students producing relevan t vocabulary, making comments, asking questions. and 

making associations as freely as they can in a short time. Students can. later, use the ideas of 

discussion for producing written texts (Raimes 1983c: 68). 
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3.1.5.2.2 Interviews 

The interview is a useful technique to try with a new class so that students and teachers can know 

each other. When the students write the record of an interview, they convey to others genu ine 

information transmitted to them by other students (ib id.: 73). 

3. 1.5.3 Listening and writing 

3.1.5.3.1 Dicto-comp 

The dictation technique is familiar to most ESL teachers. There are, however, alternat ives to this 

procedure. A useful variation is the dicto-comp. The teacher reads a passage all the way through, 

not broken imo segmems. Students listen to the passage two or three times. Then they pick up 

their pens and write down as close a version as possible. This makes them pay attent ion to the 

meaning of the passage more than to the form of ind ividual words or the structure of the 

individual sentences. At the end of the passage, the students gather in small groups to compare 

what they have written down. After they have assembled everything they can remember, they 

listen to the passage again, make revisions and then check their grammar, spell ing and 

punctuation. They exchange papers with each other and remind each other of omitted points. 

Then the teacher either dictates again in segments, or writes up the complete version on the 

blackboard (ibid.: 76-77). 

3.1.5.3.2 Note-taking 

In real life. when we need to listen and write, it is not always possible to write down every word 

we hear. People just do not talk at dictation speed. On the telephone, in the classroom, in 

everyday conversation , we write down a summary of what the speaker says, picking out the 
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importam information. The radio or the tape recorder is valuable here for providing additional 

material for students: dialogue to listen to, arguments to overhear, and speeches 10 react to. 

Advanced students can listen to long passages and make notes as they listen (ibid.: 78). 

3.1.5.4 Reading and wriling 

There is a widely held belief that in order to be a good writer a student needs to read a lot (Hedge 

1988). It is true that reading provides students with infonnation which they might need to use in 

their writing, especial ly if the problem of the students is lack of ideas. From our own experience 

of second language learning we might say that the more familiar we are with Ihe new language 

(through reading, for example) the more confident we tend to feel when it comes to writing. 

Hughey et al. (1983) explain that for second language students writing becomes a means to 

improve other language skills. As learners seek to present and explain their ideas in writing, they 

search for precise word choices and suitable structures in which to frame their ideas. Writing 

enables them to expand these ideas as they work to develop nuency in the language. As they 

search for evidence to support a point of view or position on an issue, then reading sk ill s are 

enhanced. Through reading, their writing skills are reinforced. 

The idea of integration of sk ill s in general and writing and reading in pallicular is widely 

discussed by Widdowson (1978). Accordingly, he points out that the teaching of language as 

communication calls for an approach which brings linguistic skills and communicative abilities 

into close association with each other. Even though a particular exercise may focus on a 

particular skill or ability, its effectiveness will of len require the learner to make reference to other 

aspects of his commun icative competence. The learner's goal is essentially to acqu ire a 
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communicative competence in the language or an ability to interpret discourse, whether the 

emphasis is on productive or receptive behaviour. From this, it seems to follow that any approach 

directed at achieving the desired goal should avoid treating the different skills and abilities that 

constitute competence in isolation from each other as ends in Ihemselves. What the learner needs 

to know how to do is to compose in the act of writing, comprehend in the act of reading, and 10 

learn techniques of reading by writing and techniques of writing by reading. If the aim of 

language learning is to develop the underlying interpreting abi lity, then it would seem reasonable 

(0 adopt an integrated approach to achieve it (Widdowson 1978: 144). 

White (1981) and Johnson (1981) also emphasize the relationship between the reading and 

writing skills. Moreover, Smith (1982), cited in Hughey et a!. (1983:41) writes, "Writing is 

learned by writing, by reading- and by perceiving oneself as a writer.. .. " This suggest:-. Illal 

reading can enhance the development of writing ski lls. This is particularly important in a 

classroom situation where students need to develop their language proficiency in general and 

writing skills in particular. The following ideas found by Stotsky (1983), cited in Kroll (cd.) 

(1990:88), further suggest that reading and writing skills are interdependent: 

(a) Beller writers lend to be beller readers 

(b) Beller writers read more than poor writers 

(c) Beller readers tend to produce more syntactically mature writing than poor writers. 

Although the statements pronounced by Stotsky (above) seem plausible, more and more 

classroom-based research should be conducted at various levels to confirm or refute these 

findings. 
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In sum. in this section, the auempt has been (0 see how language skills support and reinforce each 

other in our everyday interaction and more obviously in the teaching and learning process. Thus, 

it has been pointed out that even our everyday communicat ion largely depends on how we use 

these skills effecti vely in various combinati ons depending on the nature of the interaction. In 

writing class. 100, by giving students opportunities to talk , read, write and evaluate together, 

teachers can create settings in which active communication can occur and develop. 

3.1.6 Developing writing skills: some guidelines 

3. J .6.1 Illtroductioll 

It was reported earlier that writing is such a complex and challenging skill 10 perform. However 

difficult writing might be, it is immensely important in language teaching and learning process, 

Thus, the relevant qucstion wou ld bc---IJow can language learnels in general and second or 

foreign language learners in particular develop their writing skills? 

To this effect, thi s part allempts to suggest some ways in which studen ts in general and ESU 

EFL students in particular may improve thei r writing ski ll s. For the sake of convenience the part 

is divided into two sections. The first section attempts to ind icate the differences between skilled 

and unskilled writers and their pedagogical implications and the second sect ion suggests some 

general guidelines that cou ld enhance the improvement of wri ting ski ll s. 

3.1.6.2 Skilled versus unskilled writers 

This section tries to indicate how studying the differences between sk illed and unskilled writers 

provides information which could be transformed into pedagogy. 
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One of the main concerns of language tcachers in general and writing teachers in particular is 

how to help those students who are 'unsuccessful' in learning the new language. One possible 

approach to help the 'unsuccessful' learners is to examine how good learners succeed in learning 

the new language. Stern (1975) and Rubin (1975) suggest thai language learning strategies and 

techniques, as developed by successfu l language learners. should be identified so that this 

knowledge could then be appl ied to the unsuccessful learner in helping him/her 'how to learn '. 

In the light of this, Zarnel (1982) cites studies which show that less skilled writers lend to focus 

on the mechanics of writing and afC inhibited by their concern for fonnal correctness. They are 

also less able to anticipate the likely problems of the reader. She further states that in the process 

tenns. skilled writers are much more aware of writing as a recursive activity involving revisions 

of successive drafts of one's texts, during which one's ideas might change, necessitating the 

rewriting of whole chunks of text. Unsk illed writers, on the other hand, tend to limit themselves 

to teacher-generated rules and modifications of lex is. 

Similar findings are reported by Lapp (1984), cited in Richards' (1990:46). At the pre-stage, 

skilled writers spend time planning the task, while unskilled writers spend little time planning 

and, in consequence, are confused when they begin. At the drafting stage, skilled writers write 

quickly and fluently. spend time reviewing what they write, and do most of their reviewing at the 

sentence and paragraph level. Unskilled writers spend little time reviewing what they have 

written, review only short segments of text, and are concerned principally with vocabulary and 

sentence formation. Finally, at the revision stage, skilled writers revise at all levels of lex is, 

sentence and discourse, review and revise throughout the composing process, and use revisions 
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to clarify meaning, while unskilled writers do not make major revisions in the direction or focus 

of the text, make most revisions only during the first draft and focus primarily on the mechanics 

of grammar, spelling, punctuation and vocabulary. 

From what has been said above, it might be possible to infer that the more we know how good 

writers write, the better could we help the opposite type of students, those for whom writing is 

"fraught with a multitude of seemingly insurmountable problems and difficulties" (Frohlich and 

Paribakh, 1976). 

3. t .6.3 Some guidelines for developing writing skills 

In this section, some general guidelines which could foster writing ski ll s are suggested. 

3.1.6.3.1 Interests 

Zamel (1987) emphasizes that the writing class should take into account the learners' purposes 

for writing which transcend that of producing texts for teacher evaluation. Writing ski ll s can 

develop rapidly when the students' concerns and interests are acknowledged, when they are given 

numerous opportunities to write, and when they are encouraged to become participants in a 

community of writers. 

3.1.6.3.2 Role 

Another feature worth mentioning when we talk about developing writing skills is that studen ts 

should know the role of writing in language learning from the very beginning. This is important 

because once they have understood the place of writing in language learning, the students can 
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work persistently to achieve their goals irrespective of the challenges involved. To this effect, 

Hughey et al. (1983) point out that writing is closely tied to daily communication in the "real 

world", and students need to be encouraged to believe that they will never attain full literacy in 

their second language until they have achieved competence in writing. Writing competence 

renects overall achievement in language, and learners who have developed the ability to 

communicate effectively in the written medium of a language have indeed made the language 

their own (Hughey 1983:37). 

3.1.6.3.3 Challenges 

Knowing the role of writing alone is not enough. Students should also know the challenges 

involved in writing. The writing path leads to the end product. However, along the way there are 

many diversions, side lanes, and circular walks writers must take before they arrive at their 

destinations (Hughey et al. 1983:40). Further, Hughey et.1. ( 1983:33) say, "Writing, like life 

itself, is a voyage of discovery." Students generall y tend to forget this aspect of writing and 

attempt to write linearly. wh ich in most cases cou ld result in failure. 

3.1,6,3,4 'rin!e 

Another imponant point worth mentioning is time. As White and Arndt (1991 :3) remark. "Time 

is needed to incubate, sift and shape ideas." The practice of cutting back and relegating writing 

to homework is a common way of treating writing in the teaching and learning process. But of 

all the skills, writing is the one which most needs and benefits from lime. Hence, writing teachers 

should devote classroom lime to writing. 
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3.1.6.3.5 Content and meaning 

It seems that most writing tcachers lend to focus on form in writing. But students' writing could 

improve if as much attention is given to meaning as fonn is. As White and Arndt (1991 :3) point 

out, " ... it is through attention to meaning, not just form, that language···and writing---can 

improve." Students might have a good mastery of the grammar of the new language, however, 

as long as this knowledge of the language is not complemented by the ability to compose 

, meaningfully, it is unlikely for students to write effectively. 

In sum, the main focus of this part was to suggest some practical ways in which ESUEFL 

slUdenis could improve their writing skills. Accordingly, it has outlined some notable differences 

between skilled and unskilled writers and their pedagogical implications, and also indicated some 

general guidelines. which could enhance the development of writing "kill". It j " worth rcnlizing 

that students' writing skills would improve if these guidelines are persistently applied in the 

teaching of writing skills. 

3.1.7 Conclusion 

The main objective of this part was to show what the literature has to say about writing in general 

and developing writing sk ills in particular. 

[n line with this, this part has examined the Iwl/lre and purpose a! writing. and indicated that 

writing is such a complex and demanding activity that il is challenging both for first and second 

or foreign language learners; and there are a number of reasons for writing and writing 

presupposes a reader and a purpose. Next, comparillg writing ill LJ with Writ;lIg ;11 L2, this part 
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has indicated that there are similarities between writing in LI and writing in L2 although 

differences have been observed in some instances. Then, differelll approaches 10 writillg have 

been reviewed and it has been found out that all writing approaches have their merits and 

demerits. However, they could be integrated and used 10 develop the writing skills of students. 

Moreover, more classroom-based research should be conducted 10 investigate the relationship 

between teaching and writing skills development 

As to illtegration of skills, it has been shown Ihatlanguage skills can be integrated 10 support and 

reinforce each other both in our everyday imeraction and in a leaching and learning situation. In 

developing writing skills part. it has pointed out the differences between skilled and unskilled 

writers and their pedagogical implications, and some general guidelines which could help 

~Iudents lO improve theil wrilillg ~kills. 

As a whole, this part has attempted to outline some important issues in writing and more 

specifically issues pertinent to the development of writing skills in an ESUEFL context. 

3.2. Error correction 

3.2.11Iltroductioll 

There seem to be two different attitudes towards the mistakes or errors learners make in Ihe 

course of their learning a new language. Norrish (1983) explains that "probably most teachers 

regard mistakes as undesirable, a sign of failure either on the students' part 10 pay attention to or 

to 'listen properly', or else on the teacher's part to make his meaning clear or to give the students 

sufficient lime to 'pract ise' what they have been taught." The second attitude, as Norrish (1983: 1) 

49 



further notes, is that "making mistakes can indeed be regarded as an essential part of learning." 

Similarly, Corder (1974) points out that in the field of methodology there have been two schools 

of thought in respect of learners' errors. Firstly the school which maintains thai if we were 10 

achieve a perfect teaching method the errors would never be committed in the first place, and 

therefore the OCcurrence of errors is merely a sign of the present inadequacy of our teaching 

techniques. The philosophy of the second school is that we live in an imperfect world and 

consequently errors will always occur in spite of our efforts. Our ingenuity should be 

concentrated on the techniques for dealing with errors after they have occurred (Corder 1974:90-

91). Dulayet al. ( 1982), who go for tolerance towards errors, also say that " ... making errors is 

an inevitable part of language learning. People cannotleam language without first systematically 

committing errors" (Dulay et al. 1982: 138). 

These opposing views could be associated with the behaviourist theory of learning. which tends 

to equate feedback with positive or negative reinforcement. and the cognitive theory of learning, 

which suggests that the function of feedback is not only 10 provide reinforcemenl. but 10 provide 

infomlation which learners can use actively in modifying their behaviours (Chaudron 1988: 133-

34). 

As language teachers, the view we advocate cou ld influence the teaching and learning process. 

To this effect, Bartram and Walton (1991) remarked that how we react to mistake is part of our 

whole vision of what a language is, what learning is, and what a teacher is (Bartram and Walton 

1991 :5). If we regard errors as undesirable, we tend to look for perfection and accuracy and lump 

errors together irrespective of their gravity. This could be reflected in our evaluation of students' 
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writing. This approach, which tends to treat "serious" and "less serious" errors similarly, might 

lead to hesitancy among learners 10 say or write anything in a foreign language for fear of 

appearing foolish (Norrish 1983: I). A number of L2 researchers, as Chaudron ( 1988: 135) 

reports, have pointed out thaI many teachers' attemplS 10 "correcl" learners' errors are in fact 

ambiguous, misleading, and potentially inconsistent. However, if we support the second view. 

tolerance towards errors, we are likely 10 make a distinction between errors that hinder 

communication and those Ihat do not and treal them accordingly. 

To Ihis end. this part will attempt to highlight the types of errors, error gravily and Ihe various 

approaches to error correction in the teaching and learning of writing. 

3.2.2 Types of errors 

Error refers 10 any dev iation from a selected norm of language performance, no matter what the 

characteristics of the deviation might be (Dulay et a!. 1982, Norrish 1983, James 1998). 

Researchers distinguish between errors caused by factors such as fatigue and inattention 

("perfomlance" factors, Chomsky 1965), and errors resulting from lack of the rules of the 

language ("competence" factors. Chomsky 1965). In some of the second language literature. as 

Corder (1967) reports, perfonnanee errors have been called "mistakes" while the term "errors" 

was reserved for the systematic deviations due to the leamer's still-developing knowledge of the 

second language rule system. James (1998) also makes a distinction between mistakes and error 

as follows: James (1998:238) explains that mistakes are se lf-correctable with the benefit of 

feedback: knowers have to tell the learners that they are wrong, but no more. They do not have 

to specify in what respect. However. as James further notes, if self-correction is still impossible 
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despite provision of simple factual feedback without specification of the nature of the deviance, 

then we have a case of error proper. The deviance springs from ignorance. The learners are not 

told simply that there is ill·formedness, but also the nature of this ill-formcdness (James 

1998:239). 

On the other hand, Norrish (1983) makes a distinction between "mistakes" and "lapses". He 

explains that a mistake is a failure on the part of the learner to use the correct form consistently. 

For example. a learner might say: ') must go to school' (correct) sometimes and 'I muSllo go 10 

school' (incorrect) some other time. This inconsislent deviation is what Norrish calls a mistake. 

On the Olher hand, he argues that lapses are neither errOrs nor mistakes, but they are wrong usage 

which can occur due to lack of concentration, short of memory, fatigue etc. He remarks that 

native- speakers suffer lapses/slips in the same way as learners of the language (Norrish 1983: 8). 

The distinction between error and mistake is further elaborated by Johnson (1988) as follows: 

we might begin by asking why is that students get things wrong. There are at least two reasons, 

as Johnson suggests. One is that the student either does not have the appropriate knowledge, or 

has some false knowledge. He or she may say that the student's interlanguage knowledge is 

faulty. The result is what Corder (1981), as cited in Johnson ( 1988). calls an error. There is, 

however, a second reason for a student getting something wrong. It may be a lack of processing 

ability. That is to say it is not his or her 'knowledge' that is at fault here; it is his or her ability to 

'perform his or her competence' in difficult operating conditions. The result is what Corder 

(1981), as cited in Johnson (1988), calls a mistake (Johnson 1988:90). 
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On the other hand, errors can be classified into 'local' and 'global' depending on how seriously 

they impede communication. Global errors, as reponed in Burt and Kiparsky (1974) and Dulay 

et al.(1982), are errors that affect overall sentence organization significantly and hinder 

communication. Because of the wide syntactic scope of such errors, Burt and Kiparsky (1974) 

labelled this category "global". The most systematic global errors, as reported in Dulay et al. 

(1982) include: 

- II'rong order of major cOllstiluellts 

e.g. English language use many people. 

- missing, I ... ·rollg, or misplaced Selllel/ce COI/llectors 

e.g. He will be rich until he marry. 

- missing cues 10 sigllal obligatory exceptions 10 pervasive s .... 'lltaclic rules 

e.g. The students' proposal looked into the principal. 

- regularization of pervasive syntactic rules to exceptions 

e.g. We amused that movie very much. 

Local errors are errors that affect single elements (constituents) in a sentence. Local errors do not 

usually hinder communication significantly. These include errors in noun and verb innections, 

articles, auxiliaries and the formation of quantifies. Since these errors are limited to single part 

of the sentence, Bun and Kiparsky (1974) labelled them local. The global and local distinction, 

as Bun and Kiparsky (1974:73) argue, is a relative notion; something that is global in one 

sentence may become local when that sentence is embedded in a bigger sentence. Moreover. the 

distinction can be extended to the classification of errors in terms of those that sound more "un-

English" to a listener or reader than others. For example, lei us compare: 
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Why like we each other? alld Why we like each other? 

Both of these can be understood without too much trouble, Burt and Kiparsky's judges found that 

the first more "un-English" than the second. The most compelling explanation for this difference 

seems to be that the first version violates the typical Subject- Verb-Object order in English, while 

the second does not (Dulay et al. 1982: 191-2). 

3.2.3 Error gravity 

It is important to consider two basic ideas regarding error gravity: serious versus less serious 

errors and native versus non-native views on error gravity. A number of researchers and theorists 

use these dichotomies in their research. To this effect, James (1977), in his study of error 

gravities. collected some one hundred errors committed by foreign learners of English, learners 

from many parts of the world. He selected 50 items, which feB into ten categories 

(transformations, tense, concord,lexis (noun), lex is (adjective), lexis (preposition), lexis (verbs), 

negation, articles and order). The fifty items were presented in randomized order in questionnaire 

form to two groups of EFL teachers, 20 native and non-native to: (a) underline the mistake (b) 

write a correction and (c) show how serious he/she considers the mistake by writing a number--­

O. 1.2. 3, 4. 5---'5' means that the mistake is very serious, 'I' indicates that the mistake could be 

easily excused. and '4', '3', '2' show intermediate degrees of seriousness. The findings of this 

study suggest that non-native judges tend to mark more severely than native speakers do. 

Moreover. the study has found out that the error categories most stigmatized by the non-native 

are those of case and lexis, whereas the natives most resent errors in tense and concord. This 

confinns Richards's (1971), as cited in James ( 1977: 122), belief that nalive speakers are fussy 

about verb morphology, and suggest that native speakers tolerate lexical errors more readily than 
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non-natives do. Another finding reported in this study is that the error~types considered most 

serious were, in descending order: transformations, tense, concord, case, negation, articles, order. 

The last three positions, the least serious errors, are filled by the lexical errors. 

Further, a similar research was conducted by Hughes and Lascaratou (1982). They found in their 

study of the seriousness of 32 errors made by Greek~speaking students of English in their 

penuhimme year of high school. This study revealed that the three groups, comprising thirty 

judges (ten native~speaker teachers of English, ten Greek teachers of English, ten educated 

English native~speakers who were not teachers), differed in their assessment of the relative 

seriousness both of individual errors and categories of errors. [n judging the seriousness of errors, 

the Greek teachers made reference to the basicness of the rules infringed, while the non~teachers 

depended almost exclUSively on the criterion of intelligibility. Reflecting the fact that they were 

both native~speakers and trained teachers, the English teachers based their judgements on both 

criteria, but showed some preference for that of intelligibility (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 

180). 

The assessment of students' language production, as Hughes and Lascaratou (1982) point out, 

written or spoken. should be consonant with teaching objectives. If a primary Objective is the 

development in students of communicative competence, then the assessment of work must be 

carried out with reference to its effectiveness in communication, i.e. to its intelligibility. This is 

nO( to undervalue accuracy. It is still recognized that for some purposes (such as the work of a 

I I age (eacher) near perfect accuracy may be necessary. What is clear, however, trans ator or a angu ' 
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is that for successful communication, accuracy is more important in some linguistic elements 

than in others, and that marking should reflecllhis (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 180). 

Davies ( 1983) also, as reported in James (1998:233), made a direct comparison between the error 

gravity of 43 Moroccan EL3 teachers and 43 non-native speakers of English. It was found out 

that the latter were much morc tolerant of errors. A similar research work was conducted by 

Santos ( 1988). The researcher, as reported in James (1998:229-230), compared the ratings given 

by English nalive speakers and Japanese nonnalive speaker professors of two students' essays, 

one with LI Japanese, the other Korean. Two new variables that Santos introduced are the raters' 

academic diSCipline (science versus humanities) and the professors' age (older versus younger). 

The results show that the nonnative speaker professors were more severe in their judgement than 

the native speaker professors; older professors were less irritated than younger ones; and that 

professors of social sc ience and humanities were more lenient than those of physical science. 

James (1998:206-226 ) points out that error gravity involves a number of criteria, among which 

are: irritation. frequency, intelligibility and noticeability. The first two criteria are briefiy 

discussed below. James (1998) nOles that the firsl to use the term 'irritation' to refer to one aspect 

of linguistic nonconformity (error) was Johansson ( 1975), observing that error can 'affect the 

relationship between the speaker and the listener (e.g. make the li stener tired or irritated or draw 

h· t' from the contents of the message' (1975:25). Another possible effect is to give away IS allen Ion 

h . . f the speaker as apathetic or even su rly. His observation, as James (1998) further t e Impression 0 

d J h to Carry Oul research to identify which types of error are the most irritating. notes, Ie 0 ansson 
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His results suggested that word-order errors are the least irritaling, complemenlalion errors the 

most irritaling, with concord errors OCcupying the middle ground: 

e.g. Word order: NO( a single mistake they have made (wrong)!have they made (correct). 

Concord: Your new boss wallf you to resign (wrong)! wants you lO resign (correct). 

Complementalion: They prevented him to receive the award (w rong)lfrom receiving (correct) 

(James 1998:222). 

The claim to be able to establish an irritation scale has, however, been challenged notably by 

Albrechtsen, Henriksen and Faerch (1980), as reported in Vann et al. (1984: 428) and James 

(1998:222), who assert 'All errors are equally irritating ... one should not expect to be able to 

establish a hierarchy of errors with respect to irritation' (1980:395). This view seems to be 

implausible in the sense thaL errors which hinder communIcation between the producer and 

receiver of the message could be irritaling. 

Moreover, James (1998:209-211) has the following to say about frequency in relation to error 

gravity. James notes that frequency is a quantitative measure and its use presupposes that we 

know what and how to count relevant incidences of error. When we say that frequency is a valid 

index of the gravity of an error, we can mean several things. We might have in mind the 

correlation identified by Olsson (1977:31). cited in James (1998), between number and 

seriousness of errors they commit are equally cavalier towards the enormity of some of these 

errors. 
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James (1998) explores three areas in relation to frequency: production frequency, frequency of 

use and error density. Production frequency is the number of times that a particular learner 

commits the error in question. For example, let us consider the case of three learners who all need 

to use the target language construction I want you to drive six times. Learner A gets it wrong six 

times. each time saying or writing */WOllt that you drive. Learner 8 produces *1 walll ,Ilat YOII 

drive and" IWOfit you drive three time each. Learner C produces three times * I want that YOII 

dr;l'e and three times *1 lVont you to drive. The difference between the three lies in their 

consistency. Some judges might say that A is 'at leas!' consistent and give his error a low error 

gravity rating: that B is not only always wrong but shows versatility in his wrong-doing, which 

is very serious; and that C really knows the targctlanguage but makes mistakes 50 per cent of 

the time. 

Frequency of use, on the other hand, refers to how frequently a certain word or sentence is used 

by the native speaker in that particular language. For example, the sentence We want more mOlley 

may be more frequent than What we wam is more money, or the verb drive may be less frequent 

than go. The argument here is that having communicative competence in a language depends in 

part on 'knowi ng' the relative frequencies of use of its fonns. It may be further argued that the 

validity of weighting the error gravities on the grounds that the learner has had more exposure 

[0 the frequent forms . and therefore more opportunity to notice and acquire them. 

The third area is error density. 11 is calculated by counting how many different errors occur per 

unit of text, while production frequency is a measure of how many times the same error is 

d One hundred words of text. High errOr density presents the listener-reader with repeate over say 
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a greater problem than productio f . . 
n requency, Since when a partIcular error has been encountered 

once or twice one has learnt to ace mod' d . . . 
' 0 m ate II, an to make adjustments In onc's readmgs. After 

a fourth or fifth enCOUnter with the error, one no longer notices it. Not so with text having a high 

error density, since each new error, coming in quick succession one after the previous one, 

presents a new problem. to which one cannot apply the same solution as the previous problem. 

One has to make a succession of different calculations. Though each particular error may per se 

be a straightforward one, the problem is the variety of errors. The overall effect or cumulative 

effect is dire. 

3.2.4 Correcting errors 

The term "correction", according to James ( 1998), is used in three senses: (a) feedback (b) 

correction and (c) remediation. Feedback refers to informing the learners that there is an error, 

and leaving them to discover it and repair it themselves. In the broadest sense, it is telling the 

learners whether their utterance or understanding is right or wrong. When we do correction, as 

James further explains, we do more than say it is wrong. We also indicate in what ways, 

describing the nature of the wrongness. And when we do remediation, we do indeed carry out the 

contrastive and error analyses that explain why the error was committed in the first place (James 

1998:236-237). 

The idea of correcting errors in the teaching and learning of a second/foreign language seems to 

be indisputable in the sense that teachers feel that it is their duty to do so and students expect 

feedback from their teachers. The underlying question in correcting errors is: Which errors 

should be corrected? Different researchers and theorists have different views as to which errors 
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should be corrected. One school of thought claims that all errors should be corrected--­

comprehensive correction of errors. The second school claims that only errors that impede 

communication should be corrected. Each school has its Own plausible arguments to put forward. 

To this effect. this part attempts to explore these opposing views in detail, as reported by Lalande 

(1981 :45-47), as follows: 

Accord ing to Lalande ( 1981 ), in recent years the foreign language teaching profession has 

directed considerable attention to communicative competence. An important adjunct to 

discussions of communicative competence is the distinction between errors thai render an 

attempted communication incomprehensible and those that do not. Teachers of foreign languages 

found that they could make their task easier by correcting only the errors that hinder 

communication. Teachers who have emphasized communicat ive competence have also favoured 

selective correction of errors. After all, they felt, it was impossible to embrace the former without 

the laller. Those who advocate selective correction of errors emphatically say that total 

correction of errors does not produce effective results. To this effect, Hendrickson (1978) 

underlines that the most serious errors which inhibit communication, appear frequently, or 

stigmatize the learner should be corrected. He further notes that correcting every error is coun ter­

productive to learning a foreign language. Therefore, teachers need to create a supportive 

classroom environment in which their students can feel comfortable about expressing their ideas 

and feelings freely without suffering the threat or embarrassment of having each one of their oral 

and written errors corrected (Hendrickson 1978:396). Rivers (1964) takes a similar stance: "If 

uninhibited speech or writing is our final goal, then much practice in speaking or writing without 

the inhibiting censorious figure of the teacher looming larger is essential." George (1972) al so 
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suggests that the correction of all local errors is excessive, likely to arouse antagonism from 

students and waste time. Similarly, Chastain (1976) writes, "The constant correction of errors 

can only have negative results." Moreover, Lamolf (1977) and Rivers (1976) emphasize that if 

the language programmes are to emphasize communication, teachers will have to develop a 

greater tolerance to error than Ihey displayed to the present and if the teacher tends to be too 

critical of every small error, the group or individual may perceive the task as an impossible one. 

However. Lalande (1981) has strongly argued against what he calls the "traditional" method of 

selective error correction. He points out the problems associated with this method as follows: 

(I) It implies that the methods and techniques successful in developing oral skills can be 

transferred to writing skills: thus, il fails to take into account the fundamental linguistic and 

pedagogic differences underlying the two language systems: (2) It suggests that the correction 

of written errors involves public embarrassment. That is simply not so. Correction of written 

errors is generally a private, confidential transaction between the instructor and the student. (3) 

Neutral or positive responses to student efforts do not necessarily destroy motivation for learning 

the foreign language. Vigil and Oller (1976) also have argued that as long as the affective quality 

of the feedback students receive is predominantly positive, any negative content is nOllikely to 

do any harm. Lalande reiterates that students do not become demoralized even if messages 

conveyed to them are not predominantly positive or neutral. 

Rivers and Grittner, as cited in Lalande (1981), have argued, in favour of selective correction of 

errors. that one of the primary reasons for developing foreign language writing skills is to 

. f hat has been learnt Lalande argues thaI the same logic can be used to argue that rem orce w < • 
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leaving wriuen errors uncorrected . l'. • 

rClnJorces Incorrect grammatical structures. Furthermore, 

unless students receive comprehensive feedback on the quality of their writing in a foreign 

language, their attainment of linguistic competence may be inhibited. After all, Lalande 

questions, if leachers are nOllo make students aware of local errors in either spoken or written 

statements, then when is the necessary feedback to be provided? 

Foreign language teachers have an obligation to provide honest, comprehensive assessment of 

their students' linguistic competence and they can best fulfill that obligation by providing total 

feedback on wrinen errors. As Ludwig (1979) has observed, "Freedom to express oneself does 

not imply thai error is tolerated, or worse, ignored. Feedback is essential if studen ts are to refine 

their concept of the target language." 

There is another noteworthy if less cogent reason for correcting all errors in the students' writing: 

if communication is more than a mere exchange of information, then comprehensibility may not 

be the only criterion for correction of elTors. Grammatical and 011hographic errors may seriously 

impede the efforts of writers who wish to gain the respect of their readers as well as to 

communicate a particular need or desire. Ahhough the same arguments have been applied to 

speaking, they become even more cogent when the communicator cannot resort to nonverbal 

devices such as an engaging manner to offset the deleterious effects of incorrect grammar and 

!'pelling. In sum, writing errors may seriously jeopardize the social, personal, or professional 

relationships the individual wishes to establish. Lalande (1981) emphatically argues that the 

traditional strategies and correction policies applied in foreign language teaching ignore the 

distinction between spoken and written language. Written exercises in the foreign language 
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classroom like writing in general 0 hI I d d . . 
' ,ug 0 eman excellence of grammatical and orthographic 

expression. The standards for wrinen assignments should challenge students to meet higher 

standards of clarity, precision, and correctness than do those of spoken language. Judging 

compelence in writing involves determining nO{ only whether a message has been communicated 

but also how well. 

The notion of selective error correction Jacks, according to Lalande (1981), adequate theoretical 

justification for its opposition 10 lotal error correction of written errors. Moreover, it has failed 

to address the issue of fossilization: if teachers subscribe to a policy of selective correction of 

written errors, they may be allowing those errors to become permanent, thereby hindering their 

students' progress towards linguistic competence. Total correction of written errors, on the other 

hand, helps retard the fossilization process, as L1.lande underlines. 

As Lalande further remarks, the fear on the part of proponents of the "traditional" view of 

select ive error correction that total correction of errors demoralizes students is based on 

speculation. He declares that research has witnessed that comprehensive correction of written 

errors does not result in student demoralization to any significant degree. On the contrary he 

warns that the evasion of comprehensive error correction could be committing a pedagogical 

error of a global sort. 

Different researchers and theorists suggest what they reckon to be a breakthrough to mitigate this 

. enl about error correction For example, Brumfit (1980) argues that it is both contentIous argum . 

d ducat ionally undesirable for correction to be a routine in which the teacher unnecessary an e 
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checks and assesses students' work. He suggests that all written work should be corrected: (a) 

as soon as possible after the written exercise has been completed, and (b) by the students 

themselves, working usually in groups of varying size, with the teacher overseeing the process 

by moving from group to group, and keeping a general check by glancing (but no more) through 

students' books in private at regular intervals (Brumfit 1980:9-10). The assessment of students' 

language production, as Hughes and Lascaratou (1982) also point Ollt, written or spoken should 

be consonant with teaching objectives. If a primary objective is the development in students of 

communicative competence, then the assessment of work must be carried out with reference to 

its effectiveness in communication, i.e. to its intelligibility. This is nOiIO undervalue accuracy. 

It is still recognized that for some purposes (such as the work of a translator or a language 

teacher) near perfect accuracy may be necessary (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 180). 

3.2.5 Conclusion 

This part has attempted to show types of errors, error gravity and the different views and 

approaches to error correction in writing. For some educators---those who advocate 

comprehensive error correction---all errors are equally serious. They tend to lump errors together 

irrespective of their gravity. For olhers---those who advocate selective correction of errors---some 

errors are more serious than OIhers and they should be dealt with accordingly. They believe that 

only errors that impede communication sign ificantly should be corrected. Both schools seem to 

have their own plausible grounds for their arguments. The researcher would support seleclive 

correction of errors. As reported earlier, our main target in error correction should be errors that 

impede communication. Errors that hinder communication significantly should be corrected first 

and the less serious ones should/could be corrected in the students' successive drafts. It is 
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imperative 10 nOie thaI corree( g 1 . . 
In every error cou d discourage the learner and moreover It could 

be tiring and boring for the marker/reader. Thus, teachers should focus on errors that hinder 

communication and later correct errors that are less serious in the subsequent drafts of siudenis' I writing. However, it is important to note that our views and approaches to errors in 

second/foreign language in general and writing in particular should be consistent with the 

underlying objectives of teaching and learning a language. 

3.3. Important issues in feed back 

3.3.1 Introduction 

As Jacobs el al. (J 981) explain, there is a growing awareness that learners need to develop 

proficiency not only in the morc frequently emphasized skills of speaking, listening and reading, 

but in the writing English as well. Thus over the last several years writing has begun 10 rect:ive 

more emphasis in the ESL curriculum, and teachers of ESL are focusing on writing more often 

in their courses and programmes. At the same lime, those responsible for evaluating the 

proficiency of students for whom English is a foreign or second language have felt a need for 

more efficient, valid and reliable ways of assessing communicative ability in writing. To this 

effect, it is worth noting the importance of feedback. Feedback provides the writer with 

information for revision in hislher work. As Cotterall (1995) points out, in order to assume 

greater control of their learning, learners need ways of assessing the quality of their language 

performance. Without feedback on their performance, learners can think they have mastered 

something when they have not, can fossilize in errors, become discouraged or resent the effort 

they have put in (Cotterall 1995: 224). 
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Moreover, Dheram (1995) remarks that feedback seems to be as central to the process of 

teaching and learning as revision is to the process of writing. It is therefore important to develop 

an awareness of the nature and function of feedback so that teachers and learners perform their 

roles effectively. The central idea in feedback is that the response students receive from their 

writing teachers becomes a dialogue in which teacher and student negotiate meaning (Murray 

1985). Reid (1994) also emphasizes that responding to students' texts is central to successful 

composition teaching and learning. In addition, Chaudron (1984) underlines that only by means 

of feedback, receiving information about the effects of their writing on readers, can learners 

develop rheir skills in effective writing. However, according to Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990), 

recent survey work has suggested that there may be a misfit between feedback reachers provide 

on compositions and learners' interests---that is, between what the teacher gives and what the 

students would like to gel. Part of rhe problem ties in (he nature of (he teacher'S feedback, which 

is unclear. inaccurate, and unbalanced---bccause it focuses only on certain elements in writlen 

output (e.g., grammar and mechanics) and because it overemphasizes negative points. 

Furthennore, comments are not structured enough to help writers develop their ideas (Cohen and 

Cavaican,j 1990: 155). 

Thus. this part of the literature wilt attempt to explore feedback in general and its effects on 

students' writing in an EFUESL context in particular. Moreover, it will introduce the ESL 

',' o·ro,le a scoring guide developed by Jacobs et al.(l98 1 ) and used by some compOSI 1011 pr 'J' , 

ESUEFL writing researchers. 
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3.3.2 Feedback 

3.3.2.1Introductioll 

According to Keh (1990), feedback is a fundamental element of a process approach to writing. 

It is inpUl from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information 10 the writer for 

revision. In other words, it is the comments, questions, and suggestions a reader gives a writer 

to produce 'rcader-based prose' as opposed to 'writer-based prose' (Kch 1990: 294). 

Chaudron (1988) repons that from the language teacher's point of view, the provision of 

feedback. or "knowledge of results" (Annen 1969:26), is a major means by which to inform 

learners of the accuracy ofbOlh their fomlal target language production and their other classroom 

behaviour and knowledge. From the learners' point of view, the use of feedback in repairing Iheir 

uUerances, and involvement in repairing Iheir inlerlocutors' unerances, may conslilute the mOSI 

polem source of improvemenl in both target language and other subject matter knowledge, Yet 

Ihe degree 10 which this information in fact aids learners' progress in both target language 

development (or in subject matter content) is still unknown (Chaudron 1988: 133), 

However, we realize that feedback is quite useful and relevant in the teaching and learning 

process. As Ferris (1995:34) explains, whalever a particular teacher's orientation(s) loward 

responding 10 sludent writing, it is clear that teacher's response is important to both instructor 

and students. Hence, the important issues and relevant questions worth raising when we provide 

feedback are: Who should give feedback? When should feedback be given? Where should be 

the focus in feedback? Which forms of feedback should be used in responding to students' 

writing? Should we use praise or criticism in feedback? and What do the leamers say! feel about 
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teacher feedback? Each of these' d . '. . 
ISsues an questions will be discussed below. It IS important to 

nole that some ideas discussed under error correction (above) could reappear in feedback 

(below). This over/apping seems to be unavoidable because feedback and error correction are 

closely related and as Horner (1988:217) notes, error correction is a widely used means of 

providing feedback in language classrooms. 

3.3.2.2 Who should give feedback? 

Research that Contrasts the effectiveness of peer and teacher feedback has been conducted at all 

levels. Several of the studies with native speakers show that there are no significant differences 

in writing ability when the teacher feedback is compared with peer feedback (Berger 1990). Of 

these. as Chaudron (1984) and Berger ( 1990) repon, Pierson (1967), working with ninth graders, 

Putz (1970) and Pfeiffer (198'), "'Ildying college freshmen, found no significant differences 

between students receiving various peer evaluation feedback and equivalent groups receiving 

teacher feedback. 

On the Olher hand, other L I, as Chaudron (1984) and Berger (1990) note, studies have found that 

group:.. experiencing peer evaluation improved more than control groups with teacher evaluation, 

especially Ford (1973) and Karengianes, Pascarella, and Pflaum (1980), who worked with college 

freshmen and low-achieving tenth graders, ~espectively. However, Berger (1990) remarks that 

because different methods of peer feedback and teacher evaluation were used in each study, and 

other techniques such as individualized instruction and teacher conferencing were employed 

concurrently, it is difficult to generalize from this evidence. The first study of this nature with L2 

I b Partridge (1981) as Chaudron (1984) reports. Over a semester in one class, earners was y , 
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Pan ridge either had students [N - 17J h ' 
- exc ange papers for peer feedback. or she provided tcacher 

feedback with the treatment a '. . 
' v rymg over lime so that all/earners experienced both treatments. 

T-Iest comparisons between a sam I' f" I . " . 
P 109 0 angina sand rewntes on SIX different essay tOpiCS 

showed that the tcacher feedback contributed to greater improvement. Pan ridge also repons the 

results of her questionnaire on students' attitudes towards peer feedback , to show that the studen ts 

were more positive about giving feedback than receiving it, that is, they recognized the benefits 

of the practice for them 10 improve in revision skills and 10 recognize other means of expression, 

bUllhey "doubted the quality and accuracy of their peers' correct ions and comments" (Panridge 

1981: 60), as reponed in Chaudron (1984: 4), 

In another L2 study, Chaudron ( 1984), using the £SL composition profile, investigaled the effects 

of teacher and peer feedback on ESL learners' revision in their work. According to this study, the 

two methods of feedback are equally effective in improving students' writing. Building on 

Chaudron's study, as Berger (1990) reports, Zhang and Halpern (1988) and Zhang (1985) added 

proficiency level and type of writing improvement as variables, as well as self~feedback. The 

results of both stud ies indicated no effect of any of the variables on discourse quality. In the 

Zhang and Halpern study, grammatical/mechanical accuracy was better with teacher feedback 

at both the intermediate and advanced levels. However, teacher feedback was not significantly 

more effective than peer feedback in correcting grammatical problems in the second study, 

although it was more effective than self~feedback (Berger 1990). The results of three of these 

four L2 studies thus favoured teacher over peer or se lf~feedback. But as more studies were 

completed, it became evident that other factors such as proficiency level and area of writing 

being analyzed probably had an effect on the results (Berger 1990: 23). 
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In another L2 study, Wongsothom (1994), using the ESLcompos ition profile and TOEFL TWE 

scores for marking, conducted research in inst itutes of higher education. in Bangkok, Thailand. 

1 
I 

and found teacher feedback to be suitable and effective. Another recent L2 study wh ich has I 
examined the effects of peer versus se l f~feedback was conducted by Berger (1990). The subjects 

of this study were 54 multilingual ESL students at Groomont Co llege, San Diego. Data for the 

research were collected from drafts of two student essays, writing questionnaires, and feedback 

evaluation forms. The results suggest that peer feedback is more effective than self~feedback in 

number and types of revisions students make and that more studen ts prefer peer feedback (Berger 

1990: 21). 

3.3.2.3 When to give feedback? 

There may be disagreement as to when feedback should be given. In a large~scale survey of 

feedback in Ll writing, teachers were seen to favour giving feedback during the wri ting process, 

whereas the students preferred their teacher to respond to the final version (Freedman 1987). A 

review of Ll writing research found that teacher feedback was most effective if it was bot h 

focused and followed by subsequen t student rev ision (Hil locks 1986). A rev iew of the research 

literature on the process of rev ision would suggest that currently, teacher feedback is not seen to 

have much effect on subsequent student writ ing (Fitzgerald 1987). 

In trying to address the issue of feedback, many Ll researchers determined that until they knew 

what students actually did as they wrote, in other words, what their writing process was, it would 

be useless to try and design an optimal feedback model (Emig 1967, Murray 1968). Thus much 

of Ll writi ng research began to examine the writing process of student s. At the same time, 
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researchers wanted to learn how good writers differed from poor writers. Studies revealed that 

good writers revised content more than form (Perl 1979, Sommers 1980, Faigley and Witte 

1981). In a study that examined the effect of between-draft comments, Beach (1979) found that 

comments on a sing le dimension of content were effective and such comments may be more 

helpful than ones that are verbose or scanered throughout the paper. These findings led to the 

suggestion that teachers should focus on con tent more than form and provide content feedback 

between initial and final drafts of papers. 

Although research results lead to some questions about the usefulness of feedback on writing, 

teachers repon that students want feedback. Consequently, teachers feel obliged to provide it. 

Because students want feedback and teachers feel obliged to give iI, the question remains when 

during the writing process it ~huuld be provided. Ziv's (1984) anicle on the effect of her 

categorized responses to the work of four of her freshmen allows us to see at least the direction 

these students would take based on her notations. Her research shows that when the teacher 

intervenes as the student is writing and revising, the final product shows improvement over the 

intermediate drafts. Similarly, Frankenberg-Garcia (1999: 100) argues that the best moment for 

responding to student writing is before any draft is completed and Freedman's (1987) findings 

also reveal that intervening during the writing process helps student writers to improve. 

3.3.2.4 Where to focus in feedback? 

Much of the conflict over teacher response to written work has been whether teacher feedback 

should focus on fonn (e.g., grammar, mechanics) or content (e.g., organization, amount of detail) 
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(Falhman and Whalley 1990). Griffin ( 1982) notes that the major question confronting any theory 

of responding to student writing is where we should focus our attcntion. 

While the debate continues over where the focus of feedback shou ld be (Horowitz 1986, Silva 

1988, Zamel 1985), nearly all researchers agree that attention must be paid to both content and 

form (Taylor 1981, Krashen 1984). Raimes (1983a) suggests that teachers should look at as well 

as errors in structu re and focus on linguistic features after ideas have been fully developed. 

Researchers like Lalande (1982) and Robb et al. (1986), on the other hand, found that writing 

accuracy does increase with teacher feedback that gives the location of grammar errors. Further, 

grammar feedback by the teacher in Fathman and Whalley's (1990) study had more effect on the 

correction of grammatical errors than content feedback did on the improvement of the content 

of studenl rewrites. This might be due to lilt fact that the content feedback was not text spec ifi c 

and was more general than the grammar feedback that identified spec ific grammar errors. 

3.3.2.5 Which feedback forms should be used ... ? 

This refers to the different feedback forms (mediums) a teacher or a reader uses to communicate 

his comments to the student writer. These forms mainly include error identification, writing 

comments, conferencing. taped commentary, and reformulation. Each of these has its own 

advantages and disadvantages. For example, if we take error idemijicatioll, since the reader uses 

a shorthand of 'correcting codes' written in the margins or above the error, it could be time.saving 

and easy to usc. The problem with error ident ification is that the 'correcting codes' cou ld be 

ambiguous and confusing because differenl advocates of this form tend to suggest different codes 

for the same language features. For example, Byrne (1988: 125) suggests S for spelling; whereas 
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Norrish (1983:75) suggests Sp for spelling. The other problem with this fonn of feedback might, 

as Allwright (1988) argues, be that it focuses on the surface errors in spelling, lex is, syntax and 

punctuation and overl ooks the central issues of composition: cohesion, content, signposting and 

clarity of meaning. However, Brumfit (1980) remarks that if errors are identified and left to the 

students for correcting, the students can benefit from group discussion that arises while correcting 

errors and this could help the learners to develop oral fluency amongst other advantages of error 

identification. 

Another fonn of feedback is writing commellts. Writing comments seems to be the most common 

form used by classroom teachers when they respond to students' writing. The obviolls 

disadvantage of writing comments is that it is time-consuming and taxing. Moreover, it is quite 

doubtful that slUdents read these comments and use them in their revisions. Teachers might lhiuk 

that they have done their job properly by writing all kinds of errors they come across in student 

papers. But Keh (1990) suggests that teachers should distinguish between 'high order' and 'low 

order' concerns when giving wriltcn comments and keep in mind that students cannot pay 

auention to everything at once. This fonn of feedback could be effective, as we can tell from our 

own experience both as students and teachers, if the comments are clear, genuine, relevant and 

specific to the work of the students and if the teacher/reader suggests some helpful strategies 

(Zamel 1985) the student writer could use to revise his/ her work. Con/erencillg, another form 

of feedback, as Keh (1990) notes, seems to have a number of advantages: first, it enables the 

teacher and the student to come face to face with each other. The teacher is a 'l ive' audience, and 

he/she is able to ask for clarification, check the comprehensibility of oral comments made, help 

the writer 10 sort through problems, and assist the student in decision-making. Thus, the teacher'S 
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role can be perceived as a part 'c' " h . . . lipan In t e wntmg process rather than as a grade·glver. Next, 

compared to writing comments, conferencing also allows more feedback and morc accurate 

feedback to be given in a relatively shorter period of time. The problem with this form might be 

that it is demanding and time-consuming. Besides, some students might be reluctanllo confer 

with their teachers due to their low English proficiency and/or shyness although the problem 

could be overcome by encouraging students and explaining to them the benefits of confereneing. 

As regards taped commentary, it can be used with advanced students by giving remarks on a tape 

recorder (Hyland \990). It may help the students to improve their listening skills, especially if 

the teacher is a native speaker or has a near-native proficiency in English. It allows more detailed, 

natural, and informative remarks while increasing teacher-student rapport (Hyland 1990). The 

problem with this form is that some institutions would be hesitant to use it because it incurs 

money and students may not have tape recorders of their own. The other form of feedback used 

in providing feedback 10 student writers is reformulatioll. Reformulation is, as Allwright ( 1988) 

defines, an attempt by a native writer to understand what a non-native writer is trying to say and 

then rewrite it in a form more natural to the native writer. The rewriting may necessitate making 

changes of many kinds and at all levels, as Allwright (1988) fmther explains. It sounds 

interesting but its feasibility is questionable, especially in an EFL context where writing is, in 

most cases, exclusively taught by non-natives and the students' English proficiency is incredibly 

low and there are no native speakers of English in the class. Further, its effectiveness could be 

undermined, as Zamel (1985) writes, by the fact that writing teachers tend to misread student 

texts are inconsistent in their comments and write contradictory comments. , 
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3.3.2.6 Praise or criticism? 

Most teachers would like to see their students' writing improve and students find teacher 

feedback useful in helping them to improve their writing (Ferris 1995: 33). Teacher feedback can 

be effective, as Zamel (1985) underlines, if teachers respond to students' writing as genuine and 

interested readers rather than as judges and evaluators. This might help student writers to 

appreciate receiv ing comments and use them in thei r rev isions. From our own experience, both 

as students and teachers, we can tell that students would like to be encouraged for their success 

and achievements and are also, in most cases, prepared to accept constructive criticism. Ferris 

(1995:49) suggests that teachers should not abandon constructive criticism but should place it 

side-by-side with comments of encouragement. 

In a nutshell, praise and criticism can be effective in feedback if students are praised and 

encouraged for their success and are du ly crit icized for the weaknesses in their writing. This is 

cruc ial because research has shown that a balance between criticism and praise may be the best 

means of encouraging quality writing (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990; 174). 

3.3.2.7 Students' reactions to teacher feedback 

The idea of dealing with what students think about teacher feedback is central in the teaching and 

learning process as a whole and writing in particular because the efforts teachers make could bear 

fruit when the learners are interested, motivated and appreciate them. Thus, this part aims at 

exploring students' reactions to teachers' responses as presented in Ferris ( 1995): 
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Several different studies have surveyed and/or interviewed EFU ESL writing students to obtain 

their feedback on feedback (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994). These studies have pursued two 

general. related lines of inquiry: ( I) studies of student preferences regarding teacher feedback 

(Hedgcock and lefkowitz 1994, Lek i 1991, Radeck i and Swales 1988) and (2) studies of student 

response to feedback they have already received (Cohen 1987, Cohen and Cava1canti 1990, 

McCurdy 1992). In the first group of studies, students have been as ked about the type(s) of 

feedback they prefer to receive (both fonn and substance). Although the earlier two studies (Lcki 

1991, Radecki and Swales 1988) found that the Sludents generally preferred extensive comments 

on grammar rather than content, the more recent study (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994) reported 

a more complex finding: foreign language students paid more attention to form, whereas ESL 

students were as interested in teacher feedback on content as they were in sentence-level 

comments and corrections. The authors suggest that this result may be due to the fact that 

whereas foreign language students use L2 writing as a form of language practice, ESL students 

must use their wri ting ski ll s fo r all their academic endeavours (i.e., beyond the language 

classroom). 

In the second group of srudies, students were asked about their perceptions of what their teachers 

actually focused on in responding to student essays and to discuss their own subsequent actions: 

Did they reread their papers when returned? Did they pay attention to their teachers' comments? 

What strategies did they use 10 apply their teachers' feedback to subsequent assignments? Did 

they have trouble understanding any teacher commentary, and if so, what did they do to resolve 

these problems? The earl iest of these studies (Cohen 1987) reported rather discouraging findings: 

Although most of the studen ts claimed to reread their papers and attended to their teachers' 
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comments, a full 20% did not. Further, the students in general reponed "a limited repertoire of 

strategies for processing teacher feedback." Most students claimed that they merely "made a 

mental note" of their teachers' feedback. Cohen (1987) concludes that his results "suggest that 

the activ ity of teacher feedback as currently constituted and realized may have a more limited 

impact on the learners than the teachers would desire". 

Two studies following Cohen's (1987) research (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990, McCurdy 1992) 

reponed more positive results: The students in general were happy with Ihe feedback they 

received. claimed that they paid allention to iI , and found it helpful. Although McCurdy's study 

found that the students reported a variety of problems in understanding their teacher's feedback, 

they also utilized a great variety of strategies (e.g. , asking the teacher for help, looking up 

correClJons In a grammar book) to resolve difficulties and respond to the teacher feedback. 

Of all the previous studies of L2 studen t reactions to teacher feedback, only one (Hedgcock and 

Lefkowitz 1994) was carried ou t in contex ts in which revision and multiple drafting were 

consistently required. It makes sense that student attention to and preferences regarding teacher 

feedback would differ in a pedagogical setting in which multiple drafting is required: Because 

students must rethink and revise previously written essay drafts, they are more likely to pay close 

attention to their teachers' advice on how to do so than in a situation in which they are merely 

receiving a graded paper with comments and corrections to apply to a completely new essay 

assignment. Along these lines, Leki (1991), who found that students had very strong preferences 

for extensive elTor correction on their papers, suggested that "a fol low-up questionnaire at the end 

of a semester of writing using a process, a multiple-draft approach might have been useful in 
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order to see if students' aUitudes toward error are changed by an approach which does not 

emphasize error." 

Ferris (1995) reported that ESL writ ing students in general take their teachers' feedback quite 

seriollsly and pay a lot of attention to it. Students pay more atten tion to the feedback on earlier 

drafts. The resu lts, therefore, can be argued to support the suggestions of L I and L2 researchers 

(e.g., Hi llocks 1986, Leki 1990, 1991) that teacher feedback on prel iminary drafts of student 

work may be more effective than responses to fina l drafts. However, these findings should not 

be interpreted as indicating that students find teacher commentary on final drafts unnecessary 

because a convincing majority of them also said that they reread all or most of their teachers' 

comments on their final draft. 

3.3.2.8 Related local research works 

It seems that not much work has been done locall y (i n Ethiop ia) on feedback both at M.A and 

Ph.D levels. However, the fo llowi ng M.A works appear to be relevant to the present study. Thus, 

Mamma (1981) in his study of error correction, identified and classified the errors in the 

composition of 89 3nl and 4~h year students of Advanced composition U. The errors were based 

on 157 essays written for the course. A total of 3204 errors were identified and categorized into 

grammar, style, spelling, punctuation, handwriting and unclassifiable errors. Another relevant 

work was done by Teshome (1985). In this research on error gravity, he auempted to show the 

contrasts in reactions of fou r groups of judges: native and non-native speaker teachers of English, 

non-teaching nat ive speakers of English and Ethiop ians teach ing subjects other than English. 

These four groups j udged the seriousness of sixty elTors, mostly made by 3rd year students in the 
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institute of Languages Studies at the Addis Ababa University (AAU). The results of th is study 

show that the three groups of teachers were more tolerant of errors than the non-leaching nat ive 

speakers of English. The native speaker teachers of English were more lenient than the two non­

native teachers (of English and other subjects), wh ile Ihe non-leaching native speakers were the 

most lenient. The two groups of native speakers (teaching and non-teaching) of English reacted 

to the errors more uniformly than the other two non-nat ive speaker teachers (of Engl ish and other 

subjects), as reported in the study. 

/ 

As regards feedback, two research papers seem to be worth mentioning. The first paper is 

Wondwosen's (1992) M.A thesis. This work aims at finding out how much of the classtime is 

spent on the provision of feedback, what type of feedback Grade 11 teachers use and to see if 

there existed a regular pattern in the react ions of teachers. The study has shown that teachers on 

average spend 29.2 % of the classt ime on the provision of feedback. The research has also 

identified 539 occurrences of positive feedback and 336 of negative feedback. The most 

frequently used types of positive feedback were si mple praise, confirmation and positive 

repetition. Among the various types of negative feedback, as the researcher further reports, 

teachers most frequently used interruption and simple reproof. However, teachers showed much 

agreement between themselves in the use of posi ti ve explanation and several answers sol icitation 

without clues. [n the negati ve feedback also they (teachers) showed much agreement in the use 

of repetition with no change, as indicated in the study. 

Another research on feedback is Getnet's (1994) M.A thesis. This study attempted to investigate, 

describe and analyze the responding behaviour of Sophomore English teachers of Addis Ababa 
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University (AAU) to student writing. An investigation was made on what features of writing the 

instructors focus on wh ile providing feedback; at what stage they intervene to give feedback, how 

their students react to the feedback given to them, as pointed out in this research paper. Analysis 

of the data from these sources revealed that, as it is further shown in this work, while providing 

feedback, Sophomore English teachers concentrate on low order concerns and rarely or never 

attend to high order concerns. It was also pointed out that instructors respond after students 

complete their writing tasks, and not before they begin to write or as they write. It was also 

observed, as the paper further notes, that the instructors often use a narrow range of feedback 

technique such as direct correction of errors and students also employ very few strategies in 

handling feedback. 

Another piece of research work worth mentioning is Yonas' (1996) M.A thesis on teaching 

writing as a process. This thesis aimed at finding out the ways the writing skills are taught in the 

first year classes at the Addis Ababa Univers ity and the effecti veness of the writ ing tasks in the 

College English in reshaping the students' perception about their writing skills. The researcher 

reported that the students' perceptions about writ ing abilities changed significantly. However, 

as the researcher further pointed out. the students did not show prominent changes in specific 

writing skills such as planning and reviewing. 

3.3.3 The ESL composition profile 

This part attempts to introduce the ESL composition profile, a holistic scoring guide developed 

by Jacobs et al. (1981) and used in ESL composition evaluat ions, including the present study. 
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3.3.3.1 Approaches to composit ion evaluation 

There are two basic approaches to composition evaluation, holist ic and frequency-count marking 

(Cooper 1977). In holi stic evaluations, readers base their judgcments on their impression of the 

whole composition; in frequency-count marking, readers ("scorers" in thi s case) tally or 

enumerate certain elements in the composition, such as: the number or type of words, clauses, 

T-units, cohesive dev ices, misspelled words, misplaced commas, or sentence errors. The latter 

method is high ly object ive (little judgement is involved, only counting or listing of certain 

occurrences) and therefore also highly reliable; not so certain is its validity, however, because 

a composition evaluated by a frequency-count method has been judged not for iLS communicative 

effect, bu t for its number or kinds of elements. A number of researchers have provided empirical 

evidence that such counting mcthods do not predict very accurately teachers' intuitive judgements 

of the quality of student writ ing (Mellon 1969, Jurgens and Griffin 1970, Nold and Freedman 

1977, Evola et al. 1980). 

Holist ic evaluat ion, on the other hand, is far more subjective, depending as it does on the 

impressions formed by the readers. Such subjectivity in reading was long thought undesirable, 

but in fact this characteristic of holistic evaluation has to be considered a strength , rather than a 

weakness of the approach, for reasons which have been noted by Oller (1979b): 

It has long been supposed that subjective ratings were less accurate ,"all 
more objective scoring methods. However, as lI'e have seen repeatedly, 
subjective judgements are indispensable ill decisions cOllceming whether a 
writer has expressed lI'e/l his intended mealling and, of course, in 
determining what that intended meaning is. There is '10 escape from 
subjective judgemem in ,he interpretation of 1I0rmal expression ill a natural 
language (Oller 1979b: 393). 
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In spite of (or perhaps because of) this subjectivity, holistic evaluations have been shown capable 

of producing highly reliable assessments. Intuitively it would seem that composition scores based 

on holistic responses from readers who attend to the writer's message must be more valid than 

those based on frequency·count methods, wh ich at best pay only lip service to writer's meaning 

and ideas. As Cooper (1977) puts it, "Holist ic evaluat ion by a human respondent gets us closer 

to what is essential in communication than frequency counts do" (Cooper 1977:3). 

3.3.3.2 What is the ESL composition profile? 

Profile = (Latin) pro = forward + filare = to draw a line and meaning literally "a side view," was 

chosen deliberately in order to convey the main purpose of the profile as an evaluation guide: to 

provide a side view, an outline, of an ESL writer's success at composing or "putting together" the 

main elements of written discollf"e into a connected, coherent piece of writing that communicates 

effectively. 

The profile grew out of a serious need for an efficient and reliable means of evaluating the large 

number of compositions written as part of the English proficiency test (the Michigan Test 

battery) required of all new international students admitted to Texas A&M University or its 

English Language lnstitute. The test compositions had been evaluated by assigning scores in four 

areas: content (50%), structure (25%), vocabulary (20%), and mechanics (5%). The profile 

started with this basic scheme. but developed into an evaluation system which could be used 

easily and reliably, with a minimum of training. by a large number of relatively inexperienced 

readers, some lay readers from the community but mostly instructors or graduate teaching 

assistan ts in the English Department or the English L1nguage Inst itute. Since Follman and 
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Anderson ( 1967) had earlier concluded that the unreliability in composition evaluat ions results 

primarily from differences in the academic and experiential backorounds of the readers the o , 

profile needed to ensure that the readers, coming from such different orientat ions to teaching and 

evaluating English, wou ld focus primarily on the communicative, rather than mechanical aspects 

of the compositions and would apply the same qualitative standards to each paper. For this reason 

the system of weighted components, mastery levels and criteria descriptors was devised to focus 

readers' attention on important aspects of the compositions and to define the standards for each 

mastery level. 

The profile contains five component scales, each focusing on an important aspect of composition 

and weighted according to its approximate importance for written communication: content (30 

points), organization (20 points), vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points), und mechanics 

(5 points). The total weight for each component is further broken down into numerical ranges 

that correspond to four mastery levels: excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor, and 

very poor. The profile's mastery levels and the associated shorthand criteria thus provide a well-

defined standard and an interpretive framework for all readers as they read a composit ion and 

judge its communicative effectiveness (for details see the ESL profile form ill Appendix Q). 

3.3.3.3 How does the profile work for holistic evaluation of composition? 

Unlike some holistic evaluations in which readers base their judgements on a single first 

impression of the quality of a composition, readers using the profile in effect do five holistic 

evaluations of the same composition, each from a s ligh tly different perspective on the whole. 

This is an important difference since readers sometimes tend to value only one aspect of a 
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composition when using a purely impress ionistic approach, yet it is only through a writer's 

successful production, integration and synchronization of all these component parts of a 

composition that an effective whole is created. The profile asks readers to peer at the composition 

through as many windows as possible in arriving at their judgements of quality. 

During an evaluation, readers will generally read each composition twice, once to form an overall 

first impression of whetherthe writer has delivered a clear, complete message and again to focus 

on aspects of the composition that may have innuenced that first impression either positively or 

negatively, or that might cause the reader to form a different impression of the writer's 

communicative effectiveness. In the first reading, readers attend only to the message: Are the 

writer's ideas readily apparent, appropriately sequenced to move the reader along, and adequately 

developed to convey a complete picture to the reader? Based on the in iti al response to the paper, 

readers then ident ify descriptors in the content and organization components which most 

appropriately describe the writer'S overall effect on the reader and assign a score from the 

associated mastery level of these two components. During the second reading, readers try to 

verify the ir first impression by asking: Is the communicative effort more or less effective than 

originally thought? Does the writer use the syntactical , lexical and mechanical elements of the 

language to deliver the message clearly and unambiguously, or is mastery of these elements such 

that expectations are not fulfilled and the reader must halt, stumble, backtrack or ponder in a 

search for the writer'S meaning? Based on this second reading, readers then identify the most 

appropriate descriptors in vocabulary, language use and mechanics and assign a score for each 

component. 
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The five component scales thus intended to be regarded as fi ve different wi ndows or viewpoints 

from which to judge the writer's overall communicative effect. Very often what a reader sees 

from each window will be the same and the score awarded to each component will indicate 

approxi mately the same mastery level in all aspects of the composition, suggesting that each cog 

in the machinery of discourse is interacting approximately with other elements and contributing 

its fair share to the smooth, effic ient operation of the communication process . In other cases, the 

view from some windows on the whole may be s li ght ly different and the points at which 

communicat ion breaks down or speeds up will be highlighted, suggesting that some elements in 

the d iscourse process are carrying more or less than their necessary load in the communicative 

effort. In any case, the components should be evaluated o nl y for thei r con tribution to the total 

communicative effect: how successfu l is the writer in pulling together all of the elements of 

wrillen discourse into a connected, coherent piece of writ ing that communicates effectively? 

The profile total score thus provides a highly reliable estimate o f a writer's proficiency and can 

be used with confidence---in combination, of course, with scores from any other compositions 

or other language tests the studen t has taken---by the test administrator who must consider 

whether a student's writing ability is sufficient for a particular communicative purpose. This total 

score can range from 100 (maxi mum) to 34 (minimum), a range chosen so that the raw 

(unequated) composition test score cou ld eas ily be used in conjunction with the Michigan Test 

battery, which produces equated scores over approximately the same range ( Jacobs el aJ. 1981: 

29·33). 
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3.3.3.4 Conclusion 

The main focus of this part was to highlight what the literature has to say about feedback in 

general and the effects of feedback on students' writing in an ESUEFL context in particular. To 

this end, this part has raised and discussed a number of important issues and questions pertinent 

to feedback. Moreover, it has introduced the ESL composition proflfe(see Apperldix QJ, a holistic 

scoring guide developed by Jacobs et al. ( 1981) and used by some ESUEFL writ ing researchers, 

including this study. 
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Thus, they were informed that this research was geared towards finding out the effectiveness of 

teacher and peer feedback in Sophomore English classes. They were also infonned that the 

research would be conducted for the whole semester (16 weeks) and during this time they would 

complete two questionnaires and write four essays (wi th one first and one final drafts) on 

different topics. The subjects were also encouraged that they should relax and work cooperatively 

both with their teacher and fellow students for the success of the research. Further, they were 

informed that they would be sp lit into two equivalent groups for the sake of convenience to 

conduct the research and this division would be done randomly and it would not affect their 

overall perfonnance and grades at the end of the semester. The researcher also attempted to give 

answers to any fears and doubts the students raised during the orientation. 

4.2.2 Impromptu essay 

At the beginning of the study, the students in both groups (Group I and Group 2) wrote an 

impromptu essay of about 200-300 words in 30 minutes on the same topic designed for this 

purpose. The main aim of the impromptu essay was to find out students' ability to communicate 

in writing. All in all, thirty students in the pilot and twenty-six students in the main studies 

wrote the impromptu essay. The results of the impromptu essay were analyzed and discussed in 

chapter five for the pilot study and chapter six for the main study. 

4.2.3 First questionnaire for students 

The students in both groups completed the first questionnaire for students. The main objective 

of this questionnaire was to find out students' opinions about their own writing practices and 

preferences for types of feedback. The students in both groups completed this questionnaire in 
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class. All the students completed and returned the questionnaire. The results of the first 

questionnaire were analyzed and discussed in chapter five for the pilot study and chapter six for 

the main study. 

4.2.4 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

A quest ionnaire was designed and distributed to writing teachers to find out their opinions about 

their studems' writing and the forms of feedback they (teachers) usually used in responding to 

their students' writing. All the teachers completed and relumed the questionnaire both in the pilOl 

and the main studies. The results of the questionnaire for teachers were analyzed and discussed 

in chapter five for the pilot study and chapter six for the main study. 

4.2.5 Student essays 

In addition to the impromptu essay discussed above (4.2.2), the students wrote essays on three 

other different topics with one first draft and one final draft both in the pilot and the main studies. 

For details see 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2 below. 

4.2.5. t Comments on first drafts 

The students wrote three essays in each group (one first draft and one fina l draft for each of (he 

essays) in all, as part of their Sophomore English (FLEn 201) writing course, for one semester 

(16 weeks). The first drafts of the essays were read and commented on by the teacher for Group 

I and by peers (in pairs) for Group 2 until both the teacher and peers read and commented on 

three different first drafts of essays each in the two groups during the study. The studen ts were 
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expected to write an essay of about 350 words, in about 1112 hours (seventy-five minutes), each 

time during the study. 

The students were also required to write final draft s for each essay topic after they had received 

wrinen comments on their first drafts from the teacher or peers. The teacher and peers wrote 

comments on the first drafts of Group I and Group 2, respectively, and returned the papers to 

the writers. Borh the teacher and peers used 'General criteria for evaluating writing' (see Appendix 

0) suggested by Lefevre and Dickerson (198 1), and 'Peer evaluation criteria' (see Appendix P) 

which they received before reading their peers' essays. According to the 'General criteria for 

evaluating writing', the teacher/peers would give feedback on content and organization before 

focusing on language usc, so that the task does not become overwhelming for the students. It is 

usually believed to be useful to avoid correct ing all grammat ical and spelling t:;[ ror~, since the 

idea is to give a clear message 10 students that they should concentrate on content and express 

their thoughts clearly. In some cases, the grammar may be so convoluted that what the student 

has written is not comprehensible. [n slich case, the comments which the teacher/peers 

makes/make should be oriented towards the meaning rather than the fau lty grammar (Chenoweth 

1987:27). 80th the teacher and peers need to remember that the comments we put on early drafts 

should encourage the student writers further, to 'help them clarify their purposes and reasons in 

writing their specific text' (Sommers 1982). 

4.2.5.2 Evaluating drafts 

After the peers had written their comments, the teacher (researcher) read the comments written 

by the peers to make sure that , as much as possible, no ambiguities and inaccuracies in comments 
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given by the peers before the first drafts along with the comments were returned to the student 

writers. All the comments were given on separale sheets of paper, which were provided during 

the peer evaluations. The comments were wrillen on separate sheets of paper to reduce the 

possible bias on the pan of the readers! raters (evalualors of both first and final drafts), who could 

be influenced by the comments of the teacher and peers. The student writers, presumabl y, 

incorporated the comments provided by the teacher and peers and rewrote their essays. After the 

students had rewritten their essays, both the first and the final drafts were coll ected and shuffled 

before the essays were handed to two raters/readers, who read and evaluated all the papers out 

of 100 points according to Jacobs et al. ( 1981) ESL composition profile holistic scoring guide: 

content = 30 points, organization = 20 points, language use = 25 points. vocabulary = 20 points, 

and mechanics = 5 points. The two readers selected for this purpose were experienced writing 

teachers of similar academic qualifications. The first and final drafts were given different cod~~ 

before they were given to the readers for marking. The results of both drafts were recordcd 

separate ly on progress sheets prepared for this purpose for each student writer. Besides. the 

resu lts for each writing componcnt (con tent, organization, grammar, vocabulary. and mechanics) 

for each student writer were also recorded separately to see the progress, if any, each student 

made in each of the components in add ition to the overa ll composition writing sk ills during the 

study. Then. I-Iests were conducted to determine any significant differences between teacher and 

peer feedback and a matched I-Iesl research procedure was used 10 find out if there was any 

significant difference between the first draft and the final draft of the same essay for the same 

group. Moreover, the students' writing revisions (first draft versus final draft) were analysed for 

each of the essays to find out which comments and/or whether the students had incorporated (into 

their essays) the comments suggested to them by the teacher/peers. Further, the teacher/peer 
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comments were counled and categorized and Ihe correlation coefficient (r) was used to find out 

if the values awarded to the students by Ihe two raters for the same essays would correlate or nol. 

4.2.6 Training 

The students (in Group 2) had practised evaluating essays written by other Sophomore English 

students before they actually embarked on evaluating their peers' essays written fo r thi s study. 

Thus, the students practised evaluating (in pairs) three different essays written by the previous 

Sophomore English students in the first two weeks of the study. They were provided with a 

checklisl that would help them to know what specific points to look for when they read the essays 

(see Appendices 0 and P). This was done to help them to acqu ire some confidence and 

experience in responding to their peers' writing in the sludy. 

4.2.7 Second questionnaire for students 

A second questionnaire was adm in istered to all the studen ts in Group 1 and Group 2 near the 

end of the study to discover, if and in what ways, the differen t feedback trcatmenls used in this 

study might have influenced their attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in 

particular. All the students completed and returned the questionnaire. The results of the second 

questionnaire were analyzed and discussed in chapter five for the pilot study and chapter six for 

the main study. 

4.3 The ESL composition profile 

As poinled out earlier in chapter three, the ESL compositioll profile contains five component 

scales, each focus ing on an important aspect of composition and weighted according to its 
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approximate importance for written communication: content (30 points), organization (20 

points), vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points), and mechanics (5 points). The total 

weight for each component is further broken down into numerical ranges that correspond to four 

mastery levels: excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor, and very poor. The profi le's 

mastery levels and the associated shorthand criteria thus provide a well-defined standard and an 

interpretive framework for all readers as they read a composit ion and judge its communicative 

effectiveness (for details see the ESL compositioll profile form in Appefldix Q). 

Unlike some holistic evaluations in which readers base their judgements on a single first 

impression of the quality of a composition, readers using the profile in effect do five holistic 

evaluations of the same composition, each from a slightly different perspective on the whole. 

This is an important difference since readers sometimes tend to value only one aspect of a 

composition when using a purely impressionistic approach, yet it is only through a writer's 

successful production, integration and synchron ization of all these component parts of a 

composition that an effective whole is created. The profile asks readers to peer at the composi tion 

through as many windows as possible in arriving at their judgements of quality. During an 

evaluation, readers will generally read each composition twice. once to form an overall first 

impression of whether the writer has delivered a clear, complete message and again to focus on 

aspects of the composition that may have innuenced that first impression either positively or 

negatively, or that might cause the reader to form a different impression of the writer's 

communicative effect iveness. In the first reading, readers attend only to the message: Are the 

writer's ideas readily apparent, appropriately sequenced to move the reader along, and adequately 

developed to convey a complete picture 10 the reader? Based on the initial response to the paper, 
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readers then identify descriptors in the content and organization components which most 

appropriately describe the writer's overall effect on the reader and assign a score from the 

associated mastery level of these two components. During the second reading , readers try to 

verify their first impression by asking: Is the communicative effort more or less effective than 

originally thought? Does the writer use the syntactical, lexical and mechanical elements of the 

language to deliver the message clearly and unambiguously, or is mastery of these elements slIch 

that expectations are not fulfilled and the reader must halt, stumble. backtrack or ponder in search 

for the writer's meaning? Based on this second reading, readers then identify the most appropriate 

descriptors in vocabulary, language use and mechanics and assign a score for each component. 

The five component scales thus intended to be regarded as five different windows or viewpoints 

from which to judge the writer's overall communicative effect. Very often what a reader secs 

from each window will be the same and the score awarded to each component will indicate 

approximately the same mastery level in all aspects of the composition, suggesting that each cog 

in the machinery of discourse is interacting approximately with other elements and contributing 

its fair share to the smooth, efficient operation of the communication process (Jacobs el al. 1981: 

29-33). 
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5.1 Introduction 

Chapter Five 

The pilot study 

The pilot study had two main objectives: (a) to tryout the various research too ls selected to 

collect data for thi s research and (b) to use the results of the pi lot study as a springboard for 

conducting the main study of thi s research. To this effect, two questionnai res and fou r essays for 

students and a questionnaire for writi ng tcachers were des igned and administered during the pi lot 

study. Then, the results of the questionnaires and essays for students and the questionnaire for 

writing teachers were analyzed and discussed to see, based on the results of the pilot study, what 

the direction of the main study would likely be. It should be admitted that in some cases the 

discussions of the pilot and the main studies may look simi lar. This in fact happened because 

some results of the pi lot study which were largely simi lar to the resu hs of the main study were 

analyzed and discussed in this chapter because it was feh thaI doing so would re inforce and 

enrich the resul ts of the main study. However, the results of the pilot study were largely provided 

in the append ices. 

5.2 First questionnaire for students 

S.l. /Illtroduction 

A twenty-item questionnaire was designed and administered to twenty 2nd year students at the 

start of the semester in the pilot study. Al l the students completed and returned the questionnaire. 

The main object ive of thi s questionnaire was to find out students' opinions about their wri ting 

practices and preferences for forms of feedback. The students reacted posi ti vely to all the 
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questions except that some students failed to adequately respond to QuestiOl/ 8. This question 

was on whether there were teacher comments the students did not understand. It was found out 

that 50% of the students did not respond to this question. Hence, Questiol/ 8 was dropped in the 

main stUdy of this research. Further, Question 19 was on ranking the language skills according 

to their level of importance. In fact the studen ts responded positively to thi s question, but some 

writing teachers said that it would be difficult to talk about one language skill being more 

important than another language sk ill . The teachers' comment was accepted and Question 19 was 

dropped in the main study of this research. The questions and results of the first questionnaire 

for students are given in Appendix A. However, some results which were believed to reinforce 

the results of the main study were analyzed and discussed as follows: 

5.2.2 Results of the first qUt!Slionnalre for students 

The questions and results of the first questionnaire for students are given in Appendix A. 

5.2.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This part attempts to analyze and discuss some of the results of the first questionnaire for 

students in the pilot study. 

S.2.3.1 Teacher feedback 

This pan summarizes the results of three questions (in the first questionnaire for students) which 

focused on the role of teacher feedback in improving students' writing. Question 1 was on how 

much of the essay students read when they got 'Bask. it back from their writing teacher. Questiol/ 

2 was on how many of the teacher corrections the students gave thoughtful attention to and 
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Question J 7 was on how much the students benefited from the teacher comments (see Questions 

I. 2. and 17 in Appendix A). The results show that the majority (65%) of the students reported 

that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back from their teachers. Further. most of 

the students (70%) reported that they gave a lot of thoughtful attention to the teacher corrections. 

The majority of students (85%) also said that they benefited immensely from the teacher 

comments they received before they wrote the final drafts. The students reported the following 

reasons (paraphrased) as to why the teacher comments were useful: 

• [did not make similar mistakes in my subsequent essays. 

• The comments helped me to improve my essay. 

• The comments helped me to know my problem areas. 

The results of these three questions suggcl.il Ihat students paid due allention to the teacher 

comments and used the comments to improve their writing. The results further indicated that 

teacher feedback is relevant and plays a useful role in language teaching and learn ing in general 

and writing in particular. Thus, it may be argued that writing teachers should be prepared to 

respond to their students' writing not only because i~heir duty to do so but also students expect 

comments from their teachers to reappraise their work and improve their successive drafts and 

essays. One likely reason on the part of the writing teacher for nOl giving feedback to hislher 

students is that the students may not use the comments and improve their writing. This attilUde 

seems to undennine the basic role of feedback in the sense that the teacher tends to predict the 

outcome of hislher comments before the comments are given to the student writers. It was noted 

that as far as the comments are clear. objective and relevant to the object of the comments, 

students seem 10 be prepared to use the teacher comments and improve their writing. In sum, 
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teacher feedback can play its role, i.e. promoting students' writing skills provided that the writing 

teacher realizes that feedback is useful and relevant in writing classes and provides feedback that 

is straightforward, object ive and pertinen t to students' writing. 

5.2.3.2 Pee. feedback 

This part (see Question 10 in Appendix A) focuses on how much students liked the peer feedback 

used in their writing classes. The result of this question shows that the majori ty of studen ts (73%) 

reported that they liked peer feedback "very much". 

The result would help the writing teacher to realize that students like peer feedback and peer 

feedback can be used along with the teacher feedback in responding to students' writing. It was 

found out that writing teachers do nOI commonly use peer feedback in writing classes. The 

majority of wri ting teachers who filled in the questionnai re for writing teachers for this study 

reported that they used peer feedback "sometimes". They may have thei r own plausible reasons 

to limit peer feedback to 'sometimes'. But, peer feedback can be used more often provided that 

writ ing teachers real ize that it can playa useful role in writing classes and are prepared to support 

and encourage their students. Students may be hesitant and less cooperative until they realize that 

peer feedback is useful and can play an important role in writing classes. However, through time 

students may realize that peer feedback has a lot to contribute in enhancing their ability to read 

and comment on their peers' writing and their communicative skills, especially if the students 

work in pairs or groups. 

98 



• 

5.2.3.3 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Question II in Appendix A) focuses on finding out whether the students produced 

preliminary drafts before they wrote final drafts. Thus, (see the following table), the majority 

students (70%) reported that they produced preliminary drafts before they wrote fina l drafts. 

Yes No 

14 6 

Writing preliminary drafts seems to be useful because it may give the students the opportunity 

to be critics of their own writi ng when they revise their writing and they can also incorporate the 

tcacher comments suggested to them during the preliminary drafts and improve their final drafts. 

5.2.3.4 Practices versus preferences 

This part focuses on the major fonns of feedback usually used by writ ing teachers in responding 

to their students' writing (see Question 13 in Appendix A) versus what forms of feedback students 

wou ld like to have (see Question 14 in Appelldix A). The results show that the majority of 

writing teachers used 'error identificati on', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in desce nding 

order. However, most of the students said they would prefer 'writing comments', 'conferencing', 

'reformulation', and 'error ident ification' in descending order. The students reported the following 

reasons (see Question 14 in Appendix A) for choosing these forms of feedback: 

• helps me to know my errors (writing comments). 

• helps me to ident ify my errors (error identification). 

• helps me to improve my wri ting (writing comments). 

• face to face discussion with my teacher helps me to know my errors (conferellcillg). 
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• can discuss my problem areas with the teacher (colljerencillg). 

Thus, there seems to be a mismatch between what the teachers do and whallhe students would 

like to have. Writing teachers usually tend to use a form of feedback they reckon to be useful in 

responding 10 their students' writing. It is evident that wachers know from experience which fOfm 

of feedback is more effective in responding to students' writ ing. This does not mean, however, 

that writ ing teachers should ignore the preferences of their students. Students could be interested 

in a certain fonn of feedback without realizing its effectiveness. It may be important that the 

writing teacher intervene and explain whether the form of feedback the students claim to be 

interested in is effective or practical in their writing classes. For example, students may say that 

they would like to have 'reformulation' ill their writing classes. It may sound pompous and 

interesting. hUi the main question is: Is it effective? Or is it practical? Students could opt for a 

form of feedback without real izing that it is effective or practical. Thus, teachers should help 

their students to see which fonns of feedback are effective and he lpful and why, i.c. the writing 

teacher should explain to their students the pros and cons of each form of feedback before 

attending to what forms of feedback hislher students would like to have. After the teacher's 

explanation, students may agree with the teacher's choices or insist on their preferences. 

5.2.3.5 Strategies 

This part (see Question 7 in Appendix A) focuses on what strategies the students used when they 

received teacher feedback in their writing classes. Thus, it was reported that 50% made a mental 

note of the teacher comments, 25% wrote down points to consider for rev is ion or for future use, 
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10% rewrote lhe essay incorporating the teacher commcms, 10% referred to other papers and 

rewrote the essay and 5% did nothing. 

It may be argued that the majority of sludcms used tcacher feedback in olle way or another to 

improve their writing. These resu lts may suggest that teacher feedback is useful because it seems 

to help slUdents to reappraise their work and improve on it. 

5.2.3.6 Self·rating 

This parI (see Question 20 in Appendix A) focuses on finding out how the students rated their 

writing abilities. The results of this question show (see the table below) that the majority of 

students (80%) rated their writing ski ll s as "good" or "fair", 10% as "excellent" and 10% as 

"poor". 

excellent good fair poor 

2 9 7 2 

However, this self-rating seems to be improbable because if we examine the raw scores they 

received for their first and final drafts vis-a vis the ESL composition profile (a holistic scoring 

guide used to evaluate students' essays in this research) scores would put the majority of the 

students in the category of "fair to poor" writers, not in the categories of "excellent" or "good" 

writers. To illustrate this argument further, it would be worth comparing the students' raw scores 

with the ESL composition profile scores suggested for different categories of writers (excellent­

very good, good-average, fair-poor and very poor).Thus, the ESL composition profile holistic 

scoring guide suggests that 100-90 points (exce llent to very good), 85-72 points (good to 
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average), 67-51 points (fair to poor) and 50 points and below (very poor) out of 100 points. In 

this study, out of the 70 essay drafts, 16 essay drafts (23%) received 73-68, 54 essay drafts (77%) 

received 67-55 ou( of 100 points. The results suggest that the majority of students are in the 

category of "fair to poor" and a few of them are in the category of "good to average". Moreover, 

it was noted that the majority of students had difficult ies in writing clear and coherent paragraphs 

and essays during th is study. Hence, it can be argued that the students' self-rating and their actual 

writing performance seem to disagree. This implies that by and large some students 

overestimated their writing abilities. 

All in ail, the results of the first questionnaire for students revealed the actual practices in writing 

classes in general and what students feel about teacher feedback and their own writing practices 

in particular. The resu lts also helptll tile fC!)earc.:her to improve the questions and use them In the 

main study. 

5.3 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

5.3. J Introduction 

A seventeen-item questionnaire was designed and distributed to six writing teachers in the pilot 

study. The main objective of this questionnaire was to find out writing teachers' comments about 

the various questions used in this questionnaire and then based on the writing teachers' comments 

to reshape and use them in the main study of this research. The teachers, on the whole, reacted 

positively to the questionnaire except that two of the respondents expressed their reservation 

abou t Questioll 4, "Rank the four language skills according to their degree of importance for 

English learners in Ethiopia." These two respondents remarked that all language skills are equally 
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important for English learners in Ethiopia and it would be very difficult to talk about one 

language skill being more important than another language ski ll. Their comment was accepted 

and Question 4 was dropped in the main study. The questions and results of questionna ire for 

writing teachers are given in Appendix C. However, some results of this quest ionnaire which 

were felt to strengthen the resu lts of the main study were ana lyzed and discussed below. 

5.3.2 Results of questionnaire for teachers 

The questions and resu lts of questionnaire for teachers are given in Appendix C. 

5.3.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This part attempts to ana lyze and discuss some of the results of the questionnaire for writing 

teachers in the p ilot study. 

5.3.3.1 Area of focus 

Th is part (see Question 4 in Appendix C) attempts to show the area of focus in teacher feedback. 

Thus, the majori ty of teachers (four out of s ix) reported (see the tab le below) that they focused 

on all writing components when they read their students' first drafts because all the components 

are equally important and two teachers (out of six) reported that they focused on content and 

organization alone. 

content organization lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

2+4 2+4 4 4 4 
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II may be argued that all writing components are useful to write effectively. However, writing 

componen ts like COntent and organizmion may have to be given a priority in writ ing the first 

drafts and the Olher components like grammar,lexis and mechanics may be handled in the laler 

stages of writing. This is important because for one thing student s will have the opportunity 10 

concent rate on meaning alone in the first draft and thi s may make the burden of composing less 

severe and further the fact that they treat the writing components systematica lly cou ld enab le 

them to write more purposively and effecti vely. 

5.3.3.2 Practices 

This part (see Questions 5 in Appendix C) shows the fonns of feedback usually used by the 

writing teachers and why they used them. Thus, the majority of teacher respondents reported that 

(see the fo llowing table) they usually used 'error identification' and 'writing comments' when they 

responded to their students' writing and some respondents reported that 3tti mes they used 

error identificat ion writing comments conferencing 

6 6 2 

'conferenc ing'. The following reasons (see Question 6 in Appel/dix C) were given by teachers fo r 

using the above forms of feedback: 

• The comments help the studen ts to identify their errors (error identification). 

• The comments help the students to improve their writ ing (writing commel/ts). 

• The students can see their problem areas (writing comments). 

• The students can discuss their problems with the teacher (coll!erellcillg). 
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5.3.3.3 Peer feedback 

This pan (see Questions 14-16 in Appendix C) tries to find out if the teachers used peer feedback 

and how much their students liked the peer feedback used in their writing classes. The majority 

of teachers reponed that they used peer feedback in their writing classes. Most of them said that 

they used it 'sometimes' and Some others reported 'orten'. Further, they said that Illost of their 

students liked peer feedback "very much". 

These resuhs agree with the responses of sludcms (0 the same questions in the first questionnaire 

for students. These results may suggest that peer feedback seems 10 be popular amongst student 

writers and can be used more 'often' in responding to students' writing along with the morc 

common tcacher feedback. 

5.3.3.4 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Questions 12 and 13 in Appendix C) attempts to find out if the students produced 

preliminary drafts before they wrote the rinal drafts and when the teachers intervened to give 

comments in their writ ing classes. The majority of teachers said that their students produced 

preliminary drafts before they wrote the final drafts. Moreover, the teachers said thal they 

intervened during the first drafts and provided comments. It may be argued that writing 

preliminary drafts would help student writers to be critics of their own writing and writing 

teachers can also intervene during the preliminary drafts and provide their students with 

comments that can help them to improve their writing. 
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5.3.3.5 Students' writing perrormance 

This part (see Question 17 in Appendi.x C) attempts to find whether the teachers would think their 

students' writ ing was satisfactory for their level or otherwise. Most of the teachers said (see the 

follow ing table) thai their students' writing perfomlance was 'satisfactory' for their level al though 

a few teachers said it was nol. The resu lts largely seem to agree with students' self-rat ing in 

writ ing skills. As reported earlier, most of the students said that their writing skills were "good" 

or "fair". 

Yes No 

5 

However, if we compare the raw scores they received for the various essay drafls they wrote for 

this study with the scores suggested by the ESL composition profile (excellent to very good. good 

to average, average to fa ir, fa ir to poor and very poor), it can argued that most of the studen ts 

wou ld be in the category of "fair to poor", not "good to average" as they tend to claim (see 5.2.3.6 

above). The possible explanation for the discrepancy between students' se lf-rating and their 

actual writing performance could be that some students overestimated their writ ing abilities. 

On the whole, the results of this quest ionnaire for teachers clued the actual writing pract ices in 

general and what forms of feedback are in fact used in writing classes and what teachers would 

think about the writing practices of their students in particular. Further, the results enabled the 

researcher to reshape and use the questionnaire in the main study. 
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5.4 Student essays 

5.4.1 Illtroductioll 

This part attempts to analyze and discuss the resu lts of the impromptu essay and three other 

major essays used to generate data for the pilol study in addit ion to the questionnaires. The 

students wrote one improm ptu essay and three other essays with one first and one final drafts 

during the pilot study. The main purpose of the impromptu essay was to find out the students' 

ability to communicate in writ ing. The other three essays were aimed at finding out if responding 

to students' first drafls using teacher feedback or peer feedback would make any difference in 

improving students' writing revisions. 

The topics selected for the pi lot study were believed to be lopics which were familiar to students 

and topics which they could easily understand and write about. The topic selected for the 

impromptu essay (Two most commOIl studellf hobbies at the Addis Ababa University) arc 

connected with their experiences in the Universi ty. The other three topics (The most memorable 

persoll in my life, Family life ill my kebelie, and How I would like to spend my slimmer (kiremt) 

\'acatioll) seem to be connected with their personal experiences and practices in the community. 

As Sommers (1992:30) remarks, writing on topics they are familiar with will give students the 

opportunity to bring their life and their writing together. Further, the topics would call for using 

different fomls of discourse in writing essays. For example. the first topic (The most memorable 

persoll in my life) would be more a narration although elements of description could corne in as 

necessary. The second topic (Family life ill my kebelie) call s predominant ly for exposition and 

other fo rms like descript ion and argument can be used depending on how the lopic is approached. 

The third topic (How I would like to spend my slimmer (kiremt) vacatioll) entails argument and 
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exposition. The writer can show hislher readers what hislher plans are and then argue why he/she 

has chosen those plans for the vacation. In all, the topics seem to entail all the discourses and 

their combinations. The students also remarked near the end of the pilot study that the topics 

were straightforward, relevant and fairly easy to understand and write essays on (classroom 

discussions). 

All in all, the students produced 210 essays during the pilot study. Of these 21 0 essays, 70 essays 

(of 10 students) were randomly selected and analyzed in the pilot study. The mean score of each 

essay was computed for each group and compared using a t-test research procedure to find out 

if there was any significant difference between the mean scores of the two independent groups 

(Group I and Group 2) at different levels of significance (0.05 and 0.0 I) for each of the essays. 

Further, the mean scores of the first and final drafts were also compared using a matched t-test 

research procedure to find Oul if the mean scores of the first drafts were significan tl y different 

from the mean scores of the final drafts within the groups at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance. 

Moreover, the comments provided by the teacher to Group I and by peers to Group 2 were 

counted and classified into different categories (category of comments) and students' 

responses/reactions to the teacher/peer comments were also analyzed and classified into different 

categories (types of responses). Further, the correlation coefficient (r) of the values awarded to 

the student writers by the two raters was computed for three of the essay drafts (as a sample) 

produced during the pilot study. Thus, the results of the essays between the groups and within 

the groups and the different writing components, the categories of comments, students' responses 

to the teacher/peer comments and the correlation coeffic ient (r) were analyzed and discussed as 

follows: 
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5.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the essay rcsults 

This pan auempts to analyze and discuss the results of the essay drafts between the two groups 

and within the groups in the pilot study(see Appendix 1). 

5.4.2.1 Between the groups (first drafts) 

The mean score for the impromptu essay was (65%) for Group I and (66%) for Group 2. These 

two mean scores were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance using a t-Iest research 

procedure to find out if they were significantly different. The result shows that the mean scores 

of the two groups are not significant ly different. Furthermore, the mean scores of the first draft 

of essay one (62%) for Group I and (61 %) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels 

of significance to find out if the two means were significant ly different. The result shows tbat 

the two mean scores are not significantly different. Then, the mean scores of the first draft:-. of 

essay two (62%) fo r Group I and (61 %) for two group were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels 

of significance to find out if they were significant ly different. The result shows that the two 

mean scores are not significantly differen t. Further, the mean scores of the first drafts of essay 

three (62%) for Group I and (62%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of 

significance to find out if the two mean scores were significantly different. The result shows that 

the mean scores of the two groups are not significantly different. 

5.4.2.2 Between the groups (final drafts) 

Furthermore, in addition to comparing the mean scores of the impromptu essay and the first 

drafts of the three essays, the final drafts of the three essays of the two groups were also 

compared to find out if the mean scores of the final drafts of the three essays of the two groups 
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were s ignificantly different. Thus. the mean scores of the final drafts of essay one (65%) for 

Group 1 and (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the 

result shows that the two mean scores of the two groups are not s ignificantly different. Next, the 

mean scores of the final drafts of essay two (64%) for Group I (64%) for Group 2 were 

compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two mean scores 

are not significantly different. Then, the mean scores of the final draft s of essay three (65%) for 

Group I and (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the 

result shows that the mean Score of the final drafts of the two groups are not significantly 

different. 

5.4.2.3 Within the groups (fi rst drarts versus final drafts) 

tn addition [0 comparing the mean scores between the two independem groups, i.e. Group I and 

Group 2 the mean scores of the essays (first drafts versus final drarts) were compared within each 

group (using a matched (-test research procedure) to find out if the mean score of the first draft 

was s ignificantly different from the mean score of the final draft of the same essay for the same 

group for each of the three essays. To thi s effect, the mean score of essay one for the first draft 

(62%) and the mean score of essay one for the final drart (65%) for Group I were compared at 

0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the mean scores of the first draft 

and the final draft of essay one for Group I are significant ly different. Similarly, the mean scores 

of the first draft (6 1 %) and final drart for essay one (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 

and 0.0 J levels of significance and the resu lt shows that the two means are significantly different. 
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Further, the first (62%) and final (64%) drafts of essay two for Group I were compared at 0.05 

and 0.01 levels of significance and the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly 

different. The mean scores of essay two for the first draft (6 1 %) and the final draft (64%) for 

Group 2 were also compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the 

two mean scores are significantly different. Likewise, the mean scores for the first draft (62%) 

and the final draft (65%) for essay three for Group I were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 leve ls of 

significance and the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly different. Finally, 

the mean scores for the first draft (62%) and the final draft (65%) for essay three for Group 2 

were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the resuh shows that the two me;.m 

scores are significant ly different. 

The following table summarizes the results of the essay mean scores between and within the two 

groups discussed above. 

T bl 5 I S a e .. f ummary 0 mean sco res (between and within the groups) 

Group Essay first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu 65 -
2 Impromptu 66 -
I I 62 65 

2 I 61 65 

I 2 62 64 

2 2 61 64 

I 3 62 65 

2 3 62 65 
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5.4.3 \Vriting components (see Appe"dix J: Essay results of the pilot study) 

Each essay draft (first and fina l) was evaluated by marking five writing components according 

to the ESL composition profile scoring guide: content, organization, vocabulary, language use 

(grammar) and mechanics, The main objective of this part was to compare the mean scores of 

the individual components of the first and final drafts of the same essay to find ou t if the students, 

besides the whole essay, improved the individual components as they rewrote their essays. Thus, 

Ihe mean scores of the fi rst and final drafts for each of the writing components were computed 

and the results show that the mean scores of the fina l drafts for each of the writing components 

were by and large higher than the mean scores of the first drafts of the writing components. 

5.4.4 Teacher/peer comments 

Afttor tilt:: slu(knts wrote the first drafts of their essays, they were prOVided with comments which 

they were expected to use and rewrite thei r essays in th is pilot study. Thus, this part deals with 

two sections: the first section (categories of comments) attempts to identify and categorize the 

teacher/peer comments, the second section (types of responses) attempts to find out what the 

students (in both groups) did with the teacher/peer commenlS (e.g. used the comments as 

suggested to them, used the comments but not as suggested to them. ignored the comments, etc.) 

they received during the pi lot study. A complete list of the teacher/peer comments the studenls 

in both groups received during the pilot study is given in Appe"dix G. 

5.4.4.1 Categories of comments 

This sect ion attempts to identify and categorize the teacher/peer comments the students in both 

Group I and Group 2 received du ring the pilot study. The tab le (Table 5.6) which shows the 
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categories of teacher/peer comments IS given in Appendix K. However, the results or the 

teacher/peer comments were analyzed and discussed as follows: 

5.4.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the teacher/peer comments 

In the pilot study, Group 1 (teacher reedback) received 54 comments for the three difrerent essays 

they produced and Group 2 received 50 comments for the same number or essays. The comments 

the students received were identified and class ified into five categories (content, organization, 

language use, vocabulary and mechan ics). The comments by and large focused on meaning 

(content and organization) rather than mechanical and grammatical errors. About 65/104 (62.5%) 

of the comments were on the first two categories or content and organization, which were 

concerned with meaning on a more global level than the sentence level. The emphasis seemed 

to be similar in both the teacher and peer comments. The other categories of comments 

(language use, vocabulary and mechanics) received abou t 391104 (37.5%) of the comments. 

These laller categories ( language use, vocabulary and mechanics) are generally bel ieved to affect 

commun icat ion less severely in writ ing although they are quite useru l for producing effective 

writing. However, comments were provided on these categories too when it was relt that 

grammatical andlor mechanical errors would affect the meaning of the sentence or paragraph. 

In Group I, about 34/54 (63%) comments dealt with meaning and organization and 20/54 (37%) 

dealt with grammatical, lexical and mechanical errors. Similarly, 31/50 (62%) dealt with meaning 

and organization and 19/50 (38%) dealt with the grammatical, lexical and mechanical errors in 

Group 2. What each category (content, organization, language use, vocabu lary, mechanics) would 

rerer to is provided in Appendix P. 
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5.4.4.3 Conclusion 

The fact that most of the comm , .... en s were on content and orgamzatlon may Imply two thmgs: 

First content and organi zation are pc > ed be> h· . . . , rCClv as mg t e most Important components In wfltlng. 

Second, these Iwo areas were the most challengi ng components for our students. This could be 

verified from the responses of the studen ts to the questionnaires during the pilot study. Most 

students reponed that organization was the most difficult writing component. Further, if we look 

at the comments (see Appendix GJ students received for their essays, the most common 

comments (paraphrased) could be summarized as follows: 

• Your essay lacks a clear main idea. 

• Your essay lacks a clear direction. 

• Your sentences are not clear to the reader. 

• Your pars. are not coherent. 

• Your par. is incomplete. 

• Your par. is not well developed. 

• Your par. is not well organized, etc. 

These comments may show how problematic and challenging organization and content are for 

student writers. This is not to suggest, however, that the other components are easy or not useful 

for the students. It is only to indicate that organization and content seem to be relatively more 

problematic and challenging to student writers and they seem to require more attention and 

efforts than the other writing components in writing classes. Moreover, the students gave their 

assessments about the teacher/peer comments (in classroom discussions) they received during 

the pi lot study. The students largely agreed that the comments were useful and helped them to 
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see Iheir problem areas. However, some sludents commented that al limes the teacher/peer 

comments were repetit ive. The other comment was that some teacher/peer comments were not 

clear enough and this caused difficulty to understand what the comment was about. Further, some 

students complai ned about negative teacher/peer comments. They said that some comments 

lacked 'fairness' . Some students also said that the comments failed to suggest strategies for 

revising the fi nal drafts. The remarks put fo rward by the students were by and large useful and 

efforts were made to consider them in the main study of Ihis research. 

5.4.4.4 Types of responses 

This section presents the responses/reactions of the students (in Group I and Group 2) to the 

teacher/peer comments (whether the students used the comments as suggested to them, used but 

not as suggested to Ihem. or ignored the comments. etc.) they received during the pilot .. tudy. 

This section contains the responses of students to teacher comments in Group I and the responses 

of students in Group 2 to peer comments. The tables (Tables 5.7 and 5.8) which show the variolls 

responses of the studen ts to the teacher/peer comments are given in Appendix K. 

5.4.4.4.1 Type of responses (G I) 

This part analyzes and discusses the responses/reactions of the students i~ Group I(teacher 

feedback) to the teacher comments they received on the first drafts of their essays during the pilot 

study (see Table 5.7 in Appendix K). 

Besides putting the teacher/peer comments inlo various categories, the type of responses 

(reactions) of tbe students to the teacher/peer comments was also analyzed in the pilot study. The 
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results show that the students reacted in different ways to the comments they received from their 

teacher/peers during the pilot study. In Group 1 (teacher feedback), some comments (52%) were 

used by students as suggested by the teacher, and other comments (15%) were also used but not 

as suggested by the teacher. In some cases, part of the text that was object of the comment was 

re moved ( 11 %), and some comments ( 11 %) were 'ignored' and other comments (11%) were 

'praise'. The overall result shows that the students utilized (78%) of the comments and ignored 

(11%). This suggests that students by and large used the comments suggested to them by their 

wr iting teacher and improved their writing. The results suggest to the writing teacher that 

studems would utili ze the comments they receive from their writing teachers and thus writing 

teachers should provide comments to their students in wri ting classes. 

5.4.4.4.2 Type of responses (G2) 

This part analyzes and di scusses the responses/reactions of the students in Group 2 (peer 

feedback) to the peer comments they received on the first drafts of their essays during the pilot 

study (see Table 5.8 in Appendix K). 

In Group 2 (peer feedback), some comments (44%) were used as suggested by peers, and some 

other comments (16%) were also used but not as suggested by peers. In some cases, some 

students removed part of the tex t that was the object of comment (12%), and some comments 

(16%) were ignored and (12%) were 'praise'. On the whole, the students utilized 72% of the 

comments and ignored 16% of the comments in Group 2. 
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5.4.4.4.3 Summary of the studenls' responses (G J a nd G2) 

The situation seems to be similar in both groups except that the peers (Group 2) gave morc 

'praise' to their peers than the teacher (in Group I). This could be for Ihe facllhat they evaluated 

their peers' essays in comparison with their Own writing performance and they were more content 

wit h the first drafts than the teacher. Moreover, the students ignored comments suggested 10 them 

by their peers more in peer feedback (Group 2) than in leacher feedback (Group I). The possible 

explanation for this could be that some students argued when they received the peer comments 

that their work was correct/perfect as it was and hesitated to accept and incorporate the comrnelllS 

suggested (0 them by their peers. Further, some students seem to have overestimated their writing 

abilities and they were not prepared to acknowledge that their actual writing perfomlance was 

in disagreement with thei r perception about their writing abilities. As in the teacher feedback. 

stutlcnts used most of the comments (72%) and ignored (16%) of the comments sugge~ted to 

them by thei r peers in the pilot study. This Illay suggest that peer feedback can be used along with 

the more common and trad it ional teacher feedback in responding to students' writi ng. 

5.4.4.4.4 Conclusion 

All in all, in spite of differences in training, experience and confidence between the teacher and 

student readers, teacher feedback and peer feedback seem to be equally effective in responding 

to students' writing. However, it may be argued that peer feedback can be helpful and effective 

in responding to students' writing if student writers are trained and encouraged by their writing 

teacher. The researcher could notice that our students' main problem was nOl that they couldn't 

d d 'd cOlnmenls Their main problem was largely lack of experience and confidence. rea an provl e . 

It could be observed that as the research went on the students gained more experience and 
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confidence in responding 10 their peers' writing. Thus, near the end of Ihe pilot study most 

students were more comfortable and confide", in providing commenls to their fellow students. 

5.4.5 Correlation coefficient (r) 

As reported earlier, during this study two raters of simi lar qualificati ons marked the students' 

essays out of 100 points according to the ESL composition profile scoring guide procedures. This 

part, therefore, attempts to find out the results of the correlation coeffic ient (r) of the three essay 

drafts selected as a sample of the scven essay drarts (first and final) the students produced during 

the pilot study. i.e. to find out if the valucs awarded to stude", writers in Group I and Group 2 

by the two raters for the same essay drarts would correlate or nol. To this end, three essay drafts: 

Impromptu essay, Essay 2 (DI) and Essay 3 (02) were randomly selected from amongst the 

seven drafts (first and final) produced by the students in both groups during the pilot study. The 

correlation coefficient (r) of these three essay drafts were computed and the results show that r 

= 0.88 for Impromptu essay, r = 0.90 for Essay 2 (D I) and I' = 0.93 for Essay 3 (D2). Thus. it can 

be argued from the results of the correlation coefficient (r) of the three essay drafts that the values 

given by the two raters to the student writers for the three different essay drafts correlated 

positively and the results signify that the rating was reliable (see Appendix M for details). 

5.5. Second questionnaire for students 

5.5.1 Introduction 

An eighteen-item questionnaire was designed and distributed to twenty 200 year students just 

before the end of the semester during the pilot study. All the students completed and returned 

the questionnaire. The main objective of the second questionnaire for students was 10 find out. 
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if and in what ways, the different feedback treatments used in the pilot study might have 

influenced students' attitudes towards writi ng practices in general and feedback in particular. Two 

questions (Questions 8 and 17) which were used in the pilot study were dropped in the main 

study. Question 8 was on whether the students understood the teacher comments or not and 

Question 17 was on ranki ng the various language ski lls according to their degree of importance. 

Questioll 8 was dropped because 50% of the students failed to respond to it and Questioll 17 was 

dropped because some writing teachers remarked that it would be difficult to talk aboul one 

language skil l being more important than another language skill. The questions and result~ of the 

second questionnaire for students are given in Appendix E. But, some of the results of this 

questionnaire which were believed to reinforce and consolidate the results of the main study of 

this research were analyzed and discussed below. 

5.5.2 Results of the second questionnaire 

The quest ions and resu lts of the second questionnai re for students are given in Appelldix E. 

5.5.3 Ana lysis and discussion of the results (Group I versus Group 2) 

The main resu lts of Group I (teacher feedback) and Group 2 (peer feedback) were analyzed and 

discussed as fo llows: 

5.5.3.1 Teacher/peer feedback 

This part (see Quest ions 1,2,9,10 and 15 in Appendix J:.l focuses on the questions which were 

I d h · I f teacher/peer feedback in improving students' writing. The responses of re ate to t e 10 e 0 

h f these questions were analyzed and discussed as follows: To beg in with, students to cae 0 
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Question I was on how much of the essay students read when they got it back from their teacher. 

The results show that 85% of the students in Group I (teacher) reponed Ihal they read al l or most 

of the essay when they got it back from their teacher and 75% of the students in Group 2 (peer) 

reported that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back from their peers. Questioll 

2 was on how many teacher/peer COITCctions the students attended to. The results show that 80% 

of the students in Group I said that they attended to all teacher corrections and 70% of the 

students in Group 2 reported attending to al l peer corrections. Question 9 was on how much the 

students liked the teacher/peer feedback they received during the pilot study. The re~mlt. .. show 

that 75% in Group I said they liked teacher feedback "very much" and 65% in Group 2 also said 

they liked peer feedback "very much". Question /0 was on whether the students benefited from 

the preliminary drafts they produced before they wrote the final drafts. The resu lts show that all 

the students in Group I said that they benefited from the preliminary drafts and 80% of the 

students in Group 2 sa id that they benefited from the prel iminary drafts the produced before 

writing the final drafts. Questioll /5 was on whether the teacher/peer comments helped the 

students to improve their essays. The results show that all the studen ts in Group I reported that 

the teacher comments helped them to improve thei r essays and 80% of the students in Group 2 

said the peer comments helped them to improve their essays. 

Ir may be argued that the results by and large show thaI teacher/peer feedback is a useful act ivity 

in writing classes. The results further verify that students want feedback to reappraise thei r work 

and improve on their writing. The fact that the majority of students reported they liked the 

teacher/peer comments "very much" would suggest that peer feedback and teacher feedback can 

be used side by side in writing classes. 
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5.5.3.2 Strategies 

This part (see Question 7 in Appendi.x £) focuses on the strategies students used when they 

received teacher/peer feedback during the pilot study. The results show that 20% (20% in Group 

I and 20% in Group 2) made a menial note of the teacher/peer comments, 5% (5% in Group I 

and 5% in Group 2) wrote down points to consider for revision or for future usc, 70% (80% in 

Group I and 60% in Group 2) rewrote the essay incorporat ing the teacher/peer comments and 

5% (5% in Group I and 5% in Group 2) referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

The results may suggest thai the studellls tend to use the teacher/peer comments in one way or 

another to reshape their writing. These resu lts may further strengthen the argument that feedback 

is useful in writing classes. The results would encourage writing leachers to provide feedback in 

their writing classes and to use peer feedback along with the more common teacher leedbad in 

their writing classes. 

5.5.3.3 Preferences 

This part (see Question 12 in Appendix E) focuses on the preferences of students for forms of 

feedback. The results show (see the following table) that 80% of the students in Group I said 

they would prefer 'writing commenlS', 10 % said 'error identification ' and 10% said 

'conferencing'. In Group 2, 60% said 'writing comments', 20% said 'error identification', 10% said 

'conferencing' and 10% said 'reformulation'. 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation 

3 14 2 1 
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These results show the students in both groups largely tend to prefer the same fonns of feedback. 

It can be argued that writing teachers should try to find out what forms of feedback their students 

would like to have and why their students would like to have them and then allend to the 

students' choices accordingly. Th is is because some students could hes itate to use teacher/peer 

comments imposed on them against their preferences. The effect of impos ition cou ld undermine 

the role feedback could play in fostering improvement in writing classes. As pointed out in the 

discussion of the results of the fi rst questionnaire for student s, teachers and students should 

discuss and find out which forms of feedback could be more effective and helpful in their writing 

classes. It is useful to evaluate all fonllS of feedback on their merits and demerits before choosing 

and using them. Writing leachers have the responsibility and moral duty to explain to their 

students the feedback fomls that they reckon to be relevant and effective in their writing classe~ 

.. 0 that their students might realize that what is more important regarding feedback is whic h 

forms of feedback are more effective in helping students to improve their writing sk ill s. If the 

student s could negotiate the forms of feedback that are effective in their writing classes, the 

dispute between the actual practices and the preferences of the student s could be overcome. To 

thi s end, Ferris (1995) writes that teachers should take time early in the term (semester) to 

explain their overall philosophy of responding as well as speci fic strategies they will use to 

students. They (teachers) can reinforce this by discussing genera/trends in their responses wit h 

the class and by allowing class time for students to ask questions and react to teacher feedback 

each time a marked draft is returned to the students (Ferri s 1995: 49). 
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5.5.3.4 Self.rating 

This part (see Question 18 in AppefU/ix £) focuses on how the siudenls raled their writing 

abi lities. The resu lts show (see the fOllowing table) that 80% of (he students in Group I rated 

their writ ing skills as "good" and 20% as "fair", In Group 2, 70% raled their writing !!kills as 

"good" and 20% as "fair" and 10% did not respond. 

excellent good fair poor no response 

0 15 4 0 I 

Although the majority of students felt that their sk ills in writing compositions were "good", their 

actual writing performance and their self-rat ing seem to vary. It was found oul frolll the rcsllh~ 

of their essays that most of the slUdents were either 'fair' or 'poor' writers, nOI 'good' writers as 

they tcnd to claim. The discrepancy between their writing performance and their self-rating cou ld 

occur probably because some studenls overestimalcd their writing abilities (see 5.2.3.6. nbovc). 

5.6 Summary of the pilot study 

5.6. J Introduction 

The pi lot study had two object ives: (a) to try out the research tools (by method of triangulation ) 

and (b) to use the results of the pilot study as a stepping stone for conducting the main study of 

this research. To this end, two qucstionnaires and four essays on different topics for students, a 

questionnai re for writing teachers were used for one semester (16 weeks) in two groups selected 

for the pilot study. Some questions which the students failed to respond to adequately and other 

questions which some writi ng teachers remarked to be controversial were dropped in the main 

study. Regarding the essay topics the studen ts remarked that the topi cs were fairly easy and 
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relevant to their lives The"'r re,n'rks d "" 
• u were acceplc and the same essay tOpiCS were used In the 

main study of this research. However, some students raised the difficuhies they had with the 

leacher/peer comments during the pilot study. This issue was discussed in class near the end of 

the pilor study and the student comments were found to be useful (see 5.4.4.3 above). The data 

collected by using these different methods were analyzed and some results which were fe lt to 

reinforce and enrich the main study were briefly discussed in the pilot study. It was also believed 

that the results of the pilot study would help to indicate the direction of the main study. Thus, the 

following summary would focus on the main results of the first questi onnaire for students. 

questionnaire for writing teachers. student essays and second quest ionnaire for studen ts. 

5.6.2 First questionnaire for students 

The main objective of the first questionnaire for students was to find out students' opinions about 

their writ ing practices and preferences for types of feedback. The results of the first questionnaire 

for students revealed that the students would largely cons ider their writing abiliti es "good" or 

"fair". However, the students' self. rating seem to be improbable when their actual writ ing 

performance and their self·rating are compared according to the ESL composifion profile scoring 

guide (see 5.2.3.6 above). The possible reason for the d iscrepancy between studen ts' scl f·rating 

and writing performance could be that some students overestimated their writing abi lities. As 

regards their preferences fo r forms of feedback, it was found out that the majority of students 

would prefer 'writing comments' 'conferencing' and 'reformulatio n' in descending order in 

contrary to 'error identification', which is reported to be commonly used by writing teachers. On 

the other hand, it was reported that writing teachers used 'error identificat ion', 'writing comments' 

and at times 'conferencing' in descending order in responding to students' writing, Thus, the 
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results suggest that there is a mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students 

would like to have. 

5.6.3 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

The main objective of this questionnaire was to find out the forms of feedback teachers usually 

use in responding to thei r students' writing and what teachers think about their students' writing 

practices. The resul ts of questionnaire fo r teachers revealed that writing teachers mostly used 

'error identification', 'writing comments' and at times 'conferencing' in their writing classes. This 

practice, however, seems to disagree with what students would like to have. Students, as 

reported earlier. would prefer 'writing comments" 'conferencing', 'error identification' and 

'refonnulation' in descending order. Regarding teachers' perception about their students' writing, 

it was found out that most writing teachers would think that their students' writing was 

'satisfactory' for their level and some teachers said not satisfactory. The result by and large seems 

to agree with what students said about their writing abilit ies---"good" or "fair". 

5.6.4 Student essays 

In addition to the questionnaires, an impromptu essay and three other major essays were used in 

the pilot study to generate data for the pilot study. The main objective of the impromptu essay 

was to find out students' ability to communicate in writing. The other three major essays were 

used to find out if responding to students' firsl drafts by using teacher or peer feedback would 

make any difference in improving students' writing revisions. The essay results show that 

irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher versus peer) used in responding to students' writing, 

the mean scores of the essays of the two groups were not significantly different. However, 
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students' writing improved signitic <I h . . . 
I an yas t ey rewrote the ongmals. Thus, II may be argued thai 

the essay results suggest that teacher feedback and peer feedback are equally effective in 

responding to students' writ ing and students lend 10 improve their originals significan tl y when 

they rewrite their essays. Hence, teacher and peer feedback can be used side by side in writing 

classes. 

5.6.5 Second questionnaire for students 

On the other hand, a second questionnaire for students was administered ncar the end of the pilot 

study. The main objective of the second questionnaire for students was to find out. if and in what 

ways, the different feedback treatments used in the pilot study might have innucnced students' 

attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in particular. The results of the second 

questionnaire for studenls revealed that the teacher/peer feedback the !>tuuent!> It,;l;t,;ivcu <llId tht,; 

writing they did during the pi lot study seem to have influenced their perceptions about writing 

in general and feedback in particul ar. For example, 50% of the students made a mental note or 

the comments in the first questionnaire for students, bu t 20% made a menIal notc or the 

comments in the second questionnaire for students. Moreover, only 10% reported that they 

rewrote their essays using the teacher comments suggested to them in the first questionnaire for 

students. However, 70% said that they rewrote their essays incorporating the commeniS suggested 

to them by the teacher/peers in the second questionnaire for students. Further, 55% or the 

respondents ranked speaking as the most difficult language skill and 35% ranked writing as the 

most difficult language skill in the first questionnaire for students at the start of the pilot study. 

Nevertheless, the same students (65%) ranked writing as the most dirricult language sk ill and 

on ly 30% ranked speaking as the most difficult language skill in the second questionnaire ror 
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students. The reason for the change in perceptions cou ld be that the students had experienced 

how painstaking and recursive writing was during the pilot study and reacted accordingly. 

The other change noted in the pilot study was students' preferences for forms of feedback. In the 

first quest ionnaire for students, 15% preferred error identification, 35% preferred writing 

comments, 23% preferred conferencing and 19% preferred reformulation and 8% did not 

respond. This picture seem to have changed in the second quest ionnaire for students. Thus, 15% 

preferred error identificat ion, 70% preferred writing comments, 10% preferred conferencing and 

5% preferred reformulation. It may argued the students' preferences for these forms of feedback 

changed after they received some orientation on what each form of feedback was and the 

advantages and disadvantages of each of these forms of feedback. 

5.6.6 Conclusion 

It may be inferred from the results of the preceding research tools (questionnaires and essays) that 

the results of the two groups (Group I and Group 2) are largely s imilar. However, it was 

observed that students seemed to be more comfortable with teacher feedback more than peer 

feedback. One possible reason for this cou ld be that some students (in Group 2) did not seem 

to have confidence in their peers' ability to read and respond to their writing in the beginning of 

the study. This doubt basically seems to emerge from the belief that the teacher 'knows best' and 

he/she is the exclus ive source of knowledge and everybody else in the class is there to learn from 

the teacher. The other reason for their doubt could probably emerge from their perception about 

the inability of some of their peers to read and provide useful and relevant comments. Whichever 
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the reason might be, it could have a negative effect on the role peer feedback could play in 

responding to students' writing. 

However, the situation seems to have considerably changed as the study went 011. Some students 

who were dubious about the effectiveness of peer feedback in the beginni ng of the pi lot study 

seem to have gained more con fidence in their peers' comments. They could see for themse lves 

that their peers could read (in pairs) and provide relevant and usefu l comments. Th is experience 

suggests that writing teachers should do their level best to change their students' biased views and 

altitudes towards their fellow students and estab lish in students' mind thatlhe teacher is not the 

sole source of feedback and learning in the classroom. It may even be argued Ihat Ihe teacher's 

main responsibi lity should be to monitor and guide the learner towards a conducive environment 

in which the learner can leam Oil his/her own ami in collaboration with other fellow ~tudents. As 

Morrow (198 1:63) writes, "The teacher can help, adv ise and teach; bu t only the learner can 

learn ." Or as Reid (1994:285) remarks, the teacher is " ... a faci litator and a mem ber of the 

classroom community."This is not, however, to undermi ne the role the teacher can play in the 

teaching and learning process. The argument is that students can learn from each other and can 

help each other so long as the teaching- learni ng environment is favourab le to do so. 

5.6.6.1 The first objective: trying out the research tools 

As reported at the beginning of th is chapter, the first objective of the pilot study was to try out 

the various research methods selected 10 conduct the main sludy of this research. To this effect, 

the various methods (questionnaires and essays) designed for this research were tried out and 

some questions which were found to be unsu itable for one reason or another in the pilot sllldy 
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were either excluded or dropped during the main study of this research. For example. twenty 

questions were designed and administered in the first questionnaire for studenl'i in the pilot ~tudy. 

However, two questions (8 and 19) were dropped in the main study. Ques/lOlI 8 (see Appendix 

A) which was on whether the students understood their teachers' comments or not was dropped 

from the first questionnaire for studen ts because a large percentage of the studen ts failed to 

respond to it and Questioll 19 (see Appendix A) which was on ranking the language skills 

according to their degree of importance was dropped from the first questionnaire for students 

because some writing teachers remarked that it was difficult to talk about one language skill 

being more important than another. Similarly, Questioll4 (see Appendix C) which was on ranking 

the language skill s according to their level of importance was dropped from the questionnaire for 

teachers because some teachers who completed the questionnaire for teachers in the pilot study 

said that it was difficult to talk about one language sk ill being more important than another and 

all language skills are equally important in the teaching and learning of English in Ethiopia. As 

regards the essay topics (see Appelldix n, the same topics that were used in the pilot study were 

also used in the main study because at the end of the pilot study those students who participated 

in the pilot study remarked (in class discussions) that the essay topics were fairly easy and 

relevant. So, it was felt that there was no need to change the essay topics in the main study. 

However. some students said that they had some difficulties with some of the teacher/peer 

comments during the pilot study. The students' complaints and comments were accepted and 

considered in the main study of this research. All in all, the results of the pilot study enabled the 

researcher to assess the effectiveness of the various research tools used in the pilot study and 

reshape and use them in the main study of the research . 
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5.6.6.2 The second objective: using the resul ts of the pilot study as a ... 

The second objective of the pilot study was to use the results of the pilot study as a stepping stone 

for conducting the main study of this research . To this effect, the results of the pilot study 

indicated that irrespective of the method of feedback used in treating the two groups (Group I 

and Group 2) se lected for thi s study, there was no significant difference between the writing 

performance of the two groups (teacher feedback versus peer feedback). However, the result s 

were interesting because it was largely unexpected that the writing performance of the two groups 

wou ld be similar. The unexpected results of the pilot study motivated the researcher to conduct 

the main study and see what the results would be in the main study. In short, the results of the 

pi lol study could mot ivate the researcher to conduct the main study and reinforce the results of 

the main study. 
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6.1 Introduction 

Chapter Six 

The main study 

The main objective of th is chapter was to address the general as well as the specific objectives 

of this research. The general objective of this research was to compare the effectiveness of 

different feedback methods on studen ts' writing revisions. The specific object ives were to: (a) 

discover what feedback methods are in fact used in responding to students' writing at present (b) 

find out what students feel about the different feedback methods used in writing (c) compare the 

effectiveness of teacher versus peer feedback on students' writing revisions, and (d) suggest the 

feedback methodls that could promote students' writ ing skills. To ach ieve these objectives, based 

on the results of the pilot study, two questionnai res and four essays for students and a 

questionnai re fo r writing teachers were des igned and administered to collect data for the main 

study. Then, the resu lts of the quest ionnaires and essays for studen ts and the questionnai re for 

writing teachers were analyzed and discussed as fo llows: 

6.2 First questionnaire for students 

6.2.111JIroductiolJ 

Based on the results of the firs t questionnaire for students used in the pilot study. an eighteen­

item questionnaire was designed and distributed to twenty-six 2nd year students in the main study 

of th is research. All the students completed and returned the quest ionnaire. The main objective 

of this questionna ire was to find out students' op inions abou t their writing practices and 
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preferences for types of feedback. The results of the first questionnaire for students were 

analyzed and d iscussed as follows: 

6.2.2 Results of the first questionnaire for students 

The questions and the results of the first questionnaire for students arc given in Appendix B. 

6.2.3 Analysis and discussion of the results of the first questionnaire 

The results of the first questionnaire for students were analyzed and discussed as follows: 

6.2.3.1 Teacher feedback 

This part deals with the results of questions that focused on the ro le of leacher feedback in , 

improving students' writing. Thus, Question I was on how much of the essay the studen t ~ read 

when they got it back from their teachers. The results show (see Quest ion 1 in Appendix B) that 

the majority of the students (65%) repol1ed that they read all or most of the essay when they got 

it back from their teacher and 31 % read some of it. Questioll 2 was on whether the st uden ts gave 

though tful attention to teacher corrections. The majority of students (65%) said that they gave 

lhoughtful attention to all or mosl of the teacher correcti ons and others (35%) reported that they 

attended to some or few teacher corrcclions (see Question 2 in Appendix B). Question 16 was on 

whether the teacher comments helped students to improve their writing. Most students (85%) 

reported that the teacher comments they received before writing the final drafts helped them to 

improve their writing skill s (see Question 16 in Appendix B). 
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These results suggest that studen ts largely used the leacher comments to improve their writing. 

The results may further verify the argument thaI teacher feedback is useful and relevant in writing 

classes. Different researchers have reported that teacher comments that students receive while 

producing their preliminary drafts help studcnls to improve their writing. To this end, Fathman 

and Whalley (1990: 186) argue that students make morc improvement when feedback is given 

than when it is not. Moreover, Jordan (1997: 172) reports that there is some evidence thaI students 

find teachers' feedback useful in helping them to improve their writing. 

6.2.3.2 Area of focus 

This part focuses on the areas that teacher comments focllsed on when Ihey were responding to 

students' writing and the areas that students gave a lot of attention to when they rece ived teacher 

comments. Thus, Question 3 was on the writing components that the teacher comments focused 

on when responding to their students' writing. The results show that (see Question 3 in Appendix 

B) most of the teacher COmments dealt a lot with language use, organization, content, mechanics 

and vocabulary in descending order. Question 4 was on how much attention the student s gave 

to the teacher comments involving the various writing components when they received teacher 

comments. The results show that (see Question 4 in Appendix 8) the students gave a lot of 

attent ion to comments that dealt with language use, organization, content, vocabulary and 

mechanics in descending order. 

The results revealed that the teachers largely focused on language usc in their feedback and 

students also focused on language use when they were using the teacher comments. The results 

are similar to what students reported about the same question in the pilot study, i.e. both the 
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teacher and students focused on language use (grammar) more than the other writing 

components. This cou ld happen probably because some writing teachers and students might have 

the impression that language learning largely means learning its grammar. However. this docs 

not seem to be the case. The primary func tion of language is communication. Communication 

large ly focuses on meaning and content. For meaning we need well organized ideas. This is not. 

however, to undermine the role grammar plays 10 write effectively. As Zamel (1987:183) 

remarks, students should learn from their teachers and fellow students that the issues of conlenl 

and mean ing must be addressed first and that language is of concern on ly when the ideas to be 

communicated have been del ineated. Similarly, Chenoweth (1987) suggests Ihat students' focus 

should be directed first to content and later to structural errors. Thus, the area of priority should 

be meaning and content in writing the first drafts and the question of grammar, lexis and 

mechanics should be dealt with in the later slages of writing. 

6.2.3.3 Level of difficulty 

This part tries to show the writing components and language ski ll s that were reported to be 

challenging for students in this questionnaire. Thus, Questiofl 6 was on ranking the various 

writing components according to their level of difficulty (see Question 6 in Appendix B).The 

results show thai the students ranked the writing components according to their level of difficulty 

as organization, mechanics, coment. vocabulary and language use in descending order. On the 

other hand, Question 17 was on ranking the language skills according to their level of difficulty. 

The results show (see Question 17 in Appendix BJ thallhe students ranked the language skills 

according to their level of difficu lty as speaking, writing, listening and reading in descending 

order. 
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These results agree with the writing teachers' and students' ranking of the writing components 

and language skill s according to their level of difficulty in the pilot study. It may be argued that 

ranking the writing components and language skill s according to their levels of d ifficulty could 

help the language teachers in general writ ing teachers in particular to give due attention and time 

to areas which students find to be morc chall engi ng so that studen ts may masler these areas of 

difficulty and use them effectively in their writing. 

It is usually argued thai writing is a complex and recursive acti vity. As Richards (1990: 1(0) 

remarks, "Learning to write well is difficult ...• onc thai induces anxiety and frust ration in many 

learners," Simi larly, the difficulty involved in writing is expressed by Widdowson (1983). He 

notes, "In my experience writing is usually an irksome activity and an ordeal to be avoided 

whenever possible" (Widdowson 1983:34). The results clue to the writing teachers that writ ing 

is such a challenging ski ll and they (teachers) need to pay due attention to writ ing components 

and language ski ll s that their students find to be challenging so that, as noted above, student s 

might master and use them effecti vely. 

6.2.3.4 Strategies 

This part focuses on the strategies students used after they had received teacher comments. The 

results show that (see Quest ion 7 in Appendix 0 ): 

• 
• 
• 
• 

50% made a mental note of the teacher comments 

23% wrote down the points to consider for revision or for future use 

II % rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

II % referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 
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• 4% did nothing. 

These results indicate that students by and large used the teacher comments suggested to them 

in one way or another. It may be argued that the underlying concern of writing teachers should 

be to provide comments that would foster improvement. However, as Sommers (1982: 156) 

writes, it is a challenge for the writing teacher to develop comments wh ich will provide an 

inherent reason for students to revise. Teacher feedback can be effective if it encourages student~ 

to think about what they have done and lead them to improve on it (Hyland 1990:285). Thus, 

writing teachers should strive to provide comments which encourage students to think about their 

purpose and goals in writing a spec ific text (Sommers 1982: 154). 

6.2.3.5 Peer feedback 

This part attempts to find out whether peer feedback was used in writing classes and if so how 

much students liked it. Thus, Questioll 8 was on whether peer feedback was used in writing 

classes. The results show that (see Question 8 in Appendix B) the majori ty of students (73%) 

reported that their teacher used peer feedback and 27% said their teacher did not use peer 

feedback in their writing classes. Moreover, Questioll 9 was on how much students liked the peer 

feedback used in their writing classes. The resu lts show that (see Question 9 in Appelldix B) most 

of the students (74%) reported that they liked the peer feedback used in their writing classes 

"very much". 

These results could help the writing teacher to know what student writers feel about peer 

feedback and encourage hi m or her (the teacher) to use peer feedback along with the more 
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common teacher feedback in w "(' I n IIlg c a~ses. As Dherarn ( 1995: 165) suggests, peer feedback 

reduces dependency on the teacher, encourages students to accept someone other than the teacher 

as their reader, helps them to become aware of the need for produc ing reader.based text\. 

Furthermore, Edge (1989:53) notes that peer correction may have two ad vantages if students 

work in pairs or groups: First, when two students work together on correct ing each other's work. 

the discussion helps each one to learn from his or her own errors. Second, cooperation with their 

peers helps students to develop an ability to see their own mistakes. 

6.2.3.6 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Question 10 in Appendix B) attempts to find out if students wrote preliminary 

drafts before they wrote the final product. The resu lts show that (see the following tab le) the 

majority of students (58%) reported that they produced preliminary drafts before they wrote the 

final drafts and the rest 42% said they did not. 

Yes No 

15 II 

It can be argued that writing preliminary drafts has two main uses: on the one hand , it helps 

students to reread and correct their own errors and on the other hand. it would enable the sludent~ 

to incorporate the teacher comments suggested to them during the preliminary drafls and improve 

their fina l drafts. A number of researchers (Chenoweth 1987. Leki 1990, Ferris 1995) agree that 

comments on preliminary drafts of student work may be more effective than responses to final 

drafts. 
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6.2.3.7 Practices versus prererences 

This part shows the fonns of feedback usually used by writing teachers and the forml) of feedback 

student writers would like to have. Thus, Question 12 was on the forms of feedback writing 

teachers usually used in their writing classes. The results show that ( see Question 12 in Appel/liLt 

B) the majority of writing teachers used 'error identification', 'writing comments' and 

'conferencing' in descending order. Question 13 was on what fo rms of feedback student writers 

would like to have. The resu lts show that (see Question 13 in Appendix 8) most students reported 

thatlhey would prefer 'wri ting comments', 'conferencing' and 'error identification' in descending 

order. 

It may be argued that there is a mismatch between what the teachers do and what the studen ts 

want to get. Teachers usually tend to use a form of feedback they reckon to be useful in 

responding to their students' writing. However, they tend to overlook that student~ have their own 

preferences. But students have their own choices. This entai ls that writing teachers shou ld try to 

find out their students' preferences before they embark on using a feedback form of their OWJl 

choice. lmposing forms of feedback on student writers could have a negative effect on the role 

feedback might play in improving students' writing because some students could be reluctant to 

use the teacher comments imposed on them against their choices. However, it is worth noting thai 

studen ts may prefer to have a certain form of feedback without realizing its effectiveness and 

feasibility. Thus, the writ ing teacher should find out the forms of feedback hislher students would 

like to have and why they prefer them and then discuss the merits and demerits of each form of 

feedback and negotiate with the students the fonns of feedback that can be effective, feasible and 

relevant in their writing classes. Negotiating the forms o f feedback with student writers is 
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important because at the end of the day it is the students who should accept responsibility for 

their writing. To this effect, Reid ( 1994:289) writes. "Students must be taught to authentically 

engage in choice making and problem solving, and to accept responsibility for their own writing." 

6.2.3.8 Praise or criticism? 

This part attempts to find ou t if the teacher comments studen ts received in their writing classc~ 

were largely positive or negati ve. Thus, the majority of st uden ts (77%) reported (sec Question 

14 in Appendix B) that most teacher comments were positive. The following positive cOlllments 

were given as examples: 

• Good ideas ! 

• Clear ideas! 

• Good handwriting! 

• Your pars . are well organ ized/developed! 

• Your conclus ion is good! 

On the other hand , 23% of the st uden ts (see Question [5 in Appendix B) said that their teachers 

provided negative comments in their writing classes. The following negative comments were 

given as examples: 

• The main idea of you r essay is not clear! 

• Your handwriting is not legible! 

• You r pars. lack coherence! 

• h 
. , 

Some of your ideas are not related to I e tOpIC. 
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It seems natural students would I"k t be d " dr' .. l eo a mIre lor their successes and the posl1Jve comments 

given for their achievements would encourage them to work more diligently. On the other hand. 

objective and relevant negative comments could help student writers to realize their problem 

areas and revise their writing. Thus, it can be argued that both positive and negative comment~ 

seem to have their own merits in help ing students to improve their writing ski ll s. 

6.2.3.9 Self-rating 

This part (see Question 18 in Appe"dix 8) aims at finding oul how student writers rated their 

writing abilities. The results show that (see the following table) the majority of student s (96%) 

rated their ski ll s in writing as "good" or "fa ir" and 4% as "poor", 

excellent good fair poor 

0 17 8 I 

This self-rating seems to suggest that the students are confident and proficient writers. However, 

their claim seems to be at variance with their actual writi ng performance because if we consider 

the raw scores they got in thei r first and final drafts, the majority of student s wou ld be in the 

category of "fair to poor" writers. To make this argument more clear, lei us compare the students' 

raw scores with the ESL compositioll profile scores suggested for different categories of writers 

(excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor and very poor). The ESL compositioll 

profile suggests that 100-90 points (exce ll en t-very good), 85-72 points (good-average), 67-51 

points (fair-poor) and 50 points and below (very poor) out of 100 points. In this study, ou t of the 

126 essays, 28 essays (22%) received 79-68 points, 94 essays (75%) received 67-51 points and 

4 essays (3%) received 50 points and below. The results would suggest that the majorit y of 
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students are in the category of "fair to poor" and a few of them are in the category of "good to 

average". Hence, it can be argued that students' self-rating and their actual writing performance 

seem to di sagree. The results may imply that some students overestimated their writing abilities. 

The information students provide about their sk ill s in writing could be innuenced by their 

conception about writing. For example, students may have the misconception that writers know 

the form before they know the content or they may have the impression that writers know exactly 

what they are going to say before they say it (Zamel 1982: 205). But this is not usually the case. 

Thus. it is imperative to impart to our students research findings which may show them what 

writ ing entai ls and what students ought to do to become sk ill ed wri ters. Research fi ndin g~ 

suggest that we must allow students to experience the process of discovering what they wan I 10 

say through writing. "We must provide them with ample time to write and to rewrite, to le.lrn that 

several drafts may be needed before intention and expression become one" (ibid .). 

6.2.4 What are the implications of the first (Iuestionnaire ... ? 

This part attempts to show the implications of the results of the first questionnaire for studen t~ 

for language teaching in general and developing students' writing sk ill s in particular. 

6.2.4.1 Importance of feedback 

The resu lts of the first questionnaire for students revealed that the majority of studen ts read all 

or most of the essay when they got it back from their teacher and attended to the teacher 

corrections. The results show that students by and large want to know the problem areas in their 

writing and to improve their writing. This can be verified by comparing the first and fin al drafts 
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of each essay of each student writer. If we compare the first and the final drafts of the same essay 

by the same student we can see which comments the student writer has utilized and which oncs 

helshe has not. Moreover, the students reponed that they either 'made a mental note of the 

feedback' or 'wrote down points to consider for revision or for future usc' or 'rewrote the essay 

incorporating the comments' or 'referred to other papers and rewrote the essay'. Thus, from this 

report it can be argued that students used, in one way or another, the teacher comments Ihey 

received during their essay writing. The idea of producing preliminary drafts before the final 

product also seems to be wonhwhile because the majority of the students repol1cd that they used 

the teacher comments they received during the first drafts to improve their essays. It was abo 

reported that most students liked "very much" thc peer feedback they received from thcir peers. 

This may hint that peer feedback can be used along with teacher feedback in responding to 

students' writing. 

All in all the students seem to have benefited from the teacher comments they received before , 

they produced the final drafts of thei r essays. Thus, teacher feedback seems to be useful and 

relevant in improving students' writing sk ill s. 

6.2.4.2 Awareness 

One Olher important and relevant point revealed in this questionnaire was that there is a 

mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students want. The results of this 

quest ionnaire showed that the te<.lchers tend to use mostly 'error identification', 'writing 

comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. However, the students preferred 'writing 

comments', 'con ferencing' and 'error identification' in descending order. This mismatch between 
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what teachers do and what students Want could have its own negative effeci on the role teacher 

feedback might play in improving students' writing. The possible reason is some students may 

be reluctant to utilize the comments imposed on them against their preferences. The rc!'>ults of 

this questionnaire further revealed the areas which students found to be more difficult in their 

writing. Thus, it was reported that organizat ion and writing (next to speaking) were reported as 

the most difficult writ ing component and language ski ll , respectivel y. These results would help 

the writing tcacher to know the problem <lreas which would require more time and efforts in 

writing classes and help hi s/her student s 10 master these challenging areas so that they might 

learn and use rhem effectively in their writing. Although most of the students rated themselves 

as "good" writers, this does not seem to agree with their actual writing pcrfonnances because the 

results of their essays show that the majority of students wou ld be in the category of "fair" or 

"poor" writers and only a few of them would be in the category of "good" or "average" writers. 

The results may imply that some students tend to overestimate their writing abilities (see 6.2.3.9. 

above). 

As a whole, the results of the first questionnaire for students revealed the actual writing practices 

in general and students' opinions about their writing practices and their preferences for forms of 

feedback in particular. 

6.3 Questionnaire for teachers 

6.3.l llItroductioll 

Based on the results of the questionnaire for teachers in the pilot study, a sixteen-item 

questionnaire was designed and distributed to twelve (Sophomore English) writing teachers in 
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the main study. All the respondents completed and returned the questionnaire. The main 

objective of this questionnaire was to find out writing tcachers' opinions about students' writing 

and the forms of feedback Ihey usually used in respond ing to studems' writing. This questionnaire 

had two parts: the first parI dealt with some background information about the writi ng teachers 

and the second part was on feedback and students' writing. The results of the question naire for 

teachers were analyzed and di scussed as fol lows: 

6.3.2 Results of questionnaire for leachers 

The questions and results of the quest ionnaire for teachers in the main study are given in 

Appendix D. 

6.3.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This parI attempts to analyze and discuss the results of questionnaire for writ ing teachers. 

6.3.3.1 Qualification and experience 

This pari focuses on the qualification and leaching experiences of the writing leachers (see 

Questions A: 1-3 in Appendix D). The results show that the majori ty of the teachers (92%) had 

M.A and 8% had a Ph.D in TEFL. About 17% of the respondents were ass istant professors and 

83% were lecturers in the Department of Foreign Languages and Literature at the Addis Ababa 

University. The majority of these teachers (67%) taught for over ten years and 25% taught 

between five and nine years and on ly 8% taught for less than five years. 

144 



6.3.3.2 Level of difficulty 

This part focuses on the areas of difficulty in writing as reported by tcachers in this quc\tionnaire. 

Thus, Question 3 focused on ranking language skills according to their level of difficulty. The 

resuhs show that (see Question 3 in Appendix DJ Ihe writing tcachers ranked the language skill\ 

from the most difficult to the least difficult as speaking, writing, listening and reading. Thb 

ranking matches with the ranking of these skill s according to their level of difficulty by studen ts 

in the first questionnaire for students. Further, Queslion 9 was on ranking writing componenl\ 

according to their level of difficulty. The results show that (sec Question 9 in Appendix D) the 

writing teachers ranked the writing components from the most difficult to the least difficult as 

organizat ion, conten t, language use, vocabu lary and mechanics. Organizalion was also ranked 

as the most difficult writing component by students in the first questionnaire for students. 

It may be argued that the results could help the writing teacher to realize that some writing 

components and language sk ill s seem to be more challenging than others and may need more 

attention and time. Students may need more support in these areas which they find to be more 

difficult. For example, students PUI writing as the most challenging sk ill next to speaking in the 

first questionnaire for students. In fact, this students' response seems to agree with what Zamc1 

(1983) says about writing as a challenging skill. "Writing is difficult and requires a 101 of 

concentration because there is something you want to say, but you may not know how to reach 

it" (Zarnel 1983:176). Moreover, organization which both teachers and students ranked as the 

most difficult writing component seems 10 be crucial for effective writing. If students don', get 

organizat ion right, their writing could fail to communicate effectively to the reader. As Allwright 

(1988: 113) notes, students arc urged to give priority initially 10 organizing. developing, 
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sequencing and linking ideas and are advised to attend to grammar, word choice, spelling, 

punctuation, layout and handwriting later. 

6.3.3.3 Practices 

This part shows the forms of feedback writing teachers usua lly used in their writing classes. 

Thus, Question 4 (see Appendix D) was on the form s of feedback usually used by the writing 

teachers. The results show (see the fOllowing table) thaI the teachers used 'error identification', 

'writing comments' and' conferencing' in descending order in responding to their students' 

writing. These results agree with what students reported about the same question in the first 

questionnaire for students. 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation 

12 10 4 0 

The prominence of error identification in writing classes agrees with what Zamel ( 1985) says 

about error iden tification. "Error iden tification is in fact the most widely employed technique" 

(Zamel 1985:85). However, thi s practice seems to be at variance with the preferences of the 

students. As reported earlier in the results of the first questionnaire for studen ts, the majority of 

students wou ld prefer 'writing comments', 'conferencing', 'error identification' and 'reformulation' 

in descending order. It seems that there is a mismatch between what teachers do and what 

students would like to have. As Cohen and Cavalcanti ( 1990: 155) report, "Recent survey work 

suggested that there may be a misfi t between written feedback teachers provide on compositions 

and the learners' interests." This mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students 

want could have a negative effect on the role teacher feedback might play in writing classes, i.e. 
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some students may resist to act on teacher feedback (Radecki and Swales 1990) imposed on them 

against their interests. Thus, writing teachers need to find out what forms of feedback their 

students want 10 have and why they want them before they embark on using the feedback forms 

of their own choice in responding to their students' writing. 

6.3.3.4 Area of focus 

This part shows the area that the teachers focused on while responding to their students' wri ting. 

Thus, Qllestion 8 (see Appendix D) was on the components the teachers empha!lized in their 

responses to students' writing. The results show that (see the following table) mOM teacher'i, i.e. 

seven out of twelve (58%)focused on all componen ts and some teachers. i.e. rive out of twelve 

(42%)focused on organization and con tent alone in the first drafts. These results agree with what 

Robb el al. (1986) reported about the areas of emphas is in teacher feedhnck in writing clas<;e'i. 

Robb et al. (1986) reported that writing teachers focused more on low order concerns than high 

order concerns in their responses 10 students' writ ing. 

content organization lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

5+7 5+7 7 7 7 

It may be argued that all writing components are useful to produce effective writing. However. 

some components may need more attention than others while producing the first drafts. For 

example. content and organization may need more attention in the first drafts than grammar and 

mechanics. This is because, on the one hand it cou ld be very difficult for student writers to pay 

attention to everything at a time. On the other hand, once the question of meaning is settled in 

the first drafts, students can deal with the grammatical and mechanical problems in the later stage 

of writing. As Z1mel ( 1982:205) remarks, students need to be taught that since writers do not 

147 



produce perfect essays in one silting certain features of composing are focused upon before 

others. Content and organization are of primary importance and ed iting is the province of the la~t 

stage of composing. This systematic way of treating the componen ts would enable the student 

writers to wri te more purposively and clearly. 

6.3.3.5 Praise or criticism? 

This part attempts to find out whether the teachers provided positive or negative comments in 

their response to students' writing. Thus, Question 10 (see Appendix DJ was on whether the 

teacher comments were positive and/or negati ve. The results show that (see the following table) 

the majority of teachers (67%) said that they used both praise and criticism in responding to their 

students' writing. 

praise criticism both no response 

2 [ 8 [ 

11 would be worth nOling that both praise and criticism have their own rol e to play in helping 

students to improve their writing. It is natural that students would like to be admired for their 

successes and they may be also ready to accept criti cisms which are helpful, objective and 

relevant to their writing. Students may hesitate to accept and use comments and crit icisms that 

lack objectivity and relevance to thei r writing. Thus, " ... a balance between crit icism and praise 

may be the best means of encouraging quality writing" (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990: 174). 
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6.3.3.6 Preliminary drafts 

This part shows when the teachers intervened to provide comments in their writing classes. Thu~. 

Question 12 was on when the teachers imcrvencd to provide comments to their students. The 

results show (see Quest ion 12 in Appendix DJ Ihal rnOSlleachers (89%) intervened during the 

fi rst drafts and II % intervened during the final drarts. The results seem to be usefu l in the sense 

that the comments students receive du ring the preliminary drafts may help students to incorporate 

the comments and improve their writing. Further, writing preliminary drafts would help students 

to be crilics of their own writing. To this effect, Leki (1990:64) writes. "When the teacher 

intervenes as the student is writing and revising, the final product shows improvement over the 

intermediate drafts." 

6.3.3.7 Peer feedback 

This part focuses on how frequently tcachers used peer feedback in their writing classes. Thus, 

Question 14 (see Appendix D) was on how frequent ly te<lchers used peer feedb<lck in their writing 

classes. The resu lts show that (sce the following table) most of the teachers (80%) said that they 

used peer feedback 'sometimes' in their writing classes and others (20%) said "orten". 

often somet imes no response 

2 8 . 

The teachers may have their own plausible reasons for not using peer reedback so often, but peer 

feedback is believed to be userul in helping student writers to produce a reader-based text. AI, 

Zamel ( 1982: 206) says, "Peers who serve as a real and intennediate audience can help one 

another to write a reader-based prose ralher than a writer-based one." However, what is practised 
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in the classroom and students' interest for peer feedback seem to be far apart. The majority of 

students reported that they liked peer feedback "very much", but teachers reported thallhcy used 

peer feedback on ly 'sometimes'. The fact that students have a positive attitude towards peer 

feedback may signal to the writing teacher that peer feedback can playa signi ficant role in 

writ ing classes and it can be used along with the more common teacher feedback. 

6.3.3.8 Students' wr iting performance 

This pan attempts to find OUI whallcachers said about the writing performance of their sludcnt!-.. 

Thus, Question 16 (see Appendix D) was on what tcachers thought about the writ ing performance 

of their students. The results show that (see the following table) most of the teachers (67%) said 

that their students' writing perfonnance was 'sati sfactory' for their level and 25% said il was not 

satisfactory. The results seem to agree with student s' self~rat in g aboutlheir writing skills. The 

majority of students, as reported carlier, rated their writing ski ll s as "good" or "fair". 

Yes No no response 

8 3 I 

It may argued that some students who wrote relatively 'good' essays during this study may be 

categorized as "good" or "fair" writers. However, the majority of students would be put in the 

category of "fair" or "poor" writers according to the ESL composition profile holistic scoring 

gu ide (see 6.2.3.9. above). The discrepancy between students' self~rating and their actual writing 

performance, as reported earlier, could surface because some students who were not actually 

proficient writers rated their writing skills as "good" or "fair" writers. The result may suggest that 

some students overestimated their writing abilities. 
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6.3.4 What are the implications of the results of (he questionnaire? 

This part auempts to show what implications the results of the questionnaire for writing teache" 

may have in language teach ing and leaming in general and developing writing ski lls in particular. 

6.3.4.1 Practices versus preferences 

The teacher respondents said they mostly used "error identification" in respondi ng to students' 

writi ng. Al though the teachers may have their own plausible reasons for using this form of 

feedback, thi s practice seems to be in disagreement with the preferences of the students. The 

students, as reported earlier in the results of the first questionnaire for students, would prefer 

"writ ing comments", "conferencing" and "error identification" in descending order. It is 

important to attend to students' interests because if what studel1ls want and what teachers do do 

not match, the role feed hack mi ght play in promoting students' writing skills could be 

undermined. That is to say some students might, for example, hesitate to use the comments their 

writing teacher imposes on them against their preferences. 

On the other hand, teachers may know from experience which feedback forms are feasible and 

effective in writing classes. Thus, writing teachers and studems should discuss the merits and 

demerits of each form of feedback and then negotiate the forms of feedback that could be 

effective and feasible in their writing classes. 

6.3.4.2 Areas that need reinforcing 

The following areas need to be reinforced so that students may benefit from teacher comments 

and improve their writing; 
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6.3.4.2.1 Focus on meaning 

Some writing teachers reported that they large ly focused on content and organi7ation III 

responding to students' first drafts and others reported that they focused on all component" 

equall y. It can be argued that all writing components are useful to write effectively. However, 

sett ling problems related to meaning and contelll should be given a priority. Th is is because once 

the student writers have settled the prob lem of mcaning and con tent in the first drafts. the other 

problems of grammar, lexis and mechanics can be addressed in the successive drafts before the 

compos ition is submi tted to the teacher/reader as a final draft. As Zamel (1982:205) suggests, 

"Focusing on more important areas first may keep students from experienc ing a cognitive load, 

a situation which results when too many factors, concems or problems are being attended to 

simultaneous ly. " 

6.3.4.2.2 Preliminary drafts 

Writing prel iminary drafts before writing the final drafts wou ld be useful because it gives the 

students the opportuni ty to assess their own writing and make cvery change that may improve 

the final drafts by usi ng the teacher comments and their own knowledge du ring the preliminary 

drafts. A number of researchers (Taylor 198 1, Zamel 1985, Cohen and CavaJcan ti 1990, Jordan.:i 

1997) agree thai preliminary drafts help students to improve their final drafts. 

6.3.4.2.3 Peer feedback 

The mher area thai needs to be strengthened is using peer feedback along with teacher feedback. 

This practice seems to be useful in the sense that in addition to eas ing the heavy burden of 

marking on the writing teacher, the practice will give the peers the chance to sec how other 
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fellow students compose on different lopics. Moreover, it gives the peers enormous experience 

of working cooperatively with thei r peers. As Norrish ( 1983:71) remarks, peer correction i:-. a 

useful and stimulating exercise for students as it encourages communication between :-.tudent:-.. 

6.3.4.3 Awareness 

The results of this questionnaire revealed the areas which teachers reckon to be difficult for their 

students. Most teachers think that organization is the most dirricult writing component and next 

to speaking, writing is the most dirricult language ski ll. The results agree with what student~ said 

about organization and writing in the first questionnaire for students. The results would help the 

writing teacher to know the areas that seem to be more difficult for the students and give due 

al!ention and time to help their students so that they might master these areas of difficulty and 

use them effectively in their writing classes. 

6.3.4.4 Perseverance 

The resulls of this questionnaire show that most of the teachers tend to believe that the present 

students' writing performance is "satisfactory" for their level. This result seems to agree with 

what students by and large think about their writing abilities. As pointed out earlier, most 

students tend to rate their writing ski ll s as 'good' or 'fair'. But their actual writing performance 

and their self-rating seem to vary when their raw scores in the various essays are judged by the 

ESL composition profile holistic scoring guide (see 6.2.3.9 above). The possible reason for the 

discrepancy between their writing perfonnance and self-rating of students could be that some 

students seem to have overestimated their writing abilities. However, the underlying argument 

should be how to promote fUl1her students' writing sk ill s so that they can use writing effectively 
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for various purposes. The desire to achieve this goal requires bOlh determmation and J 

perseverance from the writing teacher and the studen t writers as well. Students need to reali7e 

that they can learn to write well by writing and rewriting. As Richards (1990: 108) write~' )j::) 

"Learn ing to write well is a difficult and lengthy process, one that induces anxiety and frustration 

in many learners." This may help studen t writers to realize the difficulty involved in writing and 

understand that the key to become a skill ed wri ter is to persevere to write wel l. There docs not 

seem to be a magic solution to become a proficien t writer. Students should endeavour to write 

well by writing and rewriting. 

All in al l, the resu lts of the questionnaire for writing teachers revealed the actual writing practice~ 

in general and what forms of feedback writing teachers used in responding to their students' 

writing and teachers' opinions abou t their students' writing performances in particular. 

6.4 Student essays 

6.4.1 Introduction 

As in the pilot study, the students wrote an impromptu essay and three other essays with one first 

and one final drafts in both groups as pan of their Sophomore English (FLEn 20 I) writing cou r~e 

for one semester (16 weeks). The main objective of the impromptu essay was to find out students' 

ability to communicate in writing. The main Objective of the other essays was to find out if (a) 

the first drafts produced by Group I (teacher feedback) and the first drafts produced by Group 

2 (peer feedbac k) would be significantly different, (b) the final drafts produced by the students 

in Group I after they received teacher feedback and the final drafts produced by the studen ts in 

Group 2 after they received peer feedback would be significantly different and (c) the first and 
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final drafts within the two groups would be Significant ly different. In this study. Group I 

received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer feedback. 

Twenty six students (in both groups) wrote 26 originals and 26 rewrites for a total of three essay 

topics and one impromptu essay over a period of one semester ( 16 weeks) during the main study. 

All in all, the students produced 182 essays. Out of these 182 essays, 126 essays (of 18 student s) 

were randomly selected (from both groups), analyzed and discussed in the main study. The same 

essay topics that were used in the pilot study were also used in the main study because the 

students suggested during the pilot study (see 5.4.1 above) that the essay topics were 

straightforward, relevant and fairly easy to understand and write about. The results of altthe 

essays were analyzed and di scussed below (sec 6.4.2). 

As regards the number of words used for writing the essays for this study, the students were 

expected to use between 200 and 300 words in the impromptu essay and about 350 words in the 

other major essays during this study. The resu lts show that the students used about 238 words (on 

average) in the impromptu essays and 354 words (on average) in the other major essays. Further, 

it was found out that the students used more words in the final drafts than in the first drafts. Thus, 

the students used 328 words (on average) in the first drafts and 381 words (on average) in the 

final drafts. 
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6.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the essay results 

This part anempts to analyze and discuss the results of the first drafts and final drafts of the 

essays between and within the groups in the main study (see the raw scores and the values of S. D 

(standard deviat ion) and to (I-observed) and If (I-critical) in Appendix L ). 

6.4.2.1 Between the groups (first drart) 

The mean score of each essay was computed for both groups and compared (using a I - lest 

research procedure) to find oul if there was any significant difference between the mean scores 

of the two independent groups for each of the essays. The results show thallhere is no significant 

difference between the mean scores of the two groups for all the essays (fi rst drafls and final 

drafls). The results can be verified with the practical results of the essays as follows: The mean 

score of Group I for the impromptu essay was (62%) and the mean score of Group 2 for 

impromptu essay was (62%). The two mean scores were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of 

significance to find out if the two mean scores were significantly different. The resu lt shows that 

(the two mean scores of the two independent groups are nOI significantly different. After that, 

the mean score of the fi rst draft of essay one (61 %) for Group I and the mean score of the first 

draft of essay one (60%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of s ignificance and 

the result shows that the two mean scores of the two groups are not significantly different. 

Further the mean scores of the first draft of essay two (58%) for Group I and (57%) for Group • 

2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of s ignificance and the result shows that the two mean 

scores of the two groups are not significantly differenl. Then, the mean score~ of the fir')! draft 
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of essay three (60%) for Group I and (61 %) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I leveh 

of significance and the result shows thai the two mean scores are not sign ificantly different. 

6.4.2.2 Between the groups (final drafts) 

In addition to the impromptu essay and the first drafts, th e final drafts of the three essays were 

compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance to find out if the mean scores of the fin al drafts 

of the two independent groups were significantly different. Hence, the Illean scores of the final 

drafts essay one (63%) for Group I and (64%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 1 

levels of significance and the result shows that the two mean scores are not signi ficantly 

different. Then, the mean scores of the final drafts of essay two (61 %) for Group I and (62%) for 

Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of sign ificance and the result shows that the two 

mean scores of the two groups are not significantl y different. Finally. the mean scores of the 

final drafts of essay three (63%) for Group I and (64%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 

0.01 levels of significance and the resu lt shows that the two mean scores are not significantl y 

different. 

6.4.2.3 Within the groups (first drafts versus final drafts) 

On the other hand. besides comparing the mean scores of the two independent groups. the mean 

scores for the first and the final drafts within each group were also compared at 0.05 and 0.01 

levels of significance (using a matched (-test research procedure) to find out jf there was any 

significant difference between the mean scores of the firs t and the final drafts within the two 

groups for each of the essays. To this end, the mean score of the first draft (61 %) and the final 

draft (63%) of essay one for Group I were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of sign ifi cance and 
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the resuh shows that the two mean scores are significantly different. ext, the mean scores of the 

first draft (60%) and the final draft (64%) of essay one for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 

0.01 levels of signi ficance and the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly 

different. Then, the mean scores of Ihe first draft (58%) and the final draft (61 %) of cS'iay two 

for Group I were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance and the result shows that the 

two mean scores are Significantly different. 

Further, the mean scores of the firsl draft (57%) and the final draft (62%) of essay two for Group 

2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two mean 

scores are Significantly different. Similarly, the mean scores of the first draft (60%) and the final 

draft (63%) of essay three for Group I were compared al 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and 

the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly different. Finally. the mean scores of 

the first draft (6 1 %) and the final draft (64%) of essay three for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 

and 0.01 levels of significance and the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly 

different. 

The following table summarizes the results of the mean scores between and within the two 

groups discussed above. 
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Table 6 I S f Ummary 0 mean scores (between and wi thin Ih e groups) 
Group Essay first draft final draft 

(%) (%) 

I Impromptu 62 . 

2 Impromptu 62 . 

I I 61 63 

2 I 60 64 

I 2 58 61 

2 2 57 62 

I 3 60 63 

2 3 61 64 

6.4.3 Writing components (sec Appelldix L: main study essay results) 

In addit ion to the overall essay results, the resu lts of the individual writing components were also 

computed in the main study of this research. The mam objectIve ol this pan was to find oul if the 

students made improvement at ind ividual writing componen ts' level in their revisions of essays. 

These writ ing components arc conlent, organization, language use (grammar), vocabulary and 

mechanics. 

6.4.3.1 Content 

The average score was 59% in content for Group 1 in the impromptu essay and 62% for Group 

2. The average score in con ten t for Group I in the fi rst draft was 58% and 60% in the final draft 

of essay one. S imilarly, the average score in content for Group 2 in the first draft was 61 % and 

64% in the final draft of essay one. Further, the average score in content for Group 1 in the first 

d raft was 60% and 63% in the final draft of essay two. Likewise, the average score in content 
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for Group 2 was 56% in the fi rst draft and increased to 60% in the final draft of essay two. On 

the other hand, the average score in Content was 61 % for Group 1 in the first draft and later 

increased to 64% in the final draft of essay three. The average score in content was 58% for 

Group 2 in the first draft and was 61% in the final draft of essay three. 

The following table summarizes the mean scores of content in the Impromptu cS::iay, Essay one, 

Essay two and Essay three in the main study. 

Table 6 2' Content mea .. n scores 

Group Essay component first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

1 Impromptu content 59 -

2 .. .. 62 -

1 Essay one .. 58 60 

2 
" .. 61 64 

1 Essay two ., 60 63 

2 .. .. 56 60 

1 Essay three .. 61 64 

2 .. .. 58 61 

6.4.3.2 Organization 

The average score was 62% in organization for Group I in the impromptu essay and 60% for 

Group 2. The average score in organization was 61% for Group I in the first draft and 64% in 

the final draft of essay one. Similarly, the average score in organization was 58% for Group 2 

in the first draft and 61 % in the final draft of essay one. The average score in organization was 

55% for Group 1 in the first draft and it was 60% in the final draft of essay two. Likewise, the 
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average score in organization was 57% for Group 2 in the first draft and 60% in the final draft 

of essay two. The average score in organization was 59% for Group 1 in the first draft and was 

62% in the final draft of essay three. It was 59% for Group 2 in the first draft and it increased 

to 61 % in the final draft of essay three. 

Th is table summarizes the mean scores of organization in the Impromptu essay, Essay one. Essay 

two and Essay three. 

T bl 63 0 a e TgallizatlOn mean scores 

Group Essay componellt first draft final draft 
(\0) (%) 

I Impromptu Organization 62 -

2 
" " 60 -

I Essayonc 
" 61 64 

2 
" " 58 61 

I Essay two 
" 55 60 

2 
" " 57 60 

I Essay three " 59 62 

2 .. " 59 61 

6.4.3.3 Vocabulary 

The average score was 69% in vocabulary for Group I in the impromptu essay and 69% for 

Group 2. The average score in vocabulary was 64% for Group I in the first draft and was 67% 

in the final draft of essay one. Similarly, it was 63% for Group 2 in the first draft and 67% in 

the final draft of essay one. The average score in vocabulary for Group I in the first draft was 
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59% and the average SCore increased to 62% in the final draft of essay two. Further, the average 

score in vocabulary for Group 2 in the first draft was 62% and was 66% in the final draft of e~say 

two. Then, the average score in vocabulary for Group I in the fi rst draft was 63% and later it 

increased to 67% in the final draft of essay three. On the other hand, the average score in 

vocabulary for Group 2 in the first draft was 66% and it increased to 70% in the final draft of 

essay three. 

This table summarizes the mean scores of vocabulary in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, Essay 

two and Essay three. 

T bl 64 V b 1 a e oca u ary mean score s 

Group Essay component first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

1 Impromptu vocabulary 69 -

2 
" " 68 -

1 Essay one 
" 64 67 

2 
" " 63 67 

1 Essay two 
" 59 62 

2 
" " 62 66 

1 Essay three 
" 63 67 

2 " " 66 70 

6.4.3.4 Language use 

The average score was 64% in language use for Group I in the impromptu essay and 66% for 

Group 2. The average score in language use for Group I was 61 % in the first draft and 65% 

in the final draft of essay one. For Group 2, the average score in language use was 59% in the 
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first draft and this increased to 63% in the final draft of essay one. In the second e.\say, the 

average Score in language use for Group I was 57% in the first draft and 62% in the final draft. 

Similarly, the average score in language usc for Group 2 was 57% in the first draft and thi !!. later 

increased to 62% in the final draft of essay two. The average score in language usc for Group 

I was 57% in the first draft and 59% in the final draft of essay three. Simi larly, the average licore 

in language use for Group 2 was 63% in the first draft and 66% in the final draft of essay three. 

This table shows the mean Scores of language use in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, Essi.lY two 

and Essay three. 

Tbl65La a e nguage use mean scores 

Group Essay component first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

1 Impromptu lang. use 64 -
2 

" " 66 -

1 Essay one 
" 61 65 

2 
" " 59 63 

1 Essay two 
" 57 62 

2 
" " 57 62 

1 Essay three 
" 57 59 

2 
" " 63 66 

6.4.3.5 Mechanics 

The average score was 60% in mechanics for Group I and 56% for Group 2 in the impromptu 

essay. The average score in mechanics for Group I was 60% in the first draft and later 62% in 

the final draft of essay one. Similarly, the average score in mechanics for Group 2 was 60% in 
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the first draft and later 68% in the final draft of essay one. On the other hand. the average score 

in mechanics for Group I was 62% in the first dmft and without showing any changc it was 62% 

in the final draft of essay two. As regards Group 2, the average score was 58% in the fir .. t draft 

and later it was 62% in the final draft of essay two. Finally, the average score in mechanics for 

Group I was 60% in the first draft and later it was 64% in the final draft of essay three. Similarly. 

the average Score in mechanics for Group 2 was 58% in the first draft and later it was 66% in 

the final draft of essay three. 

The following table summarizes the mean scores of mechanics in the Impromptu essay, Essay 

one, Essay two and Essay three. 

Table 6.6: Mechanics mean scores 

Group Essay componenl 

impromptu mechanics 

2 
" " 

Essay one 
" 

2 ,. ., 

Essay two 
" 

2 " " 

Essay three 

2 " 

first draft 

(%) 

60 

56 

60 

60 

62 

58 

60 

58 

final draft 

(%) 

62 

66 

62 

62 

64 

66 

On the whole, it can be argued Ihal students by and large made improvement in the variou!I 

writing components as Ihey rewrote their essays. 
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6.4.4 Implications of Ihe essay results 

The essay results show that there was no significant difference between the writing performance 

of Group I (teacher) and the writ ing performance of Group 2 (peer) both for the firM and fina l 

drafts of the three major essays and impromptu essay at 0.05 and 0.0 I level of s ignificance u\ed 

duri ng the main study of thi s research. Moreover, the first and final drafts of the threc cl,says 

were compared to find out if there was a significant difference between the first and final drafh 

of the three essays within the two groups. The resu lts show that there was a significant diffcrencc 

between the fi rst and fina l drafts of the th ree essays for both Group I and Group 2. Further, the 

students by and large improved the individual components (content organization , vocabulary. 

language use and mechanics) as they rewrote their essays. So. what do the results imply'! The 

results may have the following implications: First, irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher 

versus peer) used in responding to students' writi ng, there was no signifi cant difference betwcen 

the writ ing perfonnance of the two independent groups. This may suggest that the two feedback 

methods are equa ll y effecti vc in responding to studcnts' writing. Thus, jf the two feedback 

methods are equally effective, tcacher and peer feedback can be used side by s ide in responding 

to students' writ ing. Second, thc fact that the first drafts and the final drafts within the group.\ 

were significantl y different may suggest that rewriting improves students' writing s ignific;'lIl tl y 

and students should be encouraged to write and rewrite their essays. The last argument 'ieems 10 

agree with what Fathman and Whalley ( 1990) reported about rewriting. Thus, Fathman and 

Whalley ( 1990: 187) remark. "". rewriting in itself is an important way to improve writing sk ill s." 
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6.4.5 Teacher/peer comments 

This pan deals with the teacher/pee r comments the students received during the main ... tudy of / 

this research. This pan has two M!Ction\; the first ~llon identifies and cla~slfie\ [he leacher/peer 

comments into various categories <lI1d the second section presents the types of rc\pon ... eslreaction\ 

of the students (e.g. whether the students used the comments as !)ugge\ted to them, or u ... ed but 

not as suggested to them. or ignored, etc.) to the tcacher/JX!er commcnts, The complete lI ... t of the 

teacher/pecr comments is given in Appendix fl. 

6.4.5.1 Categories of comments 

The following table identifies and classifie~ the teacher/peer comment\ the t.;tudelH\ III both 

groups received during the main !)tudy. 

T bl 67 C " e .. f I / at£8.oncs 0 teac It.:!pcer cOlm e 11 nt!) 
categories of comments leacher JX!cr tOlal 

content 29 25 54 

organization 26 34 60 

languagc lISC 10 8 18 

vocabulary 2 I 3 

mechanics 

-punctuation 0 I I 

-spelling 4 0 4 

-capitalization 0 2 2 

-layout I 2 3 

-legibi lity 3 2 5 

-paragraphing 4 4 8 

total 79 79 158 

166 



Group I (teacher) 

• 55n9 (70%) of the comments were on content and organization 

• 24n9 (30%) of the comments were on language u\e, vocabulary and mechanic\. 

Group 2 (peer) 

• 59n9 (75%) of the comments were on content and organization 

• 20n9 (25%) of the Comments were on language usc, vocabulary and mechanics. 

6.4.5.2 Analysis and discussion of the teacher/peer comments 

The students in both groups received 158 comments for the three different essays they produced 

during the main study of this research. Most of the comments, 114 (72%). were directed towards 

content and organization. The rest of comments, 44 (28%), were given for grammar. vocabulary. 

and mechanics. The figures show that meaning has rcceived marc emphas is in es\ay writing of 

this st udy. However, this does not mean that the other areas which receivcd 29% of the comments 

are not useful. It may be argued that there are limes when grammatical or mechanical errors 

could hamper communication. The argument is that by and large the focus should be on content 

and meaning in writing the first drafts. The question of grammar, lexis and mechanics 

should/could be dealt with in the successive drafts of the essays. 

The emphas is seems to be similar in both Group I and Group 2. [n Group I (leachcr feedback). 

55179 (70%) of the comments were on content and organization and 24n9 (30% ) of the 

comments were on language use, vocabulary and mechanics. On the other hand, in Group 2. 
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59/79 (75%) of the comments were on content and organization and 20n9 (25%) of the 

comments were on language use, vocabulary and mechanics. 

6.4.5.3 Conclus ion 

As ment ioned in the pi lot study, the f;:lct that most of the comments were on content and 

organizat ion may imply two th ings: Fi rst, Content and organization may be the mOM important 

writing components in writ ing. Second, these two areas seem to be the IllOst challenging 

components for our students. This could be verified from the responses of the students to the 

questionnai res during the study. Most students reported that organization is the most difficult 

writing component. Further. if we look at the comments (see Appendix H) the students received 

for their essays. the most common comments (paraphrased) could be summarized as: 

• The central idea of your essay is not clear. 

• Your essay lacks clarity. 

• Some of your sentences are not clear. 

• You r paragraphs are not coherent. 

• Your paragraph is incomplete. etc. 

These comments may further suggest how problematic and challenging organization and content 

are for our students. This is not to suggest, however, that the other components are eJ!)Y for the 

students. The argument is only to indicate that organization and content seem to be relatively 

more problemat ic and need more time and efforts so that students may master and use them In 

the ir writing . 
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6.4.5.4 Types of responses 

This section presents the responses/reactions of the slUdents (in Group I and Group 2) to the teacher/peer comments they received during the main 

study. 

6.4.5.4.1 Types of responses (GI) 

The following table summarizes the responses/react ions of the students in Group I (teacher feedback) to the teacher comments. 

I able b.~: T v "leS Of resnonses (U I) 

comments changed as changed but removed parl of the ignored total 
(teacher) suggested not as text that was the praise 

suggested object of comment 

conI. 16 2 2 5 4 29 

org. 15 6 I 2 2 26 

lang. use 8 - 2 - - 10 

voe. 2 - - - - 2 

mcch. 8 I 2 I - 12 

total 49 9 7 8 6 79 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

62% of the comments were utilized as suggested 

I I % were also used but nO( as suggested 

(9%) the part that was the object of comment was removed 

[0% were 'ignored' and 

8% were 'praise' 

82% of the comments were utilized (on the whole) 

In addi tion to identifying and putting the Icacher/peer comments imo different categories, the 

types of responses (reactions) of the students to the various teacher/peer comments (I hey 

received) was examined. This was done by comparing the first and final drafts of each essay of 

each student. To this effect, the studcllIs either incorporated the comments imo their final drafh 

as suggested to them, or made changes but not as suggested to them. or removed part o f the text 

that was the object of comment or 'ignored' the comments and some comments were 'prabe'. 

Thus, in Group I (teacher feedback), 62% of the comments were utilized as suggested , II % were 

also used but not as suggested, (9%) the pat1 that was the object of comment was removed, 10% 

were ignored and abou t 8% were 'praise'. As a whole, students utilized 82% of the comments 

suggested to them and ignored 10% in Group I. The results suggest that the students by and large 

utilized the teacher comments suggested to them and improved their writing. Thus, the result l, 

may clue that writing teachers should provide their students with feedback in their writing classes 

because students tend to use teacher comments and improve their writing. 
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6.4.5.4.2 Types of responses (G2) 

The following table summarizes the responses/reactions of the students in Group 2 (peer feedback) to the peer comments. 

Table 6.Y: T G2 pes 01 responses ( ....... , 

comments changed as changed removed part of the ignored total 
(peer ) suggested but not as text that was the praise 

suggested object of comment 

conI. 5 3 - 4 13 25 

org. 16 4 2 4 8 34 

lang. use 4 - 2 I I 8 

VOC. I - - - - I 

mech. 9 - - I I II 

total 35 7 4 10 23 79 

Source: The tvpes of respo"ses are adaptedJrom Rid/e\', D. (1989) 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

44% commeniS were utilized as suggested 

9% were also utili zed but not as suggested 

(5%) the pari of the lex t that was object of the comment was removed 

13% were 'ignored' 

29% were on 'pra ise' 

58% of the comments were utilized (on the whole) 

Similarly, in Group 2 (peer feedback), 44% comment!'; were utilized as sugge . .,tcd , 9% were al')o 

utilized but nol as suggested, and (5%) the pari of the text thai was object of the comment wm. 

removed, 13% were ignored and 29% were 'praisc'. A!; a whole, the studellis ut ilized 58% of the 

comments and ignored 13% of the peer comments. These results may suggest that peer fccdbi.lck 

can al so be used along with the more common and traditional teacher feed hack in re<,.ponding 

to students' writing. As in the first group (teacher feedback), the majori ty of students tend 10 U'lC 

the peer comments and improve their writing. 

6.4.5.4.3 Examples of responses (from sludent essays) 

It is necessary to admit that the judgement of improvement is rather a subjective is\uc. The 

important point to note in this part is thaI the final drafts have included the leacher/peer feedback 

suggestions. To thi s end , the following examples were provided to show how the students reacled 

to the teachcr/peer comments in thi s study. Example olle shows that the student used thc 

comment as suggested to him or her and improved his or her writing. Etample two shows that 

the student used the comment and improved his or her writing but not as suggested to him or her. 
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Example three shows that the writer removed the part that was the object of comment and 

example four shows that the comment was ignored by the student writer. 

Example I : Used the comment as suggested 

Draft aile: (see 4a in Appendix /) 

A persall whom / cali/lOt forget ill my life is my cousill who came last slimmer!rom Callada for 

theftrsttime in 18 years. 

Draft two: (see 4b in Appendix /) 

The persall whom I camlOt forget ill my life is my cOllsin. Her Ilame is Metllsebia Addisu. She 

came last year for vacation from Clllladafor ,heftrsl time ill 18 years. 

It may be argued that the two draft s are different in some respects. First, draft one contain., one 

sentence, but draft two contains three sentences. Draft one begins with an indefinite article, but 

draft two begins wit h a definite article. Further, draft one docs not mention the name of Ihe 

person the writer seems 10 write about, but draft two mentions the name of the person the writer 

seems to write about. 

It can be seen that a one sentence-paragraph in the first draft became a three-sentence paragraph 

in the second draft. Thus , draft two seems to be more clear and developed than draft one although 

the judgement cou ld be subjective. The second draft was produced in response to the comment , 

"Your illtroductory par. lacks clarity as it is 1/011'. It needs further del'elopmell1. " 
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Thus, the writer seems to have accepted the teacher/peer comment and revised hl~ or her wfltlllg. 

Example 2: Used the comment but not as suggested 

Draft one: (see 9a in Appendix I) 

During my stay ill my hometowlI I usually had chat with my friends. my relatiw!s about 

University lIfe. 71ley were delight to hear/rOllll1le about the city of Addis. its people, its H't!lIfher, 

its social and economic affairs. My friends also asked lIIe !mme questiolls about Unil'ersit.\' allli 

University life. I told them alii could frallkly about the situatioll. 

Draft two: (see 9b in Appendix I) 

During my stay ;1/I1IY hometown, I usually had a chat with my friends and re/Milles. They asked 

me many questiol/S abOLu the University life. Ilold them that aliI could say aboltllheir questions. 

They were happy to hear frol1l me. They were l·urprised when / told Ihem the situatiOlls II'hich I 

faced during my stay ill Ihe UlliI'ersily. 

It may be argued the two drafts are largely similar. However, the writer seems to have made some 

changes to improve the second draft. For example, the long sentence, " They were delight to hear 

from me ... " in the first draft was seemingly changed to "They were happy 10 hear from me" In 

the second draft. It seems that the writer changed two things at a time: First, he or she changed 

the long the sentence into a shorter one. Second, he or she subst ituted 'delight' by 'happy' in the 

second draft. The argument is that the writer may have realized that the form 'delight' wa~ 

somehow incorrect, but he or she did not know the correct form, at least for the time being. Thus. 

he or she resorted to another word of similar meaning (happy) to overcome the problem. The 
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second draft was written in response to the comment , "Your essay( par. 2) has some gramlllllliCll/ 

errors. " 

Thus. the writer seems to have realized the error, but the change he or <;he made seeml, to be at 

variance with the expectat ion or the teacher/peers who provided the comment in the senl,c that 

the teacher/peers expected tbat the wri ter would change 'dclight' into 'delightcd', not 'delight ' into 

'happy'. 

Example 3: Removed the part that was the object or the comment 

Draft aile: (see 33 in Appe"dix I) 

... Ihen we said, starling from 110111 and thell we dOll 'I waflf any persall to sholt' Ihe lax i, since we 

knew it. so please go oul. thell the two persons go away alld we go to the tm;\'ersity brft)()1 willI 

oul asking ally person 

Draft tlllO: (see 3b in Appel/dix I) 

... fil/ally I cOl/cluded thaI all perSOlls Ihat are well dressed and seemillgly hOliest and kindly ill 

Addis are flat probably gomi alld hOliest persons, they might be a Ihief as such not aff of course. 

The second draft was produced in response to thi s comment on the first draft: "Your par. facks 

clarity because it is difficult to see whal you wamed 10 say. " The writer seems to say in the first 

drafllhat because helshe (a new comer from the context) did nol trust those who offered to show 

him or her where to catch the taxi 10 the University and wanted to find his way 10 the taxi on hi-:. 

or her own. Actually the writer was asked to make the text in the first draft 1110re clear in the 
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second draft of the same essay. However, instead of improving the first draft and making it more 

clear to the reader in the second draft, the writer removed this text from hb second draft. 

It can be argued that the text which substituted the removed text is different from the original 

one. If we guess what the writer is trying to say in the second draft, it may be that the writer 

would not trust some people in Addis Ababa who are decently dressed because they could be 

thieves or pickpockets. The argument is that the original text of the fi rst draft which was the 

object of comment was removed and replaced by something which is entirely different in the 

second draft. 

Example 4: Ignored the commcnt 

Draft one: Taken from S 10 (first draft) (pecr feedback group) 

She is my best friend whom I do /lot/orgel a/ways. We are still friends. She was good ro me alld 

my family. I like her at/irude towards orller people. She has a good ollrlook towards educatioll. 

She is sociable. She is advisable. Alllhis made me liar to forget her. 

Draft two: S I 0 (final draft) 

She is my best friend whom I do 1101 forgel always. We are slill frie"ds. She ShOH!S good 

behaviour towards me alld myftlllll1y alld Ihis made me 1101 to forget her. Her at/ilude towards 

other people is also the other reasoll. She has a good outlook towards educatioll. She is !;() 

sociable. She is also advisable. The Slim IOIllI of all these behaviollrs has made me "o110 forget 

her. 
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The texts in both drafts were taken from the introduction of the first and final drafts of the same 

essay. The writer of thi s essay wa~ asked 1I0r ro discliss rhe details oj rhe reasOIiS aholll rhe 

penwll he or she lVillllorJorgel ill the introductioll. However, the writer seems to repeat the same 

sentences of the firs! draft in the second draft of the essay. He or she was probably expected to 

discuss the speci fic reasons in the body or the essay not introduct ion. So, it looks that th e writer 

ignoredlrejected the peer comment on hi s or her first draft. 

6.4.5.4.4 Discussion of the results of the sludents' responses 

The responses of the students in the main study (above) were by <lnd large similar to the 

responses of the students in the pilot study (see results). As reponed in the results of the pilot 

study, students seem to ignore more comments in peer feedback than in the teacher feedback III 

the main study. A poss ible explanation for thi s could be that some students felt that their work 

was correct as it was and they hesitated to incorporate the peer comments into their essays and 

improve their writing. Another area of difference between the two groups was that the peers gave 

more 'praise' (29%) than the teacher (8%). A possible reason for thi s difference could be that the 

peers evaluated their peers' essays in comparison with their own writing performance and thus 

they seemed to be content with their peers' first drafts. 

In general, despite some differences in experience, confidence and training between the teacher 

and the peers in responding to students' writing, both teacher and peer feedback seem to be 

equally effect ive in responding to students' writing. However, as noted in the pilot study, peer 

feedback could be more effective if students are trained and encouraged by their writing teacher. 
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It was noted during this research that studen ts had the potential to read and provide u ... eful and 

relevant comments to their fellow ~tudcnts. The main obstacle seem ... to be lack of confidence 

and experience. Thus, it was felt that adequate training and encouragement from their writlllg 

teacher could help the students to develop confidence and self-esteem. 

6.4.6 Correlation coeffi cient (r ) 

Another area worth examining in this research was the correlation between the values awarded 

by the two raters for the essays produced by the two groups. Thus. thi s part summarizes the 

results of the correlation coefficient (r) of three sample essay drafts of the main study. The mum 

objective of Ihis pari was to find oul whether the valuc~ awarded by the two mten. to the "ame 

students for the same essay drafts would correlate or nol. To thi" end, a~ in the pilot "tudy, the 

results of Impromptu essay, Essay 2 (01). and Essay 3 (02) were selected and compared to find 

out if the values awarded to the student s in the two groups by the two raters for the "ame e.,,,ay 

drafts would correlate or not. The resu lts of the correlation coefficient (r) show that r = 0.94 for 

Impromptu essay. r = 0,95 for Essay 2 (Dl), and r= 0,96 for Essay 3 (02). The result" sugge':>t 

that the values given by the two raters for the three sample essay drafts highly correlate and thi" 

may signify that the rating was reliable (see Appellliix N). 

6.4.7 The present study ve rsus other simila r research works 

This part attempts to compare and contrast the essay rel.ults of this research with the e"say re!>ult" 

of other similar research works. Thi" will help to see how much the results of the present study 

agree or vary with other similar research works, 
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Research that contrasts the effectiveness of peer and teacher feedback has been conducted at all 

levels. Several of the studies with native speakers show that there are no sigmficant difference~ 

in writing ability when the teacher feedback is compared wi th peer feedback (Berger 1990). A .. 

mentioned in the review of rel ated literature (see chapter three), .!.tudie~ by Pier~on (1967), Putz 

(1970), and Pfei ffer (198 1) found no sign ifican t differences between st lldent~ receiving variou~ 

peer evaluat ion feedback and equivalent groups receiving teacher feedback. 

On the other hand, other L I, as Challdron (1984) and Berger ( 1990) note, .!.tud ie~ have found that 

groups experienc ing peer evaluation improved more than control groups with teacher evaluation. 

The first study of thi s nature with L2 learners was by Partridge (198 1). T·test comparisons 

between a sampling of originals and rewrites on six different essay top ic~ .. howed that the teacher 

feedback contribute to greater improvement. 

In another L2 study, Chaudron ( 1984) investi gated the effects of teacher and peer feedback on 

ESL learners' revision in thei r work. According to thi s study, the two method .. of feedback are 

equally effect ive in improving students' writing. 

The main focus of thi s research was 10 find out the effectiveness of teacher versus peer feedback 

in improving students' writing revisions. To this effect, teacher and peer feedback methods were 

compared both in the pi lot and main studies of this research. The results of both the pilot and the 

main studies largely revealed Ihatlhese two feedback methods are equally effective in improving 

students' writing revisions. In comparison with the findings of other simi lar L2 re~earch work~, 
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the findings of thi s research seem to agree with the studies by Pierson (1967). Putz (1970), and 

Pfeiffe r (1981) (research on LI ) and Chaudron (1984) (research on L2). who investigated the 

effects of teacher and peer feedback on learners' revision and found out that teacher and peer 

feedback are equall y effecti ve in improving students' writing rev isioTl'i. However, the results of 

this study seem to be at variance with the findings of Partridge (1981). who also investigated the 

effects of teacher and peer feedback on students' writi ng revision and found out that teacher 

feedback contributed to greater improvement. The possible explanation for the difference 

between the result of the present study and that of Partridge ( 1981) cou ld be that in Partridge's 

research the subjects (in both groups) received both types of feedback (teacher and peer) 

alternately. In the presen t research, however, the subjects in the two different groups received 

different types of feedback, i.e. Group 1 received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer 

feedback. 

On the other hand , no research work that compares the effectiveness of teacher and peer feedback 

in improv ing students' writing revisions has been done, as far as the researcher is aware. at <Illy 

level in Ethiopia. This, therefore, ca ll s for more research to be done at all Ieveb (schools. 

colleges and universities). It is believed that the resu lts of this study can be used as a framework 

for fu ture research. 
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6.5 Second questionnaire for students 

6.5. J Introduction 

This part presents the summary of the results and the implications of the re~ult.\ of the second 

quest ionnaire for students. Based on the result s of the second questionnaire for ~llIdent~ in the 

pilot study, a s ixteen-i tem quest ionnaire was designed and admin istered 10 twenty-six students 

in the main study of thi s research. The main objective of the second que~tionnaire was to find 

OUI, if and in what ways, the different feedback treatments used in the main study might have 

influenced students' attitudes lowards writing practices in general and feedback in particular. The 

results of the second questionnaire for students were analyzed and di~cussed as follows : 

6.5.2 Results of second questionn~'ire for students 

The questions and results of the second questionnaire for students are given in Appelldix F. 

6.5.3 Analysis and discussion of second questionnaire (Group I verSll ~ Group 2) 

This part attempts to analyze and discuss the results of the second que~tionnairc for students in 

the main study. 

6.5.3.1 Teacher/peer feedback 

This part (see Questions I, 2, 8, 9, 14 in Appendix F)focuses on the role teacher/peer feedback 

played in improv ing students' writing during the main study. To this effect, Question I was on 

how much of the essay the st udents read when they got it back from their teacher/peers. The 

resul ts show that (see Question I in Appendix F) the majority of student s (84%) in Group I 
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(teacher) reported that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back from the ir teacher 

and 69% of the students in Group 2 (peer) reported that they read all or mo!)t of the c!)~ay when 

they got it back from their peers. Question 2 was on how many teacher/pecr correcti on", the 

students gave thoughtful attention to. The results show that (see Question 2 in Appendix F) 76o/c 

of the students in Group I said that they attended to all tcacher corrections and 69% of the 

students in Group 2 reported attending to all peer correcti ons. 

Further, Question 8 was on whether the st uden ts liked the teacher/peer feedback they received 

during this study. The resu lts show (sec Quest ion 8 in Appendix F) that 77% in Group I ",a ld 

they liked teacher feedback "very much" and 61% in Group 2 abo said they liked peer feedback 

"very much". Question 9 was on whether the students benefited from the preliminary draft~ they 

produced before they wrote the final drafts. The results show that (see QucM ion 9 in Appendix 

F) 92% of students in Group I said that they benefited from the preliminary draft", and 77% of 

the students in Group 2 also said that they benefited from tile preliminary drafts the produced 

before they wrote the drafts. Finally. Question /4 was on whether the teacher/peer cOlllments 

were useful for the student writers. The resu lts show that (see Question 14 in AppeluJix F) all the 

students in Group I reported that the teacher comments helped them to improve their writing. In 

Group 2, 77% said the peer comments helped them to improve their e~says and 8% said the 

comments did not help them to improve their writing and 15% did not respond. 

These results may suggest Ihat students by and large want 10 have teacher/peer feedback to 

improve their wriling. The result s further suggest that both teacher and peer feedback are useful 

and can be used side by side in responding to students' writing. 
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6.5.3.2 Area of focus 

This part focuses on the area that was mostly emphasized by writing teachers in respondmg to 

students' writing and the area that students gave more attention 10 when u'\ing the tcnchcr/pcer 

comments in their writing classes. Thus, the majority of students reported (see QueM ion 3 In 

Appendix F) that their writing teachers gave a lot of attention to comments on organiz~nion, 

content , mechanics, Innguage use and vocabulary in descending order. On the other hund, the 

students reported (sec Question 4 in Appelldix F) that they gave a lot of attention to commcnt ... 

involving content, organization. language usc, mechanics and vocabulary in descending order. 

The results suggest thnt both the teacher and peers, unlike the results of the first questionnai re 

for students and quest ionnaire for teachers where the focus was mainly 0 11 language usc, focused 

primarily on meaning when responding to slmll;l1t!)' writing in the second questionnaire for 

students and the students al so gave more attention to comments that primarily dealt with 

meaning. It may be argued that all writing components are useful to write effectively. However, 

some components should be given priority in writ ing the first drafts and some components should 

be handled in the later process of writ ing. In OIher words. content and organi zation should be 

given priority over other peripheral areas (lex is, grammar and mechanics) in the first drafts and 

the peripheral areas should/could be dealt with in the subsequent drafts. 

6.5.3.3 Level of difficulty 

This part focuses on how students (in both groups) ranked the various writing components and 

language skills according to their level of difficulty (for them) in this study. Thus. the majority 

of students ranked (see Question 6 in Appelldix F) the writing components according to their 
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level of difficulty as organization, content, language use, mechanics and vocabulary In 

descending order. On the other hand, the students ranked (see the following table) the language 

skills accord ing to their level of difficulty as writing. speaking, reading and ll\tcning 111 

descend ing order. 

rank speaking listeni ng rcading writi ng 

I 12 0 2 15 

2 II 4 6 8 

3 3 16 8 I 

4 0 6 10 2 

It can be argued thatthesc results could help the writing teachers primarily to know the area~ that 

are more challenging for their students and then help their students to learn and maMer thc!'!e 

areas of difficuhy and use them effectively in their writing. 

6.5.3.4 Strategies 

This pari (see Question 7 in Appendix F) shows the strateg ies used by the students when they 

received teacher/peer feedback in this .study. 

• 41 % made a menial nOle of the comments 

• 4% wrote down points to consider for revision or for future use 

• 50% rewrOie the essay incorporating the comments 

• 4% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

The results above show the average figures of the two groups. If we see the results of Group I 

versus Grou p 2: 38% in Group I and 46% in Group 2 made a mental note of the teacher/peer 
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comments. 4% in Group I and 4% in Group 2 wrote down points to conSider for revision or for 

future use, 54% in Group I and 46% in Group 2 rewrote the essay incorporating the comments, 

4% in Group I and 4% in Group 2 referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

It may be argued that the 111,~or ity of student s uscd in onc way or another the tcacher/peer 

comments they reccivcd in thcir writing classes during thi s study. It may be argued, thercfore, 

that fcedback is useful in writing classes because students scem to use the comments and improve 

their work. It can further be argued that peer feedback can be uscd along with the more common 

teacher feedback in writing classes because it was found ou t by and large that thc students In 

Group 2 used the peer comments and improved thcir essays during this study. The rcsults may 

also cncouragc writing teachers to provide feedback in thcir writing classes. 

6.5.3.5 Prererences 

This part attcmpts to show (sec Qucstions 10, II in Appelldix F) students' prefcrcnce!'; for forms 

of fecdback and why thcy would prefer thcse forms of fcedback . The results show (see the 

following table) that 77% of the studcnts in Group I said that they would prefcr 'writi ng 

commcnts', 15% would prefer 'error identification', and 8% would prefer 'conferencing'. In 

Group 2.62% said that thcy would prefcr 'writing commcnts', 15% said 'error ident ification'. 15% 

said 'conferencing' and 8% would prefer 'refomlUlation'. 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation 

4 18 3 1 
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Further, Question II, (see Appendix F), was on why the student~ wanted to have the fonm of 

feedback pointed out above. The students gave the following reasons for their preference\): 

• 
• 
• 

The comments helped me to improve my essays (writing commel/ls). 

The comments showed me my problem areal, (error identification). 

The comments showed me my weak points in writing (writing commell1s). 

The results suggest that writi ng teachers should realize thaI students have their own prcrcrencc~ 

and negotiate with their students the forms of feedback that could be effective. relevant and 

feasible in their writing classes. 

6.5.3.6 Self-rating 

This part (see Question 16 in AplJelidix F) shows how students raled their writing abilities. The 

results show that (see the following table) the majority of students (85%) in Group 1 rated their 

writing skills as "good" and 15% as "fair". In Group 2, 77% rated their writing ski lls 3\ "good" 

and 15% as "fair" and 8% did not respond. 

excellent good fair poor no response 

0 21 4 0 I 

However, this se lf rating seems to disagree with the actual writing performance of the ~ludent':. 

because the results of their essay drafts show that they are by and large "fair" or "poor" writer':. 

although a few students who wrote relatively 'good' essays during this study could be in the 

category of "good to average" writers according to the ESL composition profile holistic scoring 

guide (see 6.2.3.9. above). 
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6.5.4 Implications of the results of second questionnaire ... 

This part attempts to show the implications the results of the second questionnaIre for <.,lUdent<., 

may have for language teaching in general and developing students' writing ",kIll", III particular. 

6.5.4.1 Importance of feedback 

A close examination of the resu lts of the second questionnaire for student s reveals that the 

majority of students read all or most of the essay when they got it back from their teacher/peer!'> 

and attended to the corrections of their teacher/peers. This suggests that student", want feedback 

from their teacher/peers to improve their writing. Moreover, the majority of ~pondent'" rcpolled 

that they rewrote their essays incorporating the comments and said that the comment!'. they 

recei ved from their teacher/peers helped them to improve their writing. Further, II was reported 

that most of the students liked the teacher/peer feedback "very much". This re~u1t may clue the 

important role peer feedback can have along with the teacher feedback in responding to student!'>' 

writing. Thus. all these results suggest that writing teachers should provide feedback to their 

students because students want feedback to know their problem areas and to reappraise their 

work and improve on it. 

6.5.4.2 Awareness 

The students reported that organization and writing are the most difficult writing component and 

ski ll , respectively. The results suggest that writing teachers should realize that certain language 

areas are more challenging than others and need more time and attention before students mru.tcr 

and use them effectively. It is importalll that both teachers and students realize that writing is a 

highly recursive and complex activity. In the words of Taylor ( 1981: II), "Learning 10 write IS 
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a complex process that takes long practice and cx tensive experience." There is no magic solution 

to this problem. But the problems can be overcome provided that both the teacher and students 

realize that the way to become skilled writers is to write and rewrite. 

On the other hand, most of the students prefcrred to have 'writing comment~' 3!> a form of 

feedback on their writ ing. This form of feedback was used exclusively in responding to stlldent~' 

writing in this research and the students seem to have liked it for the obvious reason that 'writi ng 

comments' shows their errors and problem areas in writing. By using the wri tten comments 

suggested to them the students can correct the errors and improve their writing. A~ pointcd out 

earlier, the question of preferences for forms of feedback should be monitored by the 

effecti veness and feasibi lity of the fecdback forms. Tcache r~ and students have a common gO~11 

in writing classes. The main aim of writ ing is to make the student writers more aware of their 

writing processes and then write effecti vely. To achieve this goal, the teacher and students !>houJd 

work cooperatively. They shou ld discuss and negoti ate the forms of feedback that cou ld be 

helpful and useful in their writ ing classes. 

6.5,4.3 Change of perceptions 

This part will attempt to show the change in perceptions noted in this study. The following 

changes were noticed during thc main study of this research: 

6.5.4.3.1 Area of focus 

It was noted that the majority (54%) of students focused on grammar and only 42% focused on 

meani ng while using teacher feedback in their writing classes in the first questionnaire for 
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students. However, the majority (58%) of students focused on meaning and only 31 % focu..,cd 

on grammar in the second questionnaire for students in this study. The result ... would \ugge\, that 

there was a shift from focus on form in the first questionnaire to focuo;, on meaning in the ",ceond 

questionnai re for students. 

6.5.4.3.2 Level of difficulty 

It was reported that 38% of the students said organizati on was the mOM difficult language 

component in the first questionnaire for studen ts. However, 58% of the student.., ranked 

organization as the most difficult componen t in the second questionnaire for student.." Moreover. 

38% of the students ranked writing as the most dirficult skill in the fiN questionnaire for 

students. But, 58% of the students ranked writing as the most difficult skill in the sccond 

questionnaire for students. The argumcnt here is that as the students expericnce writing more the 

better they understand the naturc of writing. It seems that eventually the students have realizcd 

how demanding and recursive writing was during this study. 

6.5.4.3.3 Strategies 

The fo llowing figures show what the students did with the teacher feedback in the first 

questionnaire for students and teacher/peer feedback in the second questionnaire for sludent~ . 

In the first questionnaire for students: 

• 

• 

• 

50% made a mental of the teacher comments 

23% wrote down points to consider for revision or for future use 

11 % rewrote their essays incorporating the teacher comments 
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• 

• 

11 % referred to other paj:H!fs and reWfOie the essay and 

4% did nothing. 

In the second questionnaire for studen ts: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

41 % made a mental nOie of the Icacher/peer comments 

4% wrote down points to consider for revis ion or for future use 

50% rewrote the essay incorporating the tcacher/peer comments, and 

4% referred to other papers and rewrote the cS'iay. 

II could be argued that the students seem to have realized the role feedback could play In 

improving students writing morc in the second questionnaire than in the first one. A large 

percentage (50%) of students made a menIal note of the comments in the first quer.,tionnulrc. BUI 

in the second questionnaire for studen ts, 50% of the student.s incorporated Ihe teacher/peer 

comments and rewrote their essays in contrast to 11% in the first questionnaire for students. 

There seems to be a significant change of perception and the results sound encouraging for 

writing teachers. It can be further argued that the results would encourage writ ing teachers to give 

due attention to teacher/peer feedback in their writing classes. 

6.5.4.3.4 Preferences for forms of feedback 

Another area of focus in this study was to find out what forms of feedback teachers usually u ... e 

and what forms of feedback students would prefer. To this end. in the first questionnaire for 

students, 54% said writing comments, 15% said error identification, 19% said conferencing and 

12% did not respond. On the other hand, in the second questionnaire for students, 69% .!.aid 
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writi ng comments, 15% said error identification. 12% said conferencing and 4% I,:ud 

reform ulation. 

The results show that most students would prefer 'writing comments' and their choice for this 

fonn of feedback seems to have increased in the second questionmlire ror students. Thi", rorm or 

reed back was used exclusively in responding to students' writing in this study. It was largely 

se lected for its convenience in the sense that it would enable the researcher to see how many 

comments were given and which of these comments were used and which ones were ignored etc. 

As reported earl ier, most writing teachers tend to use error identification and writing comme/liI,. 

Some teachers reported that they use conferencing in their writing classes too. The argument i", 

that teachers should find out their students' choices and why their students choose certain rorms 

of reed back. Then, through discussion negotiate with their students the rorms or reed back that 

cou ld be effect ive and feasible in their writi ng classes. 

6.5.4.3.5 Selr·rating 

This refers to how students would rate their writing abilit ies. It was reported that 65% rated their 

writing ski ll s as 'good', 31 % as 'fair' and 4% as 'poor' in the first questionnaire for students. On 

the other hand, 81 % rated their writing :)kills as 'good', 15% as 'fair' and 4% did not respond III 

the second questionnaire for students. 

The resu lts show that most studenLS rated their writing skills as 'good' or 'fair'. The argument IS 

the students seem to have developed more confidence in the second questionnaire because the 

d who claimed to be 'good' writers increased from 65% in the firl,t percentage of stu ents 
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questionnaire to 8 1 % in the second questionnaire for I,tudents. The researcher hm. his own doubts 

about their claim. As reponed earlier, it was found out that most of them would be In the category 

of "fair" or "poor" writers, not "good" writers a~ most of the studentl, tend to claim. 

All in all , the results of the second questionnaire for students revea led the innuencel, the 

teacher/peer feedback and wri ting had on the students' attitudes toward ... writing in ge neral lind 

feedback in particu lar during the main study. 

6.6 Summary of the main study 

6.6. J Introduction 

This chapter attempted to analyze and di!lcuss the re:,u lt s of the various research methods used 

to generate data for the main study. To this effect, the results of the first questionnaire for 

students, questionnaire for writing teachers, essays and second questionnaire for students were 

analyzed and discussed vis-a-vi s the objectives of thi s research poi nted ou t at the beginning of 

this chapter. 

6.6.2 First questionnaire for students 

The main objective of the first questionnaire for students was to find ou t students' opinion~ about 

their own writing practices and preferences for fonns of feedback. The results of the fir..,t 

questionnaire for students show that the students largely believed thai their writ ing I,k il l~ were 

'good' or 'fair'. However, as reported earlier, there was a discrepancy between the students' se lf­

rating and their writing perfonnance. The possible fCason for the discrepancy could be that some 

students seem to have overestimated their writing abilities. As regards their preferences for fonns 
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of feedback, most of the students wou ld prefer 'writing comments', 'confercncing' and 'error 

identification' in descending order. As reponed earlier, writing teachers u,,>ually u">e 'error 

identification', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. Thu">, there ",cern,,> to 

be a mismatch between what teachers actually do and whal students would like to have. 

6.6.3 Questionnaire for teachers 

The main objective of questionnaire for writing teachers was to find out writing teachel"',' 

opinions about their student s' writing and the forms of feedback they usually usc in responding 

to students' writing. The results revealed that the majority of teachers reponed that their students' 
, 

writing was 'sati sfactory' for their leve l. The results largely agree with what ",tuderm ",aid about 

their writing abilit ies --- 'good' or 'fair'. As regard.\ the fonns of feedback, mOSlteacher"> reponed 

that they usually use 'error identification', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' (in de.')cending 

order) in responding to their students' writing. The results agree with what students reponed 

about the same quest ion in the first questionnaire for student s. 

6.6.4 Student essays 

The students in both groups (Group I and Group 2) wrote one impromptu essay and three other 

major essays during this study. The main objective of the impromptu essay was to find out the 

students' ability to communicate in writing. The other three essays \\"'ere used to find out if (a) the 

first drafts written by Group I (teacher feedback) and the first drafts written by Group 2 (peer 

feedback) would be significantly different, (b) the fi nal drafts of the same essays written by 

Group I and the final drafts written by Group 2 would be significant ly different, and (c) the fir:-,t 

and final drafts of the same essays wou ld be significantly different within the two groups. The 
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results of the two groups were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance using at-test 

research procedure. The results revealed that the mean scores of the fiN drafts of Group I and 

2 are not significant at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance. Moreover, the final drafts of the two 

groups were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance and the result ... revealed that the 

mean scores of the two groups are not signifi cantly different. 

Further. a matched I-test research procedure was used to find out if the mean scores of the first 

and final essay drafts of Group I and the first drafts and final essay drafls of Group 2 would be 

significantly different . The resu lts showed that the mean scores of the firs t drafts and final drafts 

of Group 1 are significan tl y different at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance. The results also 

showed that the mean scores of the first and linal drafts of Group 2 arc s ignificantly diffe rent at 

0.05 and 0.0 I levels of signifi cance. Thu", it cou ld be argued that the rc ... ults of the essays may 

imply that teacher and peer feedback are equall y effective in responding to students' writing and 

rewrit ing can help studen t wri ters to improve their originalS Significant ly. 

6.6.5 Second questionnaire ror students 

A second questionnaire for students was used near the end of the study to find out, if and in what 

ways. the different feedback treatmen ts used in the main study might have innuenced their 

attitudes towards writing in general and feedback in particular. To this effect. the results of the 

second questi onnaire for students revealed that students' percept ions about writing and feedback 

changed considcrably near the end of the study. For example, students ranked writing as the 

second most difficu lt skill (after speak ing) in the first questionnaire for Mudents. However, they 

ranked writing as the Illost difficu lt sk ill in the second question naire for studen ts. II might be 
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argued that this change of perception could come after studenl.~ experienced how comple'( and 

recursive writing was during the study, Further, a large percentage of ,tudent, (50~) reported 

that they 'made a mental note' of the teacher feedback m the first que\llonnmre for ,tudents, In 

the second quest ionnaire for student.l" however, a large percentage of Mudents (50%). in contra.l,t 

to II % in the first questionnaire for studenl\, reported that they incorporated the teacher/peer 

comments suggested to them and improved their writing, It may be argued that near the end of 

the study the students seem to have realized the importance of teacher/peer feedback much better, 

6.6.6 Conclusion 

It can be argued, as mentioned in the pilot study, that the results (que.stlonnaires and e,liays) of 

the two groups seem to be simi lar in most ca.~e.l,. However, it wa!. observed that students largely 

seem to be more comfortable with teacher feedback than peer feedback. Mo,t of the students In 

Group 2 (peer feedback) seemed to be skcpt ical and uncomfortable with their peer C01l11llenl\ 111 

the beginning of the study, It Illay be because as Sengupta (1998:20) argues, "." student writer, 

take se lect ive account o( peer commcnts when they revi!.e, prefcrring to depend morc on their 

own knowledge." They could be skeptical probably because they didn't have confidence in their 

peers' ability to read and provide useful (eedback. Students' doubts may emerge. on the one hand. 

from the belief that the teacher is the "knower" who should be resorted to for anlearnmg, On 

the other hand, it cou ld emerge (rolll their doubts about the ability of some of their pcer~ to read 

and provide useful comments, Whichcver the reason may be, the effect could undenmne the role 

peer feedback might play in responding 10 students' writing. 
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However, as the study Went on il was observed that they could feel more comfortable and 

confident. The students became morc comfortable probably becau'ic they came to reall,c that 

their fellow students could by and large read and provide relevant and useful cornmcnb. Even 

those students who provided feedback were equally ~kcptical and uncomfortable in the beginning 

of the study. Later on , however, they also seemed to have deve loped confidence and enjoyed 

discussing and providing comments (in pairs) which they thought could be relevant and helpful 

to reshape the final drafts of their peers. The point of argument is that writing tcachcr\ \hou ld 

make a lot efforts to change this biased view and attitude amongst student writers. Radeck i and 

Swales (1988) suggest that teachers can change their students' attitude. Thus, they wri te, " ... 

teachers must intervene and change student attitude; one way for teache~ to change their studenh II 

II 
is by sharing with them the research in writ ing" (Radecki and Swales 1988:364). 

It may be further argued that the teacher's main responsibility should be to monitor and guide the 

learners towards a conducive environment in which the learner can learn on hislhcr own and III 

col laboration with other fellow student s. As Richards ( 1990: 114· 11 5) remarks, "The effecti ve 

writing teacher is not one who has developed a 'method' for the teaching of writ ing, but one who 

can create an effective environment for learn ing .... " Th is is not to undermine the role the teacher 

has in the teaching and learning process. The argument is that students can learn from each other 

and can help each other so long as they are aware and believe that this is possible and II is worth 

doing. 

On the whole, this chapter attempted to address the resu lts of the vari ous research tools selected 

for this research vis·a·v is the general as well as the spec ific objectives of the research. 
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7.1. Conclusion 

Chapter Seven 

Conclusion and recommendations 

This part attempts to rev iew the mcthod<;, objeetives and the main finding~ of this research. 

7.1.1 Introduction 

The general object ive of this research was to compare the cffcctivene~<; of different feedback 

methods on studen ts' writing revisions. The specific objective<; were to: (a) discover what 

feedback methods are in fac t used in writ ing at present (b) find oul what <;tudenls feel aboutlhe 

different feedback methods in writing (e) compare the effectivene<;s of the teacher and peer 

feedback on students' writ ing revisions, and (d) suggesl the feedback methodls that could 

promote students' writing skills. 

To achieve these object ives, questionnaires, essays for students and questionnai res for writing 

teachers were used both in the pilot and the main studies. The results of the pilot and the main 

studies were analyzed and discussed in chapters five and six, respectively. However, thIs chapter 

attempts to review the methods, objectives and main findings of the research. 

7.1.2 Research methods 

Two groups of second year students were used both in the plot and the main studies of this 

research. Group J received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer feedback dunng thIs 

research. AI the start of the research, Ihe students in both groups were oriented on the objectlvc~ 
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of the research and the procedures to be followed dUring the re~earch \0 that the ~tuden" could 

fu ll y cooperate for the success of the research. After thaI. they wrote an Impromptu c .... ay. The 

main object ive of the impromptu e5.~ay wal, to find out the r,tudents' ability to communicate III 

writi ng. Nex t, the students completed the first questionnaire which was de'iigned to find outthclr 

opinions about thei r own writing practices and preferences for forms of feedback. Thcn, the 

studen ts in both groups were taught the same cour~e (Sophomore English) by the same teacher 

fo r one semester ( 16 weeks). In the mean time. the students in Group 2 (peer) practised 

evaluating (in pairs) three different e~.-,ays written by Ihe previous Sophomore Engli .. h "lUden' ... 

fo r two weeks. The main objective of thi~ practice wa.1, 10 help the ... tudent .. to acquire some 

confidence and experience in responding to their pee ..... ' e5.says III Ihi~ research. 

Then, the students in both group~ wlote three firM and fina l dmfts on three differellltopics during 

the study. G roup l's essays were read and commented on by the teacher and Group 2\ e~say .. 

were read and commented on by peers (in pairs). Then, the students in both groups received their 

firs t drafts with comments attached to them on separate sheets of paper. Next, they produced the 

final drafts using the comments suggcMed to them by the teacher ( Group I) and pcer~ ( Group 

2). After that, both the first and the fi nal drafts were collected and shufned and then given to two 

raters who read (i n turn) and awarded marks for the individual writ1l1g componenh (content. 

organization, vocabu lary, language use, and mechanics) as well as for the overall e5.say for each 

of the firs t and the fina l drafts according to the ESL composition profile evaluation procedure .. , 

a holist ic scoring guide adopted by Jacobs et al. (1981). Near the end of the ~tudy, the student~ 

in both groups completed the second questionnaire for students which was designed and 

administered to find out how much the teacher/peer feedback they received during till' ,Iudy 
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innuenced their attitudes toward'\ wrillng In general and fecdbad. In particular On the other 

hand, a seventeen-item quest ionnaire was admmistered to SIX wrltmg teachers m the pilot study 

and a sixteen-item questionnaire was adm inl ~tered 10 twelve writmg teachers In the mam study. 

The main objective of the queMionnaire for teachers was to fi nd out wri ting teachers' oplilions 

about their students' writing and the forms of feedback they usually usc in respondi ng to their 

studen ts' writi ng. The results of the variou.1i research lools used to generate data for the pilot and 

the main studies were analyzed and summarized in chapters fi ve and SIX. respectively. 

7. 1.3 Practices versus preferences 

This part shows the forms of feedback usually u'\ed in writing classes (see objective 'a' above ). 

The results of the questionnaires revealed that 'error identificat ion', 'Writing comments', 

'conferencing' and 'reformulation' were the most common forml, of feedback u ... ed in re~pollding 

to students' writing. The students reported that their writing leachers mostly used 'error 

identification', 'writing comment s' and 'conferencing' in descending order. The results of 

questionnaire for writing teachers also revealed thai writing teachers usually usc 'error 

identification', 'writing comments' and 'confercncing' in descending order. This practice, however. 

seems to disagree with what students want to have. The results of the questionnaires for ... tudent .. 

revealed that students would like to have 'writ ing comments'. 'conferencing' and 'error 

identification' in descending order. The fact that there is a mismatch between what teachers do 

and what students want to have suggests that writing teachers should find out their students' 

preferences for forms of feedback and why they would prefer them. Then. they need to dlscu ...... 

with their students the merits and demerits of the~e forms of feedback and negotiate the fo rms 

of feedback that would be relevant , helpful and effective in their writing cla.l.ses. 
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7.1.4 Students' perception of feedback 

This part altemplS 10 show what students fccl about the various fonns of fecdback uscd m writing 

(see objective 'b' above). The results of the quest ionnaire ... for >'Iudent ... revealed that the majority 

of the students read all or most of the essay when they got it back and atte nded to all or mo ... t of 

the corrections. FUilher, the majority of students reported that they either made a mental note of 

the comments or incorporated the teacherl peer comment ... and rewrOle their e ...... ay .... The majority 

of studen ts al so reported that the teacher/peer commcnt ... they received dUring the fir.,t drafl., 

helped them to improve their final drafts. In addition, the majority of >,tudent ... sa id that the 

preliminary drafts they produced before thcy wrote the final draf~ hclped them to revl\C their 

writing . The majority of studen ts also reported that they liked "very much" the teacher/peer 

feedback used in responding to their writi ng. The resu lt s. on the whole. revealed Ihat "Iuden'" 

want feedback on their writing and feedback is a u ... cful and relevant activity in wnling Chl\ ... e .... 

7.1.5 Teacher feedback versus peer feedback 

This part shows the effecti veness of teacher feedback versus peer feedback 011 student s' writ ing 

revi sions (see Objectives 'c' and 'd' above). The student .. in both groups wrote one impromptu 

essay and three other essays during this study. The main objective of these essays was to find out 

if there would be any sign ificant difference between the writing perfonnance of the two group ... 

by using tcacher feedback versus peer feedback in responding to their writmg. To thiS end. 

teacher feedback was used to respond to Group I's Writing and peer feedback was u ... cd to 

respond to Group 2's writing. A r-res! research procedure was used to find out if there wa'" an) 

s ignifi cant difference between the mean scores of the two groups for the unpromptu es\ay and 

the first and final drafts of the three other essays they produced during this Mudy. The result .. of 
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the essays show that there wa..~ no \ignlficant difference between the mean \Corc\ of the 

impromptu essay and the first drafts of the three other C\\a)'5 of the two group .. . Further. the 

results show that there was no significant difference between the mcan scores of the rinal drafls 

of the three other essays of the two groups. 

On the other hand, a matched '-lest research procedure was ul,cd to find oul if there wa" any 

significant difference between the mean scores of the first and the final dmfts of the three c'i'oay!'. 

within the groups. The results show that there was significant dIfference between the meml scores 

of the first and final drafts of the two groups for all the three essays. Moreover. the c..,say rc.,ults 

show that the students by and large improved the individual wfltmg componcnt\ (content . 

organization, language use, vocabulary and mechanics) as they rewrote their c!'!!'!ay!'!. 

Thus, it can be argued that the results of the essays Illay have thcse implications: Fir\1. 

irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher versus peer) used in responding to !'!lUdents' writing. 

there was no significant di fference between the writing performance of the two independent 

groups. This may suggest that teacher and peer feedback are equally effective. lIence. peer 

evaluation feedback can be used along with the more common and traditional teacher feedback 

in responding to students' writing. Second. students' writing improved significantly when they 

rewrote the originals. This may imply that rcwritlng Improves students' wfltmg <"Igmficantly. 

7.2. Recommendations 

Based on the main findings of this research. the following recommendations arc propo ... cd. 
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7.2.1 Introduction 

The central and relevant que~tion worth raising atthl~Juneture is: How can the finding'" ofthl" 

research be incorporated into the teaching of writing in the Ethiopian context? A ... Hughey et al. 

(1983: 53) remark, in order for students to succe .. sfully develop their writing abJlllles. they need 

to know how they are progre!o. .. ing. A':', part of their strategies of organizing and \Iruclllring 

information about the secorl(Vforeign language, students learn from their .... ueee ...... es and mistake .... 

They, then, req uire frequent and selective a~sessl1lents from their leachers. Teacher ... need 10 

provide their students with objective. MraightfOlward and precise comments about their wfltlllg. 

The teacher comments should be channelled towards building upon student ... ucees .... IIelp1llg 

students to see what they have done well enables them to try to repeat successes In fUlUre piece ... 

of writing. Moreover. errors in students' writing .. hould be treated a.. .. a mean ... to di ... cover the 

inconsistencies in their learning !o.trategies. In olher words. we neeet to look aI the pattern of error .. 

and provide students wi th lools 10 correct the pattern rather Ihan merely point oUllhe errors that 

might appear on a page. Students can deal wilh only a limited number of item .. at a time. teacher .. 

should encourage them to deal first with those that seem to be most fundamental (me.ming and 

organization), leavi ng others (grammar. vocabulary and mechanics) for successive drafts. A .. 

Jordan ( 1997: 173) writes, " ... not all errors are cued. The emphasb should be on error, that 

interfere with communication and those that recur frequently." 

Further, it may be argued that teachers should not be the only source of feedback for the student 

writer. Peer-provided feedback (as used in Ihis research) and self-provided feedback. whereby 

students are given a means to measure their own performance on a particular assignment could 

be beneficial sources of feedback fo r the student writer (Hughey et al. 1983: 53). The idea of 

202 



• 

giving students an opportunity to evaluate their peers' tex!', is a useful and stllnulatmg e~ercl\e 

for students. A number of researchers (Edge 1989, Dheram 1995. Fern, 1995, Sengupta 1998) 

suggest that peer correction could have a number of pedagogical values: Fir.,t. It would help the 

students to understand a reader's pcn.pectivc because someone other than the writer would read 

the text. Second, it would enable !,Iudents to become independent writers invoking the authority 

of personal experience as 'potential readers'. Third. it would enab le the teacllers and the 

researcher to examine whether the .,trategies taught in order to develop writing and reviSing "kill, 

had actually been learnt. Fourth, it reduces students' dependency on the teacher. Besides. student" 

will be more able to successfu lly accomplish their goals if they have a Writing context. In other 

words. students need to know: (a) what they arc writing about (b) who they are writing 10 and (c) 

why they are writing (Pincas 1982. Widdowson 1983, Ralme, I 983c, Hughey et al. 1983. I ledge 

1988). It can be argued that Ihe .. e ha .. ic principle .. of writing are vitally important for effectIve 

writ ing. 

7.2.2 Nature of writing 

It seems important that writing teachers and students be aware of the nature of writing. i.e. 

writing is a highly recursive, complex and multi-faceted activity (Chimombo 1986, Blanton ../ 

1987, Richards 1990, Raimes 1991. McDonough 1995, Tribble 1996). This may suggest that 

writing entails a lot of time and perseverance on the part of the student writers before they master 

and use it effectively. As Sommers (1980: 384) writes. "Writing develops like as seed. nOt a 

line." Or as Zamel ( 1985:79) notes, "writing involves producing a text that evolves over lime." 

It looks imperative that student writers shou ld be given the opportunity to write and rewrite until 

f II . ted SOJ11e J·ntendcd message in their minds or as Brannon and they have u y COJl1Ill Ul1lca 
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Knoblauch (1982: 162) say, unli llhe discrepancies between ,ntenllon and effect are ellminaled 

To this effect. Ihe researcher would like to sugge\t thai writing teache" help their \tudent ... to 

real ize the nature of writing before sludenls embark on wntmg at any level. 

7.2.3 Integration of skills 

It seems imperative to note that one language ~kill enhances the development of another language 

skill. As Ri vers (1981 :309) remarh, "Writing is most eflic ient ly acquired when practi ce III 

writing parallels practice in the other sk ilJ<..." For example, students can read a text and then lI ... e 

the in fonnation of the text to write about a related topic. The "ame can be s.lId about Integratmg 

listening and wril ing or speaking and writing. Studen t may li sten to a text and then wnte the 

summary in their own English. Students may discu"" a certain topiC 111 cla~s and then write a 

report which they may give to their teacher or pee" for commenlli. As Byme (198 1: I 08) remarks. 

"The process of integrating language sk ill s in volves linking them together in such a way Illat 

what has been learnt and practi sed th rough the exercise of one sk ill is reinforced and perhaps 

ex tended through fU l1hcr language activities which bring one or more of the other ~ kilh in usc." 

Therefore. the researcher would suggest that writing teachers realize that one language ... kill 

promotes the development of another language ski ll and integrate language ski ll ... In their cla~\e\. 

7.2.4 Area of focus 

The other important point worth suggesting is that writing teachers should focus on meanmg 

(content and organization) when responding to students' first drafts and the other components 

(vocabulary, grammar and mechanics) can be dealt with in the succeSSive draft", ThiS i\ \0 

because certain concerns (content , organization) are more important than other~ (grammar, lex 1\, 
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mechanics) in producing preliminary drafts. As lamel (1982:205) note .... student Wflter, need to 

be taught that since writers do not produce perfect essays In one slumg. certam features of 

composing (content and organi7ation) should be focused upon before other~ . Zamcl funher 

argues that anending to the writing components step by step may keep ..,tudents from exercisIng 

a cognitive overload, a situation which result .... when too many factors, concems, or problem., arc 

being attended to simultaneously (ibid.). Similarly, Dhenllll ( 1995: 166- 167) argue . ., that Ill''> 

important to give feedb;:lck on content before focusing on language usc to help ... tudellt<.. to 

appreciate the communicative function of writing and avoid making revisions to the text at 

surface instead of a global leve l. It is believed that thiS systematic way of approach ing Wfltlllg 

would enable the student writer ... 10 write more purposively and clearly. 

7.2.5 Teacher feed back 

It may be argued thaI students want feedback on thei r writing and feedback is a useful and 

relevant activity in writing classes. The results of the quest ionnaires revealed that students want 

teacher feedback on their writing. Students further reported that the teacher comments helped 

them to improve their writing. The results sugge ... t that there does not seem to be a question of 

whether teacher feedback is useful. The question worth raising would be: When should teacher 

feedback be provided? To thi s end, it is highly recommended that the teacher intervene as the 

students are writing and revismg because the final product shows improvement over the 

preliminary drafts (Sommers 1982. Brannon and Knoblauch 1982. Lckl 1990. Reid 1994. 

Frankenberg-Garcia 1999). 
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7.2.6 Peer feedback 

It seems that writing teachers give little importance to peer feedbad In their wrltmg claS'"cs It 

was reported in the results of the quesllonnalres that teacher':> largely uc;,e peer feedback 

'sometimes'. l-Iowever, most of the sludellls reported thallhey liked peer feedback "vcry much ", 

It seems there is a mismatch between whallhc tcachers do and what the students wan!. Different 

researchers (Norrish 1983, Edge 1989, Ferris 1995, Dhcram 1995. Sengupta 1998) report that 

peef feedback has a number of advantages: FirM, it can case the heavy burden of readmg and 

marking students' papers in large classes. Second, il encourages communication between 

students. Third, il helps students to read and sec how their fellow students compose on different 

topics. Fourth, it enables students to assess their own writing performance III comparl\on with 

thei r fellow students' writing. Moreover, II was found out during thi<' <,tudy that teacher and peer 

feedback were equally effective in improving students' Writing. Thus. It may be argued thaI pecr 

feedback is useful and effective and can be used along with teacher feedback in re<.,ponding to 

students' writ ing. 

7.2.7 Implications for teaching writing 

It is importanl that language tcachers in general and writing teachers III particular believe that 

writing is a skill worth learning and practising in our daY-lo-day life. To thiS effect. Raimes 

(1991: 415) notes, " ... , while studenls need to learn how to pass exams, they also need to percel\,e 

writing as a tool for learning. a loollhal can be useful to them throughout their profe<,sional and 

personall ives."This is important because our attitude towards writing can either promote our 

learning and teaching of writing or undermine our efforts. Rivers (1981 :308) also believes that 
writi ng is a ski ll which musl be taught and pracl1scd. The researcher sharcs thiS VICW i.lI1d the 
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impetus to do this research largely emerged from the l'e\Carcher's firm belief that writing I., a .,klll 

worth learning and practising at any level. It II, fell the re.,ulh of thl" re .. earch might contribute 

to the overall endeavour being made to promote the leammg and teaching of writing In Ethiopia 

in general and Addis Ababa University in particular. 

The results of th is research revealed that teacher and peer feedback are equally effective III 

improvi ng students' writing. Thus, these resul!1, may help the writing teachers to use peer 

feedback along with the more common and lraditionalteacher feedback in their writing Chll,.,e.,. 

FU ri her, the resu lts revealed that student\' writing \eem to Improve .,ignificanlly when they 

rewrite their originals. Thil, may suggest that Ihe practice of reWriting 1\ vlt~llIy lInportant to 

foster improvement in wri ting classes. As Zamel (1983: 178) notes, "The fiN draft .1, for getting 

the ideas down. The second draft is for finding the way to say it the way I want." Therefore, the 

researcher would li ke to suggest that writing teacher; usc both teacher and peer fcedback .,ide by 

side in thei r writing classes. Moreover, wri ting teachers should encourage their student .. to write 

and rewrite the tex IS (paragraphs. essays, term papers. elc.) in their writ ing classes before the 

fi nal product is made available for evaluation/marking. 

7.2.8 Further research 

The results of this research may help writing teachers to realize that both teacher and peer 

feedback are usefu l and they can be used side by side in writing classes. However. the fact that 

th is research used a small sample of two groups of students in the Addis Ababa Umve~ity might 

have its own bearing on the gcneralizabiJity of the results of this research. ThiS, therefore, calls 

for further research at school, COllege and university levels to reinforce and enrich the findll1g .. 
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of the present study or otherwise. Further, the rc\carcher would like to \uggcM thilt future 

research consider: (a) a comparison of the cffccllvCnc\\ of peer feedback vcr\u\ ,;elf-feedbi.ld. 

on students' writing revisions, and (b) student,;' ,;elf-raling III writlllg \kill<; vi'i-a-vi\ theIr actual 

writing performance. 

208 



-

BlBLIOG RAPIlY 

Albrechlsen, D., B. Hcnrihen, and C. Facrch (1980). "Native \peakcr reaction", to Icarnel"\' 

spoken inlerlanguage." Language leamillg. 30/2: 365-396. Cited 111 C. Jamer., (1998) and 

R. Vann el al. (1984). 

/ Allwright, j. ( 1988). "Don't correct, reformulatc," In Robinson, P. C. (cd.). Academic 

writing: prace!,"s (lfId product. ELT docliments 129: 1 09-16. London: The British 

Council. 

Annen, J. (1969). Feedback alld II/multi behaviour. Hannondr.,wonh: Penguin. 

Bander, R. (1978)(2Dd cd.). American English Rhetoric: (I writing program ill £tlXlish (lJ II 

second language. ew York: I-Iolt. Rinehart and Winston. 

Bartram, M . and R. Walton ( 199 1). Correction. London: Commercial Colour Pre",.." 

Beach, R. ( 1979). "The effects of between-drart tcacher evaluation versu!'. $Iudent !'.elf·evaluation 

on high school students' drafts." Rel'earch ill the teaching of English. 13: 111·119. Cited 

in B. Kroll (ed.) (1990). 

Bell , J. and B. Burnaby. ( 1984). A lumdbookfor ESL literacy. Toronto: ,OISE. Cited in D. 

Nunan ( 1989). Desigll illg tasks for the classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge Umver!'.lty 

Press . 

Bender, M. L. et aJ. ( 1976). Ltmgllage ill Ethiopia. London: Oxford University Press. 

Bereiter, C. and M. Scardamalia (1983). "Docs learning to write have to be dlfficuh')" In 

Freedman, A., I. Pringle and J. Vaiden (eds.). Leamillg 10 write: first lallguage/secolld 

language. London: Longman. 

Berger, V. (1990). "The effeclS of peer and self feedback." CATESOL JOllma/, 3: 21-35. 

209 



Blanton, L. ( 1987). "Reshaping ESL ~tudents' perceptlolls of wrlung." ELT i ntimal, 41/2 112-

11 8. 

Brannon, Lil and C. Knoblauch (1982). "On st udent~' rlghh to thclr own texts: a model of 

teacher response." College compol'itiml alld communication, 3312: 157-166. 

Brumfit , C. J. (1980). Problellls (ll/d Prillciple~' ill English Teachillg. Oxford: Pergamon press. 

Brumfit, C. J. and K. Johnson (cds.) ( 1979). The COl1l11l1 l11icatil'e approach /0 langllage 

teachillg. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

t Burt, M. and C. Kiparsky ( 1974). "Global and localllli stakes. " In J. Schumann and N. Stcnson 

(eds.). New frontiers ill !U!colld language leamillg. Rowley, Ma.:Ncwbury lIou ~c. 

Byrne, D. ( 198 1 )." Intcgrating Skilh." In K. Johnson and K. Morrow (cds.) ( 1981). 

Communicatioll in the c1al·l'rOolll. London: Longman. 

___ . ( 1988). Teaching writing skills. London: Longman. 

Campbell , C. ( 1990). "Writing with othcrs' words: Us ing background rcadlng text in academic 

composi ti ons. In B. Kroll (ed.) Secolld langllage writillg: rel'earch illl' ightsfor the 

classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Carroll , B. and R. West (1989). "The ESU framework". Harlow: Longman. Cited in C. Tribble 

(1996). Writillg. Oxford: Oxford University press. 

Chastain, K. ( 1976). "Developing second language sk ills: Theory to practice", 2nd ed. 

/' Chicago: Rand McNally. Ciled in J. Lalande (1981). All error ill error correction policiel'? 

ADFL Bulletill , 1213: 45-47. 

Chaudron, C. (1984). "The effects of feedback on students' composillon revi~ion~." R£LC 

Journal, 1512: 1-14. 

2 10 



---' (1988). Second (anguage classrooms: resl'Orch oll/each/lIg and leamill,:' Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

ChelaJa, S. (1981). "The compo"ing process of Iwo Spani..,h <.,peakers and the coherence of their 

teX IS: A case study." Unpublished doctoral dissCl1ation. New York University. Clled III 

B. Kroll (ed.)(1990). 

C henoweth, N. A. (1987). "The need to leach rewriting." £LT JOllma14111 : 25-29. 

Chi mombo, M. (1986). "Evaluating composition .. with large classes." ELT )o/lrl/a/, 41/1 :20-26. 

Chomsky, N. (1965). "Aspects of the theory of ..,yntax." Cambridge, Ma.: M.I.T. Press. 

Cohen, A. (1987). "Student processing of feedback on their compositions." In Wenden and Rubin 

(cds.). Leamer strategies illlal/guage leami"g. Englewood Cl1m,,: Prentice I iali. 

Cohen. A. and M. Cavalcanti (1990). "Feedback on compo~itions: teachcr and ~tudcnt verbitl 

reports." In B. Kroll (ed.): 155-177. 

Cooper, C. R. (t 977). "Hol istic evaluation of writing." In Cooper and Odell (1977). 3-3 t. 

Corder. S. P. (1981). Error (I//(//),.I'is and inrer/(lIIgliage. Oxford: Oxford Univer~ity Press. 

----. (1967). "The significance of Icarners' errors." /wemational review of (lfJp/il'l/ 

linguistics. 5: 161-70. 

____ . (1974). "The signilicance of learners' errors," In J. Schumann and N. Stenson 

(eds.). In New frontiers ill second language leaming . Rowley, Ma.: Newbury House. 

Catterall, S. (1995). "Developing a course strategy for learner autonomy." ELl' )ounwl, 4913 

2 19-227. 

Cumming, A. (1987). "Decision making and text representation in ESL wrillng performance". 

Paper presented at the 2 1st (lllIIlIa/ TESOL cOIII'emioll, Miami. April. Cited in B. Kroll 

(ed.)(1990). 

211 



, Davies, E. (1983). "Error evaluation: the Imponance of viewpoint". ELT iounl{lJ, 37/4 304-311 , 

Dejenie Leta ( 1990). Acilie\'emetl/, w{lshback tllld projiciellcv ill schoo/ lem''''R eXllIllinalioll: {/ 

case study oj illllOvatiol1 ill till Ethiopiall settillg ( Ph.D the~m. Lanca.\ter Umverslty). 

Dheram, P. K. ( 1995). "Feedback a£, a two-bu llock cart: a ca. .. e study of teaching writing." ELT 

JOllrllal, 49/2: 160- 168. 

Dulay, H. eL a!. ( 1982). umgl/age two. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Dyer, B. (1996). LI allli L2 composiliolliheories: !-lillocks' 'Environmental mode' {II/(J ((uk­

based language teaching. ELT Jourl/al vo1.59/4. 3 12-317. 

Edelsky, C. (1982). "Writing in a bilingual program: The relation of LI and L2 texts." TI:."'SOL 

Quarter/v, 16: 211-228. Cited in B. Kroll (cd.) ( 1990). 

Edge, J. ( 1989). Misfakes Will correction. London: Longman. 

Emig, J. ( 1967). "On teaching compo.~ilion: some hypotheses and definitions." Research ill !Ill' 

teacliillg ojEllglil'h, 1:127-135. 

"Ethiopia." Royal MlIilllllemllfiOlw/ Trawl Guide (4110 cd.), 1994/5: 124. 

Evola, 1. et al. ( 1980). "Discrete point versus glob .. 1 scoring for cohes ivc dcvices." In Oller and 

Perk ins, 177-181. 

Faigley, L. and S. Witte (198 1). "Analyzing revision." Col/ege composition atld co",mllllicllfioli. 

32: 400-414. 

Fathman, A. and E. Whalley ( 1990). "Teacher response to student writlllg: focus on form vef\US 

content." In 8. Kroll (cd.): 178-190. 

Ferris , D. ( 1995). "Student reactions to teacher re~ponse in muhiple-draft composition 

classrooms." TESOL Quarrerly. 29/1: 33-53. 

2 12 



Fitzgerald, J. (1987). "Research on revision 10 writlOg.~ Urbana. III . National council of 

teachers of English. 

Follman, J. and 1. Anderson (1967). "An InvcMIgatlon of the rchabdlly of five procedure\ 

for grading English themciI." Research ill the teachi"g oj E"glish. I: 190-200. Cited III II 

Jacobs e l al. ( 1981). 

Ford, B. W. (1973). "The effect\ of peer editing! grading on the grammar-usage and theme. 

composition abi lity of college freshmcn." Ed. D. disorenation. the UOlversuy of Oklahoma. 

Frankenberg-Garcia, A. (1999). "Providing student wnte(i; with pre-text feedback." ELT Jourllal, 

53/2: 100- 106. 

Freedman. S. w. (1987). "Re.sponse to \ludent writing." Urbana. III. : NatIOnal councd of 

teachers of English. 

Frohlich, M. and T. Paribakht (1976). "Can we teach our students how to learn?" In C. J. 

Brumfit (cd.): ulIIguage issues and education policies (ELT documews: 119). Oxford 

Pergamon press in assoc iation with the British Council. 

Gebremedhin Simon ( 1993). I"dividualised readit/gJar EAP Jor social science firsl rear 

sflIde"ts i" Addis Ababa Ullil:ersity: a study oj a possible approach Jor teachmg readillK 

ill EFL ( Ph.D thesis. Addis Ababa UOlvcrsity). 

George. H. (1972). Commoll errors illla1lguoge leamill!? Rowley. Mass.: ewbury hou~. Cued 

in J. Lalande (1981). 

Getnet Tizazu (1994). The respolldi"g behaviour oj Sophomore E"glish instructors of Addi.\' 

Ababa University to stlldew writillg (M.A thesis. Addis Ababa Umversity). 

Griffin, C. W. (1982). "Theory of responding to student writlOg: The iltatc of an." ColJeKf.' 

composilion (llId COl/lllllmiclIlioll. 33: 296-310. 

213 



Grinner, F. (1977). Teachillg/oreigll lall~II(l1:es, 2nd ed. ew York: Harper Cued In J. 

Lalande (1981). 

Haile Michael Abcrra (1993). Df'\'elopillg a sen-ice Ellf<lish nllalms (() meet the academic 

demands alld cOllslrai/lts i/l Ihe Ethiopiall lmiversitv cOlllext (Ph.D thc~I". Addl~ Abab'l 

Univers ity). 

Hailom Banteyerga ( 1993). Erplorali(Jlls ill the preparatioll 0/ a preserviC(' EFL teachers: II 

learning-cenlred approach (ph.D thesis, Addil, Ababa Umver"i ty). 

Hedgcock, J. and N. Lefkowitz ( 1994). "Feedback on feedback: as!;CSslng le.lfller receptivity to 

teacher response in L2 compo~ing," )oll""a/ 0/ seco"d lallKlwge writi"g. 3: 141-163. 

Hedge. T. ( 1988). Writing. Oxford: Oxford Umverslty Pres ... 

Hendri ckson. J. ( 1978). "Error correction in foreign language teaching: Recent theory. 

research and practice." 111t! modern Itlllgllllge jOIl""al, 62: 387-398. 

Hillocks, G. ( 1986). "Rescarch on wrillen cornpol,it ion: new direclion~ for teach ing." Urbana. 

111.: National conference on research in English and ERIC clearinghouse on reading and 

commun ication sk ills. 

Horner. D. ( 1988). "Classroom correction: Is it correct?" Syslem, 1612: 213-220. 

Horowitz, O. ( I 986c). "The author responds to Liebman-Kleine", T£SOL Quarter/v. 2014. 788-

790. 

___ . ( 1986a). "Process and Product: Le!;S than meets the Eye." TESOL Quarter/v, 20/1: 

141-144. 

___ . (1986b). "What professors actually require: academic t~ks for the ESL cla,!,l,foom . 

TESOL Quarterly. 20/3: 445-462. 

214 



Hughes, A. and C. Lascaratou (1982). "Competmg cntcria for error gravity . . ELT Jounwl. 3612: 

175- 182. 

Hughey, J. B. et al. (1983). Tellchillg ESL compositioll: prillcipleJ lind reelmiques. ew York: 

Newbury House. 

Hyland , K. (1990). "Providing productive feedback." ELT Joun/lIl, 44/4: 279-285. 

Hymes, D. ([972). "On communicative competcnce." Philadelphia , Univer~ity of Pcnn .,ylvania. 

Cited in 1. Richards and T. Rodgers ( 1986). Approaches 1Ilid metll(x/s ill langllllge teochillg; 

A descripriOlllllld wUlI),sis. Cambridge: Cambridge Un iver., ity Pre.,.,. 

Irmscher. W. ( 1972). "What do yOll do to teach composit ion". ew York: 1I01t, Rmchart and 

Winston. Cited in J . B. Hughey et a1. ( 1983). 

Jacobs. H. et al . 1981 . Testing J:."'SL composition; 1I practiclII approach. Rowley, Ma.,.,achul,eu.,: 

Newbury house publi shers. 

Jacobs, S. ( 1982). "Composing and coherence: Thc writing of cleven pre-medical .,tudent.,". 

Linguistics and literacy series 3. Washington , D.C,: Center for applied lin guiM ic~. Cited 

in B. Kroll (ed.)( 1990). 

James, C. ( 1998). Errors ill languoge leearning and LIse; explori"g error lIIwlysis. London: 

Longman. 

___ . (1977). "Judgemen ts of error gravi ties." ELT Journal. 3112: 11 6- 124. 

Johansson, S. ( 1975). "Papers in contrast ive lingUistics and language testlllg". LUlld stllt/ies in 

English. No.50. CWK GJeerup. Lund. Cited In C. James (1998). 

Johnson, K. (1988). "Mistake Correction." ELT Journal. 4212: 89-96. 

____ .. (1981). "Writing." in K. Johnson and K. Morrow (ed.) (198 1). Communication", the 

classroom. London: Longman. 

2 15 



I 

Jones. S. ( 1982). "Attention to rhetorical form while composing In a <.,ccond language." Cued 

in B. Kroll (ed.) (1990). 

Jordan, R. (1997). £"glish jor a("(ulemir purpmes: a guide and reJ"(nlrl.:e hook jor t(>Mllel"'1. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University press. 

Jurgens, J. and W. Griffin (1970). "Relationships between overall quality and .,even language 

features in compositions written in grades seven. nine, and elcven ."(ERIC ED ().J6 932). 

Karengianes . M. L. , E. Pascarella and S. POaum ( 1980). 'The effects of peer-edlllng on the 

writing proficiency of low-achieving ten th grade students." 'I1fe jOllmal of educatio",,' 

research, 73/4: 203-207. 

Keh, C. L. (1990). "Feedback in the process: a model and methods for Implement;.llion." I:.LT 

Journal, 44/4: 295-304. 

Kehoe, M. (1964), "The teaching of English as a third language in Ethiopia." ELl Journal. 1813. 

125-129. Cited in Gebremcdhin (1993). 

Krapels, A. (1990), "An overview of second language writing proce.!is research." In B. Kroll 

(1990) (ed.). Second language writi"g: research insights for the classroom. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Krashen, S. D. (1984). Writing: research, tileor\' lIIId applications, Oxford: Pergamon In .. tllute 

of English. 

Kroll , B. (ed.)(1990). Second langllllge writing: rl'Search i"5iglu5/or the classroom. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Lalande. 1. (1981). "An error In error-correction policies?" ADFL Bulletill. 1213: 45- 47 . 

--. ( 1982). "Reducing composition errOf\: an experiment." Modem la"guage journal, 6612: 

140- 149. 

216 



-

Lange. D. L. (1990). 'A blueprint for a teacher development programme' In J Richard .. and 

D. Nunan (eds.). Second laf/gml1:e teacher edllcafioll. Cambndge Cambridge UmveNIY 

Press. 

Lantolf, J. P. ( 1977). "Aspect.!. of change in foreign language \tudy." Modem hlt/Kullge 

jOllmal. 61: 242. 

Lapp, R. (1984). "The proccss approach to wri ting: towards a curriculum for II1lcrnatlonal 

students", M.A dissertation , Univcrsity of Hawaii. Cited in J. Richard .. (1990). Tile 

langllage teaching matrix. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Las!' G. (1983). "Thoughts on the questi on of quality in educati on III Ethiopia." Internal 

di scussion document. Ministry of Education (Mimeo). Cited In Gebrcl11edlun (1993). 

Lay, N. ( 1982). "Composing processes of adult ESL learners". TESOL Quarterl\", 16:406. 

Cited in B. Kroll (ed.)(1990). 

leFevre, K. and M. Dickerson (198 1). VII/ill see II,-'h(lt I say: Teachif/G writillg ill all disciplines. 

IDC publications 589 Main , Burlington. Vermon t. 

Leki , I. (1990). "Coaching from the margin s: issues in written re!o.pon .. e." In B. Kroll (cd.): 57.68. 

__ . (1991 ). "The preference of ESL students for correct ion in college·level writing 

classes." Foreign language {I//llols. 24: 203·2 18. 

Long, M. (1985). "A role for instruction in second language acquisit ion: task·based languagc 

teaching." Cited in B. Dyer ( 1996). 

___ . ( 1992). "Three approaches to tJsk·ba.sed syllabus design." TESOL Quarterh-. 2611: 27· 

56. Cited in B. Dyer ( 1996). 

Ludwig, J. ( 1979). "The cognitive method and error analysis." Foreign langullge omwls. 1 2 . 

211. Cited in J. L.1I.1nde (198 1). 

2 17 



Mammo Kefele (1981). C/a,fJ'ijicatioll (lmlefpitmator\" (lIlalHis of .mull'III errors '" AdwlIlcnl 

English compositioll /I (M.A the~i~, Addl' Ababa Umvcr'llly). 

Mart in-Betancourt. M.( 1986). 'The compo'llng proce"e,", of Puerto Rican college ,",!Udenl'! 01 

English as a sccond language." Unpubli,hcd doctoral di,,",ertation, Fordham Un ... 'er'llly 

Cited in B. Kroll (ed.)( 1990). 

McCurdy, P. ( 1992). "What stude nt , do with compo,", lI ion feedback." Paper prc,",el1tcd althe 

27th annua l TESOL convcl1tion, Vancouver. B. C. Mlller. II .(n.d.). Cited In 1. B Hughey 

et al. (1983). 

McDonough, S. H. (1995). "S trategy and ,",kill In learning a foreign languagc". London' Edward 

Arnold. 

McNab, C. ( 1989). Lllnguage policy ami /allgllage practice: Implemellwtu)U dill'lwluU' m 

Etlliopiall educatioll. In,titu te of education, Umver, lIy of Stockholm. Ited 111 lIade 

Michael ( 1993). 

Mellon, J. C. (1969). "Transformational sentcnce-combi ni ng: a method for cnhancing the 

development of syntactic Ouency in Engl i,h composition." Champaign. II I.: National 

council of teachers of Engl i'h. 

Morrow. K. (198 1). "Principles of cOllllllunicative mcthodology". In K John\on and K Morrow 

(cds.). Communication ill IIII' classroom. London: Longman. 

Mulamba. N. (1993). SlIIdell1s' making of genres ill Imguistics and literalure: It'ritlllg 

dissertations (It LlIbwllbashi Ulli\'ersitv (Ph.D thesis. Lancaster Umvcr'lity). 

Murdoch, G. (1994). 'Language deve lopment provision m teacher trammg Curricula' . ELT 

JOllmaI4813: 253·265. 

218 



• 

Murray, D. (1968, 1985), A writer reaches writing: a prac/l(:{l/ method of tl!(ldllll~ compmuiol/ 

(IS! and 2nd ells.), Boston: Heighten Mlrnlll. 

Nold, E. and S. Freedman (1977), "An anal)'\I' of rcadcl'\' rc.!.pon-,e\ 10 c .... ay .... ' Research /If tIlt' 

teaching of E"glish, 11: 164-174 . 

Norrish, J. (1983). umglloge leamer.\' (Illd their errors. London: Macmillan. 

Nunan, D. ( [989). Designing tash for fhe classroom. Cambridge: Cambndge Unlvcr-,i ty Pre!'..." 

___ ' ( 1991 ). umg//oge leaching methodology: a lexthookfor rellchen. New York: 

Prentice Hall. 

Oller, J. W. ( 1979b). umgllage It'Stl' at school. London: Longman. 

Olsson, M. (1977). "A model for the interpretation of utterance..,". in S. P. Corder and E. Roule! 

(eds.). The 1I0liollS of simplificatioll, illterlllllgffage alld pidgun allli thl'lr relatioll 10 

second lal/guage pedagogy. Geneva: euchatel Univer" lt y and Ll bnune DOl, pp. 72·87. 

Cited in C. James ( 1998). 

Partridge, K. L. (1981 ). "A compari son of lhe crfectiveness of peer ver"u!'i teacher evaluati on for 

helping students of English as a second language to improve the quality of thcir wrllIen 

compositions." M.A the!tb, Department of ESL, Umverslty of Hawaii at Mano.t Clled 

in C. Chaudron (1984). 

Perl, S. ( 1979). "The composing of unskilled college wnters." Research III the teachill!.: oj 

English. 13: 317-336. 

___ . ( 1978). "Five writers writll1g: cmoe studies of the composlI1g processes of unskilled 

college writers". Unpublished doctoral dissertat ion, New York Umver"lIy. Cited 111 B 

Kroll (ed.)( 1990). 

219 



Pfeiffer, J. K. (1981). "The effect~ of peer evaluation and per\onahty on writmg anxicty and 

writing perfonnance in college fre ... hmen," Ed. D dl.,<tCrtatlon, Texa~ Tech Umver"'lty. 

Pianko, S. ( 1979). "A descnption of the compmmg proce ...... of college fre ... lunan wnter ... " 

Research ill the teaching of English, 13: 5·22. Cited 111 B. Kroll (ed.)( 1990). 

Pierson, H. (1967). "Peer and teacher correction: a compari ... on of the effect ... of IWO method, of 

teaching composition in grade nine Engli\h classes." Ph.D di ...... crtation, New York 

Univers ity. Cited in C. Challdron ( 1984). 

Pincas, A. (1982). Teaching EI/glish writing. London: Macmillan. 

Putz, J. (1970). "When the teacher ... tops teachlng···an experimcnt with fre ... hm'lI1 Engll ... h." 

College English. 34/1: SO-57. 

Radeck i, P. and J. Swales (1988). "ESL ... tudent reaction to written comment .. on their writtcn 

work." System, 16: 355·365. 

Rai mes, A. (\983a). "Anguish as a second language? Remcdies for compo"lIlOll tcacher ... ". In 

A. Freedman, I. Pi ngle and J. Yolden (1983).(eds.). Learllillg to write: jir!Jllallgllagel 

second language. London: Longman. 

__ . (\985a). "An inve3ligation of the composing processe ... of ESL remedial and non remedial 

students." Paper presented at the 36th Annual CCCC convention. MlI1neapohs. Mmn., 

March. Cited in 8. Kroll (ed.)(1990). 

__ . ( 199 1). "Out of the woods: emerging tradition .. 111 the teachmg of writ mg. " TESOL 

Quarterly, 2513: 407-423. 

___ . (1979). "Problems and teaching strategies m ESLcomposition". ulIIgllage ill edllealior/." 

Theory alld practice 14. Arlington, va.: Center for applied linguisl1cs. Cited in B. Kroll 

(ed.)( 1990). 

220 



-- . (1983c). Tec/miqul'!" i" tel/chillI( I\"rilm!:. Oxford: Oxford Unl\cr ... lt) Pre ....... 

--' (1985b). "What un~klllcd writers do a.\ they wnle: A cla.I,'Iroom \Iudy of compo ... mg.' 

TESOL Quanel'l)" 19: 229-258. Cited In B. Kroll (ed.)( 1990). 

--' (1987)~Why wrile? From purpo ... c 10 pedagogy." FOflll1l 2514: 36-4 1. 

Reid, J. (1994). "Responding to ESL ... tudents' texts: the myth ... of appropriation." TESOL 

Quanel'ly, 28/2: 273- 290. 

Richards, J. ( 1971). "Error analysis and second language ... tralcgic .... " paper read al Ind13na 

Uni versity, Bloomington. Cited In C. Jame, (1977). 

___ " ( 1990). The language I('aching IIll1lrh. Cambridge: Cambridge UIlIVCP,lly Pre ...... . 

Richards, J. and T. Rodgers ( 1986). AplJroacheJ and methods in langllllge re(l("hmK: A 

descriptioll lIfld 1II1lllysis. Cambridge: Cambndge University press. 

Ridley, O.M. (1989). A case study: the res/Jonus of all ol'erseas stlu/em 10 II'ritillK c:ommellh 

received while ill the process of writillK all academic assignmenl (M.A theSIS. l.;.ll1c'hlcr 

University). 

Rivers, W. ( 1976). "Motivation in bilinguali .. m." In W. Rivcrs (cd.): SpeakillK ill many 

tongues (2nd cd.). Rowley, Mas .. achusetts: Newbury Iiousc. 

___ . ( 1964). "The psychologist and the forclgn language teacher." Modem langlla~l' 

JOllmal, 16: 96. Citcd in J. Lalandc (1981). 

___ . (198 1). Teachillgforeigll /angllo1{e ski/ls(2"J ed.}.Chicago: Chicago Umverslty Pre..,., . 

Robb, T. eL a1. (1986). "Salience of feedback on error and Its effect on EFL writing quality." 

TESOL Quarlerly, 20: 83-93. 

Rodrigues. R. (1985). "Moving away from writing·proc~s workshop." English Journal, 74' 24· 

27. Cited in D. Nunan (1991). 

221 



Rogers, J. (1969). "Why not abandon Engll'lh Icachlng In the elementary ""hool?" ErhiopuU/ 

JOllmal of Education, 3/1: 24-31. Cned In Gcbrcmedhm ( 1993). 

Rosen, H. ( 1981). Toward~ a language policy acro..,.., the curriculum' In language. the Ic,lrncr, 

and the school. London: Penguin. Cited in T. I ledge (1988). 

Rubin, J. (1975). What the "Good language Icamcr" can teach us . T£SOL Quarlerl\'. 911: 41-50. 

Santos, T. (1988). 'Professors reac tion"i to the academic writing of nonntlUvc-\pcakll1g 

students', TESOL Quarterly, 22/1 : 69-90. Cited in C. Jame.., (1998). 

Sengupta, S. ( 1998). "Peer evaluation: I am 1101lhc Icachcr." £LT Joun/al. 5111: 19-26. 

Sil va, T. ( 1988), "Commelll\ on lamel's, 'Recent research on writing pedagogy.' " T1~S()L 

Quarterly, 22: 517-520. 

____ . ( 1990). "Sccond language composition Instruction: developments , Issue" and 

direct ions in ESL". ln B. Kroll (ed.)(1990). 

Smith, F. ( 1982). Writing and the writer. New York: HolI, Rinehan and Winston. Cited 111 J. B 

Hughey et al. (1983). 

Sommcrs, N. (1992). "Between the drarts." College composition and cOl1I11/1l1/icalioTl, 431 

1:23-31. 

___ . ( 1982). "Responding to student writing." College composition ami mmllllmiclltion, 

33: 148- 156. 

___ . (1980). "Revision strategies of student writers and expenenced adult write"." Col/eKe 

compositioll alld COlllllllllliclltioll. 31: 378-388. 

Stern , H. H. (1975). "What can we learn from the good language learner?" Call1llliall Modem 

Language Review. 31: 304-18. 

222 



Slotsky, S, (1983). "Rcscarch on rcading/wrltlng rclation,hipli : Synthc..,11i and ,uggc..,tcd 

directions." umgllageArts, 60: 627·642. Citcd In B Kroll (cd.)(1990). 

Taylor. B. (1981 ). "Content and written fonn : a Iwo-way ~Ircet " TESOL Q/ltlrtrrh. 15 5·13 

Teshome Dcmissic (1985). A comparar;I'e stud\' of error gravilin ", £lIglirh (M.A thclil". 

Addis Ababa University). 

____ . (1995). The cOllslmerioll alld I'alidalioll of Cl test ill ElIgliJh for tertim)' ('dl/catioll 

wir" referellce to the Addis Ababa Ullil'ersifl' (Ph_D thcliili. Addi ... Ababa Umverlilly). 

Tribble, C. ( 1996). Writillg. Oxford: Oxford Univcr"IIY prcli\. 

Vann, R. et al. (l984). "Error gravity: a study of faculty oplOion of ESL error~." TESOL 

Qllarterly, 18/3: 427·440. 

Vigil. F. and J. Oller (1976). "Rule fo<;<;ilitatlon: a tcntatlve modeL" umg/wge leamillg. 2612: 

281-295. Cited in J. Lalande ( 1981 ). 

White, R. (1981). "Reading". In K. Johnson and K. Morrow (cdli). COmltl/lII;cal;oll ill I"e 

Classroom. London: Longman. 

__ . (1987). Writillg adl'(JIlced. Oxford: Oxford Univcrliity Pre~li. 

While. R. and V. Arndt (1991). Process writillg. London: Longman. 

While, R. and D. McGovern (1994). Writillg. London: Prentice Hall. 

Widdowson, H. (1983). "New starts and different kind, of failure." In A. Freedman. Pringle, I. 

and Yalden. J. (cds.), Learnillg to ,!'-'rite: firl·tlaIl8Iwge/secom/ hmgllage. London: 

Longman. 

_' (1978), Teachillg language as communication, Oxford: Oxford UmversllY Pres~, 

Wondwosen Tamrat (1992). Classroom feedback behal'iour of grade elel'ell H"g/ish teachers 

(M.A thesis, Addis Ababa Univer,iIY), 

223 



I 

Wongsothom, A. ( 1994). "An Investigation of Mudenl\' writing improvement through variou .. 

types of teachers' invel,tigation." In Tickoo, M (cd.): Research ill rflulill.': lIml Wrlflllg 1I 

Southeast Asiall colfectioll. SEAMEO Regional language centrc, 

Yonas Adaye (1996). Teachillg writillg as a proces.f at first )'ear 11?\'el at tile Addis Ahaba 

Ulliversity Willi special referellce 10 College EI/gli.~" (M.A thcl,ll,. Addi .. Ababa Umvcrl,lty). 

Zamel, V. (1983). "The cOlllpo~ing procc~s of advanced ESL \l udents: 1, 1'" crL\C I,tudicl,. "TESOL 

Quarterly, 17, 165· 187. 

__ . ( 1987). "Recent rCl,carch on Writ ing pedagogy." TESOL Quarter/y. 21,697-715. 

__ . (1985). "Rcsponding 10 student wntlng." TESOL Quarter/v. 19.79·101 

__ . ( 1976). "Teaching compol, lllOn III the ESL cla~sroom: what we can learn from rel,earch 

in the teaching of English". T£SOL Quarterlv. 10,67·76. 

__ . (1982). "Writing: The procel,l, ofdlscovenng meaning." T£SOL Quarter/v. 16. 195·209, 

Zhang, S. ( 1985). "The differential effcch of source of correct ive feedback on ESL wntlllg 

profic iency." Occasiol/al paper No.9. Iionolulu. III : Departmen t of Englil,h as a Foreign 

Language, University of Ilawaii at Manoa. Cit cd in V. Berger (1990). 

Zhang, S. and Halpern, P. (1988). "The effccll, of feedback on the di\course qual it y and 

linguist ic accuracy of ESL compos it ions." Paper presented at the mectmg of the Ilawall 

Educational Research Association, Honolulu, HI. Cited In V. Berger (1990). 

Ziv, N. ( 1984). ''The effects of tcacher comments on the wrilmg of four freshmen." In R. Beach 

and L. Bridwell (cds.). New directiolls ill composition research. New York: The Guilford 

press. 

224 



, 

I' 
I 

Appendices 

Appendix A: First questionnaire ror students and the results (pIIOI) 

Read the following items carefully and provide the correct IIlfOrmallon accordingly. 

A. Identificatioll 

I. Code No.: _____ _ 

2. Group: ______ _ 

B. Questions 011 feedback alld writing 

Please think of the last essaY/II that your teacher corrected and returned 10 you You will be 

asked questions about what you did with thi~ fcedbad. from your teacher. Plca~c :m.,wcr a .. 

honestly as you can. In question!'. where muillpic cholcc~ are given. ci rcle the leiter of YOUT 

choice and where Yes or No is given. lick one of them. 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got it back? 

all of it most of it some of it none of it 

4 9 6 1 

2. How many of the teacher corrections did you give thoughtful attention to? 

all of them most of {hem some of them few of them 

2 12 4 2 
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3. To what ex tent did these teacher comments deal with. 

a lot ~ome liule nonc 

organization 7 7 6 -
conten t 5 7 6 2 

language use 10 6 4 -
vocabulary I 10 7 2 

mechanics 4 5 10 I 

4. If you attendcd to your tcacher comment~. how much attention did you give to ItCIl1 ~ 

involving: 

a lot somc little none 

organi zati on 6 10 4 

content 7 9 4 -
language use 10 8 2 -
vocabulary 6 10 4 -
mechanics 3 6 II -

5. Rank the fo llowing writing component!' according to their degree of importance in teacher 

feedback. (I = most important) 

rank organization content lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

I 4 7 9 0 I 

2 6 3 3 3 4 

3 3 4 3 3 5 

4 2 5 5 9 I 

5 5 I 0 5 9 
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6. Rank the following writing component~ according 10 their degree of dlfficuhy for you 

( I = most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. uc,c vocabulary mechanlc~ 

I 8 3 I 2 6 

2 4 5 3 3 4 

3 3 0 5 8 5 

4 3 7 3 4 3 

5 2 5 8 3 2 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher comment ~. 

• 50% made a mcntal notc of the comments 

• 25% wrote down point~ to con!.ider for rcv i ~ion or for future use 

• 10% rewrote the essay incorpor;lIlOg the commen t ~ 

• 10% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 

• 5% did nothing. 

8. Were there any teacher comment!) that you did not understand? If ~o, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

10 10 

• No examples were given. 

9. Did your teacher use peer feedbad.: 10 hi$lher Writing classes? 

227 
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Yes No 

II 9 

10. If yes, how did you like it? (5 = very much; I = very little) 

II. Did you produce preliminary draflli before you wrote the rinal drafts? 

Yes No 

14 6 

12. If yes, how many? 

one two 

10 4 

13. Which of the feedback (onnls wa~/wcrc u\uully used by your teacher? 

error identification writing comments confcrcncing refonnulation 

13 6 I 0 

14. If more than one feedback form had been used In No.13, which onels would you have 

preferred and why? 

error identification writing comments conferenclng reformulation no rcspon\c 

4 9 6 5 2 

The following main reasons wefe given for their preferences: 

• helps me to know my errors 
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• 
• 
• 
• 

helps me to identify my error, 

helps me to improve my writing 

face to face discussion with my teacher helps me to I"now my error, 

can discuss my problem arca!t with the teacher 

IS.Were any of yOUf tcacher comments pO!\itivc? If SQ, give an example. 

Yes No no rc'ponse 

16 2 2 

The following positive comments were given as examples: 

• Good' 

• Good handwriting! 

• Excellent! 

• Very Good! 

• Keep it up! 

16. Were there any negJlive comments made by your teacher? If so. give an example. 

Yes No no response 

5 10 5 

The following negative comments were given as examples: 

• 
• 
• 

Your paragraphs arc nOi well developed/organized! 

Your handwriting is not readable! 

Your ideas are not related to the lopic of the essay! 
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• Your ideas are nOI clearl 

17. Did you feellhat your Icacher comment ... helped you 10 Improve your campoli.tlon WrlllIlg 

skills and why (not),! 

Yes No no rc<.,pon\c 

17 2 I 

The following were put forward a~ rca<.,ons for the Improvement: 

• I did nOI make similar mistake ... In my sub.,cquclH essays 

• The comments helped me to Improve my cs ... ay 

• The comments helped me 10 know my problem arcas 

18. Rank the following language liki ll s according to their level of difficulty for you as a 

student. ( I = mOSI difficult) 

rank speaking listening reading writing 

I II 2 - 7 

2 7 I - 10 

3 I 13 5 3 

4 I 4 15 -

19. Rank the following language ",kills according 10 their degree of Importance for Engli.,h 

learners in Ethiopia. (1 = 1110.,llmponant) 
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rank speaking listening readmg writing 

1 11 2 2 5 

2 6 4 3 7 

3 1 7 5 7 

4 2 7 10 1 

20. How would you rate your ~ kitl s in writing compo:-,i tioll'i? 

excellent good rail' poor 

2 9 7 
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Appendix B: First qucstionnlli re fo r students and rcsult'i (mam) 

I . How much of the e ...... ay did you read when you got It back ') 

all of it mo~t of II some of It none of II 

7 10 8 

2. How many of the teacher corrections did yOli give thoughtful attention to? 

al l of them most of them some of them few of them none 

5 12 7 2 -

3. To what extent did these teacher comments deal with 

a lot some little none 

organization 10 9 7 -
content 6 II 8 I 

language use 12 9 5 -
vocabulary 2 I I 9 4 

mechanics 5 10 7 4 

4. If you attended to your teacher comments, how much attention did you give to Items 

involving: 

a lot SOllle little none 

organization 10 12 4 -

content 12 12 2 -
language use 14 10 2 -
vocabulary 6 15 5 -
mechanics 4 8 14 -
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5. Rank the following writing component~ according to their degree of Importance In leader 

feedback . (I = mOSI importanl) 

rank organi zation conlent lang. u ... e vocabulary mechanic ... 

1 5 12 9 0 1 

2 10 5 3 5 5 

3 4 3 7 4 6 

4 2 5 6 10 2 

5 5 1 1 7 12 

6. Rank the following writing component ... according to their degree of difficulty for you. 

( I = most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. u ... e vocabulary mechanic ... 

1 10 5 2 3 8 

2 5 6 5 5 5 

3 4 1 6 9 6 

4 4 8 4 5 4 

5 3 6 9 4 3 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher comment~: 

• 50% made a mental note of the comment!; 

• 23% wrote down the poll1t ... to con~ider for revi..,ion or for future u~e 

• II % rewrote the e~say incorporating the comments 

• II % referred to other papers and rewrote the e~say 

• 4% did nothing 
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8. Did your teacher use peer fcedback In hlVher writing c1a.I,'-CI.,? 

Yes No 

19 7 

9. If yes, how did you like peer feedback? (5 = very much. 1= very little) 

10. Did you produce prcliminary draft" before you wrote the final draft? 

Yes No 

15 II 

II. If yes, how many? 

one two 

12 3 

12 Which of the fecdback form/s wi:\s/wcrc usually used by your teacher? 

error idcntification writing comment .. conferenclng reformulation 

16 12 2 0 

13. If more than onc feedback form had been used In o. 12. which one/" would you have 

preferred and why? 

error identification writing comments conferenclng no respen\( 

4 14 5 3 
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The following main reasons "ere given for their preference,: 

• help me to know my problem"! 

• helps me to identify my error .. 

• helps me to improve my cs\ays 

• face 10 face di scmsion with my teacher enables me to know my problem, morc 

14. Were any of your tcacher comments PO\lIlvC? If 'iO, give an example . 

Yes No 

6 20 

Examples: 

• Good ideas! 

• Clear ideas! 

• Good handwriting! 

• Your pars. are well org;:milcd! 

• Your conclusion is good! 

15. Were there any comments made by your tcacher that were negative? If \0. give an 

example. 

Yes No 

10 16 

I Examples: 

• The main idea of your essay is not clear' 
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• 
• 

Your handwrit ing is not readable! 

Your pars. are not cohcrCIlI' 

• Some of your ideas arc nOl related to the tOPIC! 

16. Did you feel that your tcacher commen t\ helped you to Improve your COIllJX1\11ion writing 

skill s and why (not)? 

Yes No no rcspoll\c 
--~--~----~~ 

22~-L~3~~ __ ~1 __ ~ 

These reasons were given for the Improvement : 

• The commenls showed me my problem area ... 

• The comments helped me 10 unprovc my c\.say'" 

• The comments enabled me not to repeat my prcviou\ crro" 

17. Rank the fo llowing language "kill ... according to theIr level of dIfficulty for YOli a ... a 

student. ( I = most difficult) 

rank speaking Ii .slenillg reading writing 

14 3 I 10 

2 8 3 3 II 

3 2 15 6 3 

4 2 5 16 2 

18. How would you rate your skill ... In wfltmg compo\itions') 

excellent good 

o 17 
L---"'::' 

8 

poor 

I 
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Appendix C: Questionrmire for \\riling teachers (pilot) 

A. Backgrou"d ill/ormatio" 

Please provide the correct information 10 each of the following quc!,t lon!' In quc.,tlon, I 3. 

below, please underline the correct IIlfOrmallOIl . 

I. Qualification: 

B.A M.A Ph.D 

6 

2. Academic rank : 

ass!. lecturer lecturer a!t\1. prof. and above 

- 5 I 

3. Teaching experience: 

10 years and above 5-9 years 0-4 years 

4 2 -

8. Questio"s 0" feedback alld Jwdellt writi"K 

Please think of the Ia!:.t essay/s you corrected and returned to your ... tudenh. You will be asked 

about what you did with the e!!''!.ay/s from you r ... tudenh. Please answer as hone ... tly as you can. 

In questions where multiple choices are given. ci rcle the lettcr of your chOice and where Yes or 

o is given, please tick one of them. 
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I. Which of the following wntlng Course\ have you taught? (Tick the correct onel~) 

Sophomore English Intermediate Engli\h 1 and II Advanced compo\lt lon I and 11 

6 I -

2. The writ ing course/s I have taught hasJ have helped my \tudent \ Improve their cornpo\ ltlon 

writing skill s. 

I strongly agree I agree I \t rongly disagree I agree I am not \ure 

I 5 - - -

3. Rank the following language \~ill \ according to thei r level of difficulty for your "tudell", 

(I = most difficult) 

rank speaking li \ tclling rcadlng wntmg 

I 5 - - I 

2 I - - 5 

3 - 4 2 -
4 - 2 4 -

• The rank in descending order: speaking. writing. li r, telling and rcadlng 

4. Rank the four language skill \ accordlllg to thclr degree of Importancc for Engli\h learner\ 

in Ethiopia. (I = most important) 

rank speaking listening reading wnung 

I 3 - - I 

2 I - - 3 

3 - I 3 -

4 - 3 I -
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• The rank in descendmg order: ~pcaking. wntlng. reading and !I,lcmng 

5. What form/s of feedback did you usc to rc\pond to your .,tudcnh' \\-rllmg? Tick the relc\ant 

one/s. 

error identification 
I---

writing comment .. confcrcnclIlg rcformula! 1011 

6 6 2 

6. Can you give any reason/s why you have U'~cd the (ormh<i of feedback you have mdicalcd 10 

No.5? 

Reasons: 

• The comments help the student .. to ident ify their error .. 

• The comments help the .,tuden"" 10 Improve their wrltmg 

• The students can see their problem arcrL., 

• The studen ts can discu\!I their problem .. Wit h the teacher 

7. Were there any of your commen ts that the \ Iudelll\ did not under\talld? 

Yes 

I 
No 

I - 6 

8. If yes, give an example. 

• No examples were given 
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9. While you were readmg! evaluatmg "Itudcntlj' writing. what "J..\ )oour maIO fOCll ... on and 

why? 

conlent organization lang. U\C 

2+4 2+4 4 

• 2/6 said content and organization 

• 4/6 said all component, 

Reason: 

• All componcnll) arc equally u ... cfu l 

vocabulary mechanic ... 

4 4 

10. Rank the followin g writing component' according to their degree of difficulty for your 

students. ( 1= most dirticu lt) 

rank content organi lJt ion lang. U\C vocabulary mechaniC'" 

1 1 4 1 . . 

2 3 2 1 . . 

3 2 · 2 1 1 

4 · · 1 4 1 

5 · · 1 1 4 

• The rank in descending order: organization. con lent. language U..,C, vocabulary and 

mechanics 

11 . Which one did you use In your rc'pon,c to !\tudent ... · writing? 

praise critici sm both 

· 6 . 
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12. Did your students write prehrmnary draft.., before they wrote the final draft '! 

Yes No 

4 2 

13. If yes, when did you intervene In <, tudcnt.,' wn llllg'.) 

duri ng the fi rst draft during the final draft 

4 2 

14. Did you use peer feedback In your wnl lllg cla!o,""~ 

Yes No 

5 

15. If yes, how frequentl y? 

always often someti mes \c ldom 

- 1 4 -

16. How much did your students like peer feedback? (5 = very much: I = very little) 

5 2 

4 

17. In your opinion, was the wflung pcrfonnancc of your ... tudent", \atl''Ifaclory' for their level? 

Yes No 

5 
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Appendix 0: Questionnaire for nriting teacherc; (main) 

A Background in/ormatioll 

I. Qualification: 

2. Academic rank: 

assistant professors lecturers 

2 10 

3. Teaching experience: 

10 years and above 5-9 year\ 1-4 ycaf\ 

8 3 1 

B. Qllesliolls 011 feedback alld wri'illg 

I. Which of the following writing cour\c/\ havc you taught? 

Sophomore Engl ish intermediate English I and" Advanced compo..,lIlon I and" 

12 1 0 

2. The writing course/s I havc laught haslhavc helped my ..,lUdent.., to Impro ... ·c thclr 

composition writing ski ll ~. 

I strongly agree I agree 1 am not ~ure 

1 10 1 
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3. Rank the following language ~k lll \ according to their Ic\'cl of dlftlCUIt) for )~mr ,tudenh 

(I = most difficult) 

rank speaking IiMening reading writing 

1 9 0 0 J 

2 3 1 1 7 

3 0 10 1 1 

4 0 1 10 1 

4. Which form of feedback did you u\e to re'pond 10 your '>tudent,>' wrlllng? 

error identification writing COllllllenl\ conferencmg refommlalloll 

12 10 4 0 

5. Can you give reasons for w'Iing the fonm of feedback you have Imhcaled In No, .f' 

The following reasons were given for u'lng the'>e three form .. of fecdback 

• Error identificatioll help' 'lUdent' to correct thclr own Wrlllilg. 

• Writing cammellfJ help!:. '>tudent' to be aware of their error .. and 10 Improve their 

compositions. 

• COlljerellcing gives the student' the chance to talk With their teacher.. and 10 cxplam to thclr 

teachers why lhey wrote their composition 111 the way they did. 

6. Were there any of your comment .. that the student .... did nOI undel"\land ·) 

Yes No no r"ponse 

4 6 2 
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7. If yes, can you give an example? 

• No examples were given. 

8. While you were reading student..,' writing. what wa.., your malll focu.., on and why" 

content organi zat ion lang. u.,c 

5+7 5+7 7 

• 511 2 said content and orgam7allon 

• 7/ 12 said all componenl~ 

Reasons: 

vocabulary mechanic., 

7 7 

• Those who said conten t and organi7ation gavc no rca.,onl., 

• Those who said al l of the component., .,aid hccau.,c thcy arc equally Important . 

9. Rank the fo llowing writ ing component.., according to thClr levcl of difficu lty for your 

students. ( I = most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. u.,c vocabulary mechanic ... 

1 8 4 0 0 0 

2 3 6 4 2 0 

3 1 2 4 5 0 

4 0 0 4 3 5 

5 0 0 0 2 7 

10. Which one did you use in respondlllg to ..,tuden,.,' writlllg? 
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praise criticism both no rc~pon ... c 

2 I 8 I 

11. Did your students write prel iminary draft ... before they wrote the final drafl ',1 

Yes No I am nO( sure no rc ... pon ... c 

9 0 I 2 

12. If yes, when did you intervene in !ltudcllh' writing? 

\ 
first draft final draft no rc"'pon\c 

8 I -

13. Did you usc peer evaluation feedback III your writing cla.,<,c\? 

Yes No no rc\pon\c 

\0 I I 

14. If yes, how frequently? 

often sometimes no rc!.pon\c 

2 8 -

15. How much did your student ... like peer feedback? (5 = very much : I = very hule) 

16. Ln you r opinion, was the Wri ting performance of your .,tudent\ \au",faclory' for thelT level'l 
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I I 
I 

Yes 

8 

I No 

3 

no rcspon\C 

I 
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Appendix E: Second questionn::tire ror students a nd resul ts (pIlot) 

Read the following i tem~ carefully and provIde the correct mfonnauon accordmgly 

A. Idemijicatioll 

I. Code: ____ _ 

2. Group: ____ _ 

B. Questions Ofl feedback and writifl!.: 

Please think of the last essay/s that your teacherl peer corrected and returned to you You will he 

asked questions about what you did with thIs feedback from your tei\cherl peer Plca ... c illlswcr 

as honestly as you can. In questions where Illultlple choices are gIven. dloo ... e the one you IhUlk 

is correct and where Yes or 0 is glvcn. say yc!, or no. 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got II back ? 

all of it most of it some of It nonc of it 

13 3 4 . 

2. How many of the teacher/peer correct ion!, did you give thoughtful attenllon to" 

all of them most of them some of thcm few of them none 

4 I I 5 . . 
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3. To what extent did the~ commcnt~ deal ""lth. 

a lot ~oll1e little none 

organization 7 6 5 2 

content 8 5 7 

language use 4 8 6 2 

vocabulary 2 7 8 3 

mechanics 3 10 5 2 

4. If you attended to your teacher/peer comment\, how much attcnllon did you glYC to Helm 

involving: 

a lot some little none 

organization 13 5 I I 

content 15 4 I -
language use 6 9 2 3 

vocabulary 4 8 4 4 

mechanics 6 7 3 4 

5. Rank the following writing components accord1l1g to their degree of 11l1portance 111 

feedback. (I = most important) 

rank organization con ten t lang. u~e vocabulary mechanic~ 

I 6 12 2 I I 

2 10 4 4 I 2 

3 2 3 10 2 2 

4 2 I I 7 8 

5 0 0 3 9 7 

248 



6. Rank the following writmg componentli accordmg to their level of dlffu,;ulty for )ou. ( I = 

most difficult) 

rank organization conten! lang. U\C vocabulary mechanic~ 

1 9 5 1 1 4 

2 7 5 4 2 2 

3 2 8 4 1 5 

4 1 2 3 11 3 

5 1 0 8 5 6 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher/peer comment\: 

• 20% made a mental note of the feedbad 

• 5% wrote down point \ to con\ider for reVI\lon or for future U\c 

• 70% rewrote the essay incorporating the cOlllment\ 

• 5% referred to other paper\ and rewrote the e~~ay 

8. Were there any teacher! peer comment, that you did nOI undcr~tand? If "'0. glvc an 

example. 

Yes No no rc'pon'!e 

2 14 4 

• No examples were given. 

9. How did you like the teacher/ peer feedback you received dUring thi ... \Crnc\tcr'l (5 = very 

much; 1 = very little) 
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10, Did YOll benefit from the prellmmary draft" that yOll produced before thc final draft '! 

Yes No 

18 2 

II , Which of the feedback form/!> W:l!> Iwere u"ually u"cd by your teacher/pecr,'] 

error identi ficati on writing comments confcrcncing 

0 18 0 

12, Which one/s would you have prefcrrcd and why'! 

error identi ficat ion writing comlllent" conferenclllg 

3 14 2 

The followin g were given as rea!ions for their preferences: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

To understand my error~ 

To see my errors 

To know my errors and correct them 

To improve my writing 

To discuss my errors with my teacher 

refomlulatlon 

0 

rCfOnllUlatlon 

I 

• To compare my essay with the version Impro\.'cd by the teacher 

• To identify my error!> 
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13. Were any of your teacher/ peer commen t~ po\ llIve1 lf 100, give an e~amplc . 

Yes No no rc~ponse 

16 2 2 

The following examples were given : 

• Good introduction! 

• Good ideas! 

• Clear central idea! 

• Clear ideas! 

14. Were there any comments made by your tcacher/pee r\ that wcre negat lvc? If \0. glvc an 

example. 

Yes No no rcsponse 

12 4 4 

The fo ll owing were given as examples: 

• Not wel l argued! 

• Poor handwriting! 

• Poor paragraphing! 

• Your essay is not related to the topic! 

15. Did you feel that the teacher/peer COl1l rncnt~ helped you to Improve your compoSition 

writing skills? 
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Yes No no respon\e 

18 I I 

The onl y reason suggested wa~: 

• I could see my errors. 

16. Rank the fOllowing languagc ,ki lb according to thc lr level of difficulty for you a\ a 

student. ( I = most difficult) 

rank speaking li stening reading writmg 

I 6 3 0 13 

2 8 I I 3 

3 6 10 6 3 

4 0 6 13 I 

17. Rank the foll owing language !'kill !' according to (hc lr dcgree of IInport.lI1cc for you 

( I = most important) 

rank speaking listening rcad lllg wfl tlllg 

I 7 2 I 10 

2 7 4 4 5 

3 3 10 4 3 

4 3 4 I I 2 

. " 

18. How would you rale your skill" III wflllng compo\ltIOn\ . 
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excellent good fair poor no re"lpon\e 

0 15 4 0 I 
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Appendix f: Second (Iuestionnaire for students and results (main) 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got II bad? 

all of it most of it some of it nonc 

15 5 6 -

2. How many of the teacher/peer corrections did you gi ve thoughtful attention to? 

all of them most of them SOme of them none 

6 13 7 

3. To what ex tent did these comments deal wilh: 

a 101 some 1It1le nOlle 

organizati on 9 13 3 1 

content 8 12 6 -
lang. use 4 15 6 1 

vocabu lary 2 10 10 4 

mechanics 5 14 4 3 

4. If you attended to your teacher/peer comments, how much alieni Ion did you give to Items 

involv ing: 

a lot some lillIe none 

organi zation 14 6 4 2 

content 16 4 6 -

lang. use 8 14 2 2 

vocabulary 5 7 5 9 

mechanics 7 7 6 6 
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5. Rank the followriting components accordmg to their degree of Importance m feedbalJ. 

( I = most important ) 

rank organization content lang. u\e vocabulary mechanic!'. 

I 8 10 6 0 2 

2 II 9 5 5 4 

3 4 3 II 5 5 

4 0 4 3 14 3 

5 3 0 I 2 12 

6. Rank the following writing componen l~ accordmg to their degree of difficulty for you 

( I = most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. u!'.c vocabu lary mechamc!'. 

I 15 10 6 3 6 

2 8 6 8 5 3 

3 I 7 10 3 8 

4 2 3 0 10 I 

5 0 0 2 5 8 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacherl peer comment. 

• 
• 
• 

• 

4 1 % made a mental note of the commenl\ 

4% wrote down points to con~ider for revi\ion or for future u ... c 

50% rewrote the essay incorporating the comment!'. 

4% referred to other papers and rewrote the e~ ... ay. 
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8. How did you like teacher/peer feedback? (5 = very much~ I = vCr) little) 

9. Did you benefit from the pre liminary draft!. that you wrOle before Ihe final draft'! 

Yes No no response 

22 3 I 

10. Which of the feedback formls wa~were u!.ually used by your teacher/peer," 

error identificat ion wri ting comments conferenclng reformulation no respon\C 

0 25 0 

II. Which one/s would you have preferred and why? 

error identi fication writing comments conferencing 

4 18 3 

Reasons: 

• 
• 
• 

The comments helped me 10 improve my essays 

The comments showed me my problem area..., 

The comments showed my weak POlOts 10 wntlOg 

0 

reformu lallon 

I 

Were any of your teacherl peer comment!. positive? If so. gIve an example. 12. 

Yes No no respon!.e 

24 o 2 
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These were examples given for positive comment\: 

• 
• 
• 

Good introduction! 

Clear ideas! 

Your main idea is well-developedt 

13. Were there any negative teacher/peer cOllllllent s? If <';0, give 3n example. 

Yes No no response 

8 16 2 

Examples: 

• Poor paragraphing! 

• Some ideas arc not related to the IOpIC! 

• Your pars. are not well developed! 

• Poor handwriting! 

14. Did you feel that your leacher/peer comments helped you to Illlprove your compo.,tllOn 

writing skills and why? 

Yes No no re!>pon~ 

23 1 2 

Reasons: 

• 
• 
• 

I could see my errors. 

I corrected my errors in the final draft ... 

I learnt from my mistakes. 
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15. Rank the following language \klll\ accordmg to thclr Ic\cl of dlfllcult) for )OU a .. a 

st udent.( I = most difficult) 

rank speaking listening reading wntmg 

I 12 0 2 15 

2 II 4 6 8 

3 3 16 8 I 

4 0 6 10 2 

16. How would you rate your skllb 111 wntll1gcompo .. l1ion,? 

excellent good fair poor no rc\pon .. c 

0 21 4 0 I 

Sources: Adapted /rom Colle" (1987) alld FerriJ (1995) 
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Ap pend ix G: Teacher/pee r comments (pilot) 

The following is a complete lisl of Ihe Icacher/peer commcnl\ provided to I,ludenl\ In both 

groups ( Group I and Group 2) during the pilot ~lUdy. S I,tand, for the Mudcnt wntcr. The teacher 

comments on the three essays were providcd fiN and then the peer comment' on the three e"ay, 

were provided. 

• Teacher comments (Group I) 

Essay I 

51 

1. You have raised good poin l~ 111 your cl"ay. ThallI, good! 

2. There arc some errors in tenses (e.g. 2ad par. I tI \cntence). Read your e"ay :.tgaUl and correct 

your sentences. 

3. The expression" I acquainted wit h her" (4!1I par.) "not clear to the reader So. you need to 

revise it. 

4. Your 5!h par. does nOI have a clear main idea. Thlllk aboullhe malllldea you want to devcl()p 

in this paragraph and wri te it clearly In the fina l draft. 

52 

I. Your fi rst par. doesn', clearly ~how the maIO Idea of you want 10 develop. 

2. These words which begin sentcnces In your es\ay should be capitalized (e.g , \Ince' In par I. 

'then' in par.2, 'as' in parJ, etc.). 

3. The last sen tence of you r par. I I' not qulle clear. 

4 . The ph rase "the new man ... bodily" (par.3) i, not clear. 

5. It is difficult to see what you wanled to say In the la.\1 par. of your c"ay. 
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S3 

I. The person whom you wanl to wflte about i\ not clearly 'Ipeelfied 10 the mlroduc..:llon So. )OU 

need to clearly identify the pcrl,on you want to wnte about III the mtroductlon before you wnle 

other pars. 

2. Some words are mis-spell in your essay (c.g. kll1dcs. forgclc. mClllorcablc. etc.). You need to 

check and correct them in the final draft. 

3. There are errors in verb fOfm s (e.g. 'have concerned' 111 par. I , 'has horn' In pJr.2. C!t:.). You 

should check and usc Ihe correct fOfm", in the final draft. 

4. The last sentence of par.3 need, a revision because It is not clear a .. II i\ now, 

5. It is not clear what main idea you wanted 10 develop In your Ia.,' par. 

S4 

I. Your introduction is not very clear J!<I It 1\ now. It docs not clearly \how the dm!~II()n of your 

essay. 

2. The expression "as a good luck for me" (par. 1) 1<" not clear. Thlllk about what you wanted to 

say and revise it. 

3. The phrase "". tough but rather thin" (par. 2) aho nced\ a rcvi\lon. It 1\ not qUIte clear. 

S5 

I. You have good points to make 10 youre~liay. Well done! 

2. Some expressions (e.g. 'easy tcmper' In par.l 'it is accu~tomcd \tudent\' In parA. etc.) arc 

not clear. 

Y I . seem' to be IIlcomplete. It necd~ further dc\c\opment \0 that the reader can 3. our conc uSlon .7 

clearly see what you wanted to say. 
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• Teacher comments ( conld.) 

Essay 2 

51 

I. Most paragraphs of your e!o.~ay are not fully developed a.\ they arc now. So. you necd ttl 

develop each par. adequatcly by adding morc relevant polnt\. 

2. Your essay lacks a conclusion. Think of POlllts that CUll help you to \um up the c\\ay ami write 

a clear conclusion. 

3. The phrase " ... can be get rid of ... " (Ia!o.t par.) l'i not quite clcar. It need\ iI rCVl'.,lOIl 

52 

I. You seem to discuss more than one Idea 111 a par. You 'ihould dl\cu\\ one malll Idea III each 

par. and then move on to the next par. 

2. The introduct ion and conclu'iion of your e.,~ay are nOI very much relaled 10 your tOpiC of }our 

essay as they are now. You need to write an \1llroduetlon and a conclu'iion which arc relevant 

to the topic of your essay. 

3. Capital ize words which begin new 'ientence., in your wnung. 

53 

I. Your essay is not well developed as It IS now. Each par. needs to be developed further \0 that 

the reader can see what the whole es.,ay l'i about. 

2. Your essay seems to lack a clear organizat ion 3.\ 11 1\ now, You need to \how clearly the 

beginning, development and end of your essay. 

3. Your handwriting makes it hard to read and undeNand what you wanled to 'lay You need 10 

wri te legibly. 
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4. Subject~ verb~ agreement ')Ccrns to be a problem In )our wnllng (e.g . .,he do' In par.l. Ihe 

husband take' in par. 3, elc.). 

5. The phrase ..... little works ... " (par.3) I" nOI clear . 

S4 

I. You have raised good points in your essay. Good! 

2. Your in lroduction docs nol seem (0 clearly .,how 10 the reader Ihe direction of your c .... ay. 

3. Your conclusion is incomplele 3!) 111., now. It need .. further developmenl 0,() thaI It can .,um up 

whal you have said in the precedlllg par., . 

S5 

I.Your essay needs further developmenl bccau .. e II look .. too .,hort a." III" no\\- E~\Ch par need ... 

to be developed further so thallhe reader can .,ec Ihe main idea., of the c ..... ay. 

2. Your essay also lacks a clear organwlIlon. Your es.,ay doc., not ... how 10 the rcader the 

beginning, development and conclu-.ion of the c ...... ay. 

3. Subjecl~verb·agrecment is anolher problem area III your es ... ay (e.g. 'children of above eighteen 

years seems to have'"., CIC.). 

• Teacher comments (conld .) 

Essay 3 

SI 

1. Your introduction is clear. That's good' 

2. Your conclusion is incomplele. 11 need., further development. 

S2 

I. Your introduction docs not clearly show the dIrection of your e.,.,ay. 
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2. You need to have one maIO idea 10 each par. and then dc\-clop that main Idea 1010 J dear and 

complete par. 

3. Your 3'" par. is not quite clear:l!. II i ... now, It need ... a rc"i ... ion. 

4. Your conc lusion h incomplete. It need, further development \0 that the reader ';111 .. ce ",hat 

you actually want to say. 

53 

I. Your introduction is clear. Thall ... mce! 

2. Pars. 2, 3, and 4 deal with ... . milar Idea.\" E .. \ch of them ,hould deal ""!lh a ,cparalc ldcJ 

3. Some words are look ~.trangc and (hrflcuit 10 undcr"oland. So. check their 'pclllng' (e.g 

mimorable, summcrizc, etc.). 

4. Your conclusion need ... further development ... 0 that the reader can \cc wha! ),ou w,m! to ,ay. 

54 

I. You have rai sed good~ point~ III your c~"iay. That i, fmc' 

2. The major problem of your c~~ay ~cem~ to be that you r idea, arc not well developed Into 

complete pars. 

3. You tend to write long sentence~ only. Thi~ ha."i cau\ed difficulty to read and under,tand i'our 

ideas. So, you need to vary your ~cntencc~ by u"ilng both "ihort and long \en tcnce, 

4. Your essay lacks a clear beginning. devclopmcnt and conclusion. Thl' make, It difficult to \\.'C 

the progress of your e~say and follow what you wanted 10 ~ay. 

S5 

I. Your introduction does not ,cern to .. how the reader the direction of )our e ..... ay. 

2. The main idea of your 2nd par. i ... not qUite clear J!o It .\ nov,.. 

261 



3. Your conclusion is too short <l.'. It 1\ now. So. you need to develop It further \0 that the reader 

can clearly sec what you wan ted to ,ay. 

• Peer Comments (G roUI) 2) 

Essay I 

S6 

I. You seem to include evcnt\ not relatcd to the main tOpiC (mo't memorable PCNln). 

2. Your ideas lack coherence. 

3. There are some grammatical crror., (e.g. par. 1 \entcnce 2) 

S7 

I. Your essay lacks one clear lllaUl idea. 

2. You have used short sentencc" throughout thc c."ay. You .,hould u\C both .,hort ilnd long 

sen tences for clarity and variety. 

3. The same idea seemS to have been repeatcd in par.,. 2 and 3. 

4. Some words are also misused (e.g.'cn vi~agcd' III par .... 1 and 7). 

5. The word "Advice" is miwscd. 

S8 

I. Pars. 1 and 2 discuss the same idca. 

2. "women" and "children" are plural noun., already. 

3 P 3 and 4 arc 100 short . You ... hou ld dcvelop them further. . ars. 

S9 

I. Your introduction is very short. 

2. Your organization of idea., i., good. 
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3. Some of your sentencc~ have no verb~ (e.g. 'I trying' .. , 'My heart al",a) , In deprc ...... lon· In 

par, 2), 

SID 

I. Your essay is difficult to understand because you haven't .. hown the Introduction. dc\,clopment 

and conclusion clearl y. 

2. Some of your sentences (par. 2) arc too long and difficult to unden'lwnd, 

3. Your tenses are also sometimes Incorrect (e.g. 'I did not opposed' In parA). 

• Peer comments (eontd.) 

Essay 2 

S6 

1. You need to develop each milln Idea In a .,cparate par 

2. Your handwriting il) hard to read and understand 

3. Your idea'! should be confined 10 themall1lopic. 

S7 

I. Your essay has no clear introduction and conclu.,lon 

2. Pars. I , 2 and 3 contain the sallle Ideas. 

3. Most of your pars. arc so I)hort. 

4. Some words are mil)-spclt (e.g. 'stabhshed' 111 par I ). 

S8 

1. The central idea of your topic IS clearly shown. That l'i good 

2. Your conclusion is not well developed. 

II ' rrors in your essay (c g. 'reumed' In par.3 and 'intcmatc' In par. 4.). 3. There are spc Ing e. . ' . 
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S9 

I. The main idea is not clearly ... hown. 

2. There is no coherence between your pa,",. 

3. Your essay has no conclusion. 

4. Your handwriting is difficult 10 read. 

S/O 

I. Your ideas are good. 

2. Some of your sentences are too long and lack clamy. 

3. Your handwriting is difficult to read. 

4. Your essay has no conclusion. 

• I)eer comments (contd.) 

Essay 3 

S6 

1. Your essay is well organized. 

2. Your handwriting is nOI readablc. 

3. Some of your ideas scem not 10 be related to the topic. 

S7 

I. Your lSi par. is not well dc\-·cloped. 

2. You seem 10 repeat the same ide~ 10 different pa~. 

3. Most of your sentences are too long. Thl\ has made your wrltlOg difficult to undcr.tand. 

S8 

I. Your introduction is not clear. 

2. Some sentences are vague in your e ...... ay. 
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3. Your conclusion is very \hort. 

S9 

I. You have mentioned good Idea'!' In your c .... ,ay. 

2. Your introduction is not well orgallllcd. 

3. Your conclusion lacks clarity. 

SIO 

I. You have rai sed good poi nt~ in your c!',.,ay. 

2. Your handwriting is hard to undcr\tand. 

3. Your essay has no conclusion. 
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Appendix H: Teacher and I)ee r commenl., (main) 

The fOllowing is a complete list of the teacher/peer commen'" pro\,lded 10 ,lUden" 10 b<)lh 

groups ( Group I and Group 2) during the maIO 'Iudy, S 'land .. for the ,lUden! wnter. The 

teacher comments were provided fir';l and then Ihe peer comment ... 

• Teacher comments (G roup I) 

Essay I 

SI 

I. Your introduction is not quile clear as It i, now You need to write It In .. lIch .1 way IhJllhc 

reader can sec the direction of the cV'Iay. 

2. Your 2rw.1 par. is difficult (0 read and undcI"\liInd. 

3. Your 3rd par. lacks a clear maIO Idea. 

4. Your conc lusion looks incomplete. You need to develop it further 111 'lich a way thai It \um .. 

up the main ideas of the essay. 

S2 

1. The main problem of your essay ,cem, to be organllallon You may beg!!l your c ..... ay by 

introducing the person whom you cannot forget withoul dlscu\~lng the "pccllic rca~on., 1I11hc 

introduction. Then, you can show the speCific reasons In the body of the c.,say. 

2 .... " to had" ... (3'd paL) an incorrect form of the verb. 

3. The abbreviation "ESLES" seem., 10 be 1I1corrcct for what It \uggC\t\ 

4. Your conclusion seems 10 lack clarity. It may be rewritten In .,uch a ",a} thai It can .,um up 

the main ideas of the whole essay. 
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53 

I . You may begin yOUf essay by Introducmg the per-,on ""hom you cannot forgel flr-,t and then 

specify the reasons why you cannot forget him/her In the body of the e\ ... JY. 

2. Your conclusion look~ incomplete. So, you need to develop II funher ... o thalli may .. huw.lor 

example, the main point:., of the c .. \JY. 

54 

1. Your essay should focus on one pcr'ion whom you cannot forget for the ".lnOll., rCihon .. you 

have mentioned. 

2. Your lenses in the 2nd par. need a thorough rCVI\IOO 

3. You may use linking word ... (e.g: 111 \urn', 'to conclude'. 'a.. .... 1 whole', etc.) that c.1n help ynu 

to conclude your essay. 

55 

I. Begin your essay by introducing Ihe pcr .. on whom you cannot forget ilnd then g.lve the "peelfll'; 

reasons why you cannot forgel him/her. 

2. Pars. I and 3 lack clear main ideas. 

3. Some words seem to be nm-.. pclt In the 4111 par.(e.g.'acadanllc· ). 

4. Your handwriting is at times hard to undcr\tand. Try to wnte more legibly and clcarly In the 

final draft. 

56 

I. You haven't specified the per\on you want to wnte aboutln the introduction So. hO\,- can )(lur 

. bo? reader know who you are wntlng a ul 

2. Your conclusion is not quite clear. Read your essay again and then wnle a conclu"lon ",hH;h 

may sum up the main points of the essay. 
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57 

I . What arc the reason., that make your character memorable? You need 10 ... peell)' them 10 the 

pars. or yOUf essay. 

2. Your handwriting is not legible. So. you need 10 write more leglhly and c1e.lrly 10 the IlOal 

drart . 

3. Your conclusion looh incomplete. You may U\C, ror lI1\!ancc, the maIO POUlt-. of the p~cCdHlg 

pars. to write the conclu 'iion. 

58 

I . Your introduction 'ihou ld Introduce 10 the reader the pc ..... on you want to wnte ahout. 

2. What are the main reason., that make the pcr\on you want 10 wnte about unfnrgcll.lblc·) 

3. Vour conclusion may be rewritten In 'llch a way Ih .. 1I11 can .,um up the maIO POI"" dl"I,;u, .. cd 

in the essay. 

59 

1. What is the main idea or you w:ml to write about 111 your c\say" 

2. You essay seems to lack a clear organiJallon. Which .\ the bcglnnmg1 WhIch .\ the 

development? Which i~ the conclu., ion? 

3. There are errors in subject-vcrb-agrccmcnt m your ~ntcncc., (e.g. 'my .,I.,tcr carry' •• In par. I. 

CIC.). 

• Teacher comments (contd .) 

Essay 2 

51 

I. What do you underMand by the word 'family''1 

2. Your 2"" par reads well. Well done! 
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3. Your conclusion ... hould Ioum up the main POlOt ... of the e ... ,a) 

52 

I . What do you mean by the word 'family'') 

2. Your second par. COnialO' more than one major idea 

3. There arc error!. in subjccl·verb. agreement III your writing (e.g. Io! ,entenee m pilr I). 

4. Your handwriting is at timelo hard to read what you are trymg 10 ... ay. So, you need tn write 

more legibly and clearly in the linal d.-afl 

53 

I. What is 'family'? 

2. You seem to talk about a particular famdy 111 your kt'helie now , But, )'ou ,hould ,how tothc 

reader 'family li fe' as a whole 1,0 that the rcader can ha .. e Ioome general Idea aoout "L1mly Jile 111 

your kebelie. 

54 

I. You have raised good pirm LI1 your elosay. That 1\ fine! 

2. Your 2nd par. is not quite clear to ~ee what you wanted to say. 

3. Your conclusion is not clear either. 

55 

I . What is the title of your e'loay? 

2. What do you mean by the word 'farmly'') 

3. Your last par. seems to be incomplete. 

56 

I . What is 'family'? 

2. Your conclusion is nol clear enough to..ce whal you wanted 10 ... how. 
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57 

I . What do you understand by the word ' family"! 

2. Have some clear poin ts about family hfe In your h 'bt'I,t' and then d,,,,,u ... , ea,h llllhcll1 In 

separate pars. 

58 

I. What do you mean by 'famI ly''! 

2. Some verb forms need rCVi\10n (c.g. par. 3 . 'i", ,celm' ), 

3. You have raised good politi .. In your c ...... ay. That , .. good' 

59 

I .What do you mean by the word 'family'? 

2. Your 2nd par. is not quite clear 10 .. ce what malO Ide •• you want to dc\clop here. 

3. Some of your words look 'Man!!c. Check theIr ... pclhng (e.g. 'apanma' 111 par 2). 

4. Your conclusion is nOI quite clear to undcNand what you wanted to ... ay . 

• Teacher comments (eonld .) 

Essay 3 

51 

\. You have raised good poi IllS In your c ... say. That ,\ good' 

2. Your conclusion look ... incomplete. It need ... to be dc\'cloped further . 

52 

I. Some of your sentences ~eem to lack clarity (c .g. Ia.",' ..entence of par. 2). 

2. This verb form seem~ mcorrect (c.g. 'I wa~ ",pent'· par. 2). 

3. You have mentioned some good pomt" m your c",,,,ay. That 1\ good l 
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S3 

I .Why did you discus", the del.ul ... of acll\,ItIC\ In the Introduction') 

2. The last sen tence of your 2ad par .• .., nOI qUile clear 

3. Your conclusion i ... not clear. 

S4 

[. The last sentence of your introduction l' not qUlle clear 

2. The main idea of your 2"" par . • \ not clear. 

3. The phrase 'a ... hocs' need", a rC"I\101l 

S5 

I. On the whole, your essay • ., clear That i ... good! 

2. 'One of the NGO shop', .. l1ccd", .1 rc" • .,lon. 

3. Vour last par. is incomplete. 

S6 

1. Some words are mis-spe ll 111 your essay (e.g. \llI ng', 'felt' In par 2 ), 

2. Your conclusion is not quile clear. 

S7 

I. Your need to have more ideas for your c.."ay. Think about ... orne more POlnt\ related to your 

topic. 

2. Do not discuss more than one malO idea In a par. a. ... you did In the fiN draft. 

S8 

I. Vour introduction is not clear. 

1. Your grammar needs a revision (c.g. 'I' build' In)rlII par., ·1 alway' happy', ·to 'pent, ·mu,t 

spent' in the last par.). 
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3. Your conclusion IS not qUite clear. 

59 

I. The report in par. 2 'Ihould be wntten m P"'\t ten\C not preo,cnllen\c bccau\c )IlU ... ccrn In IJI~ 

aboul a past event. 

2. Your 2nd par. i5 too long. You may need 10 divide II mlO .. eparale par .... 

3. Some of your words are mi\'Ipcll (e.g. "Ieaft" 10 par 2). 

4. There are errors in 'Iubject-verb-agrecmenl (e.g' I and my aUnll\ very happy' m par.2). 

• Peer comments (GroUI) 2) 

Essay I 

510 

I. Your description of the pcr\on 1\ good 

2. Your introduction and conclu'lion need to be developed fUllher. 

511 

I. Your ideas are good. 

2.Some abbreviations (bIn. b/e. CIC.) arc difficult to undcr...tand .. o you \hould wnte them fully. 

3. You should also write the 1IIIe of the tOPIC clearly at the top. 

512 

I. You have raised a good Idea In the Introduction. 

2. It is difficult 10 clearly \Ce the lll'lin Idea\ of .. orne PaJ"..· 

3. You should develop the idea!oo 10 your par..., further. 

513 

I. Your organization of idca!-. IS good. 
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2.The problem in your essay '''' that 'lome of your word ... are nOI readable. 

514 

1. Your essay has no introduction . 

2. Your argument is not sufficient. You need to argue more. 

3. You tend to repeat the same idea ... 111 different par, . 

4. The main idea of the essay In not clearly Indicated. 

515 

1. You have mentioned good Idea.,. 

2. You need to develop the idea .... In each par adequately. 

516 

I. Your pars. are not well developed. 

2. You have repealed the same Idea .... 111 different par .... 

3. YOli have also used (sometime ... ) wrong linking word .... 

517 

I. Your 2nd par. is too long and It i\ dlflicult to undcr ... t,md the mam Idea. 

2. Your 3rd par. lacks good organllJl1on of Idea.. .... 

3. You have misused linking word\ in the 4111 par. 

4. The main idea of the essay '''' clearly pre<,cnted. That " good. 

518 

I. Par. 3 should come before par. 2 

2. There is a repetition of Idea.. ... m par. 2 
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• Peer comments (contd.) 

Essay 2 

510 

I. You should not di')cuss \pccific points III detail III the II\lroduClloo 

2.Your pars. are well organi7cd. 

511 

I. You have mentioned good idea ... III ,Your c.."ny. 

2. But some of your sentences arc too long to UndCf\tand what you meJn 

3. There are grammatical errOf' ( ... ubJect-verb- agreement) In }our c ...... J)'. 

512 

I. Your pars. are not well deyeloped 

2. Some pars. are not clear. 

3. Some of your sentences aTC difficult to undcr\tand. 

513 

I. Your essay has no sufficient pomls, 

2. Your pars. arc not well organllcd 

3. Your essay has no conclu<,ion. 

514 

I. Your introduction is not clear 

2.Your pars. arc not coherent. 

3. Some sentences are too long 10 undcr"tand v.hat you ",ant to .. ay. 

4.YOll have made errors in capitalization. 
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SI5 

I. The 151 par. con tains two different Idea. ... 

2. Your layout is good. 

3. Your pars. are coherent. 

SI6 

1. You have good painl 'i to make. 

2. Your essay is well organlled. 

3. The last sentence (parA) i'i not clear. 

SI7 

I . You have good ideas in your c\\ay. 

2. Your lenses need improvement 

SI8 

I. The main idea of each par. iii not clearly "hown 

2. Your organization of ideas need rcvi'ilon. 

3. Your English is good. 

• Peer comments (contd. ) 

Essay 3 

SIO 

I. There are grammatical error, in your c,.,ay (e.g. par:!) 

2. Your handwriting is hard to read. 

S/I 

1. Your pars. are not coherent. 

2. Some of your sentence') arc difficult to undc.-..tand becau\c they arc too long. 
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3.There are errors in capllalmuion. 

SI2 

I. Your pars. are nO! wcll organllcd. 

2. There are errors in tenses. 

3. You seem to misuse the comma (see par. 2). 

SI3 

I. You have developed your par ... vcry well. 

2. Your have used linking words correctly. 

3. Your conclusion is also good. 

SI4 

I. There are errors in tenses. 

2. You have raised good pomts III your e.,.,ay. 

3. Your essay is also well organi/cd. 

SI5 

I. The pars. of your essay arc not well develol>cd. 

2. You have made errors in prepo.,ltlons. 

3. There are repetitions of ideas In all the par ... 

4. The last par. is not related to the topic 

SI6 

1. Your essay has no clear Introduction. 

2. There are repetitions of ideas III your es .. ay. 

3. Some of your sentences arc hard to undeNJnd. 

4. Your conclusion IS not well developed. 
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5/7 

I. You have mentioned good POint". 

2. Your 2nd par. is too long. 

3. Most pars. are well organized. That \ .. nice, 

5/8 

I.Good content. 

2. Your essay is clear. 

3.There is a repetition of the subject of the .. enlcnce III your I>! par 
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Appendix I: Students' s~lmple e'iS3)S 

About Iwen ty ~ample es')ay dran~ were ~Ieclcd from the pilot and maIO \Iudlc, 01 thl' rcscan .. h 

and given below, Two 'iample es,ay\ were <;elected from the Impromptu e .... a), (onc fmm the 

pilot study and another one from the mam \tudy both with mtermedlate \Core\ a\ per the "orc, 

given by the two raters), The topic fo r the Impromptu c\\ay Wit\: TlI'o 1110\( WllllllrJl/ \111(/('1/1 

hobbies Cit tile Addis Ababa UlIiw'rsit\', The othcr clghtccn draft C"".IY, were taken Immthc Ulher 

three essay topics used in the pilot and Ihe main \Iudlc\ of thi .. rc\earch SIX ('If the e .... ily drath 

were selected from the pilot "'lUdy and twelve e"l"lay dran", were \elected from the main \tudy 

These eighteen essay draft", were \elected from low, IOtermedhllc ilnd lugh .. core .. (a, per the 

scores given by the two ratcf\). The c .... ay'" were taken from three dillcrcnt lOP"" Ihl'lIIm( 

memorable persoll ill III\' lift! (fir\! e\\ay). Family Ii}t' ,1/ 1II\'kt'l'('!i,' ( .. ccond e .... ay) .uld {{(I" I 

would like to spend my kirelllt "llw(i()n (pllotV{{ol\' 1 SIIt'II' m\' Ilwklrt'mt "(lWIIOII (malll) (thud 

essay). 

The twenty sam pic cssay draft", afC 'ihown below, S refer .. to the 'itudcnt wnlcr and f) refef' 10 

the draft. The first two draft essay\ were tilken from the Impromptu e""ay~ (pliot and maIO). The 

other eighteen essay drafts were taken from the other three mitior e\ .. ay tOplC~ mcntloned ahl.l\C , 

I. Two most common student hobbies at lhe Addis Ababa LnhcNil) (S7· pilot) 

Usually. university students may be engaged 111 dlffccnt actl\ltlec,. But the mo\t common honhlc\ 

I have seen so far are playll1g different gamec, and rcading different hook\ c\pcclall)' fictlon\, 

. When we talk about game\ they partiCipate III different game\ which dllfer III magazlI1es etc. ' ' , 
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rules, and the number of student ... who partlcip • .lIe depend up on lheir 1111CO:\' l"OI\CNI) 'tuOcn" 

engaged themselv~ to one or more than one game. Some play football dunng the dJ) and Chil~ 

after 8 p.m. Others play football and volley ball when condition, arc fa\ oumhlc There Jrc 

students which engaged thcl1l\c!vc, 10 one and only onc game. (or example chJ\C, foolhali. \(llicy 

ball etc. 

The second and most common hobby 10 my ullIver\ny I.., reading different lu.:IIOI1\ wntten by 

famous foreign writers and ..,ome book ... tran,latcd to our language!. he\ldc ... ncw .. papcr .. Jrc a1 .. 0 

read by uni ve~i ty student<, a. ... II \Curee of information concerning \clcncc and technology. '('I(;lal 

problems, successs of different educator\ \uch a. .. Nobel prllc for different ".cnlille n!\can:h and 

new discovery elc. which give thcm cncour::l£e III thclr "tudy and make their hurl/on of thlllklllg 

more wider. 

2. Two most common studcnt hobbics at the Addis Ababa Unh cr,it) (S3- main ) 

Every member of AAU can ca.,ily obl,crve some common hobblcs performed by thc "tudcnt". 

From my point of view mOl,t of the I,tudents pa~s thclr lime m I,port ... "PCClillly In football. II 

somebody goes out to the football ficld on Friday afternoon and Saturday mormng ... he would 

see many guys playing football and othe" walt 109 to play It. The wrltcr thmb that It I ... a good 

prospect for the country in producing a healthy soclcty and they may be example ... for ""me other 

students who wonna pa.o;s thclr time 10 baf\. which deh\'el"l them to many problem .. 

The other enjoyable hobby. actuaJ1y It IS ixcollung part of our life. " gomg to chun::hc .. II 

bod 
,t he, the whereabouts of al1 ... tudelll\ m the \\-eckend .... speclal1) on Friday e\elllng ... 

some y wa c 
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and Sunday morings. mOM of thcm arc found m the thun;hc,_ The 5t ~1ar~ church n~ar the 

campus and the Entoto prote ... tant church up near the Amencan l:.mha"y gather mo .. t 01 tht" 

students, helping them to be morally good CHI7en .... 

If it were not for the lack of lune II can be ... ald more aboul them. It 1\ 10 \ay that the pmhlcm, 

like after somebody plays football. how much food doc!o, he get to replace the Imt energy? "there 

any water to wash hi s body? and ... 0 on Or I ... there any controver,y between follo,,"'f' of any 

religion, or they go hand in hand to teach other, and dl\cu ... , each other,') 

By this lime I wanna thank the AAU offiCial ... or government for prep.lnng c(llH"elllenl 'Iluallun, 

for the students to have good hobhle ... like by makmg ea.,y Jeee..,.., for the ,Iudent' m getting 

playing materials like football, ba.!>ketball, handball field ... and Ihe ball ... too and ( hope th" 

situation wi ll endure for a long IlIlle. 

3a. The most memorable (}erson in my life (S2 ·D I ) «(}ilo!) 

One year ago. when I was a fre,hman "'lUdent, It wa.o; my fiN time I came 10 Addl' Abaha. We 

were twO, with my dear elder brother_ II wa. ... the fjrit day. ,mce we came from rural arc'l '0 we 

saw Addis we became very happy however. we became affr.ud of gradually bccau\C every thmg 

whal we saw was new to us. 

then , we tried to come to the umvef\lty but ",e didn't kno,," the place ",here the la\l found wt" 

asked the man who stood up nearlo us 10 ,how u, the place. the man w" ... well drc,'ed_ ht" ,aid, 

"oh! I can show you the taxI. It "ea!'!y to ,how. come and follo\.\ me. ",e Ihen foll(l\\,cd him 
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The man asked us "whe d f" • re 0 you come rom? lAC an\wered. ~e came! from ~Inehagar hf' 111 

"ohl '(' . " h . . . I IS nice. avmg walked a kilometer of dllolance. the man mel .... Ilh one glOmi pcr.on the 

new man was bodily and he dressed an old punched clo\C~. and he '-Ccrn" a murderer v.e arc 

affraid of when we see the new man. 

as soon as the new man mCllhc man with u .... he rcached to UI, and he come nCilf 10 me illld tou,h 

me. then he ask me excuse of hi .. touching me. I rc\pono-.c no matter JU\t leave It a .. "(lon •• \ I 

spoke with the new man the old man or the 1i"1 man tnc.., to pick up my money from my pOd .. CI , 

I have never seen him but my brother caleh up hi, hand :l\ ImlncdlJtcly i\\ po .. \.hlc when the tiN 

man pick up the money from my pocket. after that we .. aid. than\..' for )our l"ool'pllrallnil fur 

showing the taxi and then we have already know that the pcr-.on are a thlcf. thcn ",c "illd ... IJnmg. 

from now and then we don'l want any pcr.,on 10 .,how u., the taxi. wc knew II ..,0 plcJ"c 1!u ()ut 

then the two persons go away and we go to the university by foot with out a..,klng any pcNm 

3b. S2-D2 

It was the first day of Univer.,ity of Addl" Ab<Jba. The .,tory look place one year.., ago here 111 

Addis Ababa when I was a freshman .,Iudent. We were two. with my brother. We I;lccal1le vcry 

happy when we saw Addis. lIowever we became affrald 1x:cau..,e every thlllg what we ..,il", ",it.., 

new and things became fast here 111 Addl"'. 

Having reached the bus station. we tried LO come 10 the UI1l VCNty bUI ",c didn 't know the pia,e 

where the taxi is found. We asked the man who stood up near 10 U" m order 10 .. ho", the place 

.• ld He was well drc..,\Cd and <,Cern ... vcry kmd. Then he ... ald. "oh
l 

I can .. h(l~ ~\lU 
where tax I 10UI . 
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It is easy. Come and fo llow me." We followed behmd hun. The man a .. ~ed U\. IoI.hcrC' do )00 

come from?" We said we came from 'kinehagar' He 31\0 il.\ked U" , .. for what purpll'-C do )llU 

come here?" We also answered to learn m Umver\lty. He then .. ald. "oh' It 1\ nll':c'-

After we had walked a kilometer of di\ tancc from the bu\ \tatton. the Illiln met with another giant 

person. The new person was fat and he drc\\ed an old punched clothe\. lie rcally \CClm a 

murderer. we are affraid when wc saw hi m. 

As soon as the new person rnetthe fomler man. he then came near te me and touched mc. Il ,lVlI1g 

touched me he asked excuse ef hi\ touchlllg 3!, \0 he made It wrongly. 1 "'lId, dOll't mcntlon It , 

it doesn't mailer just leave it. lie tried to tal~ much with mc. A\ .. 000 a\ 1 talked with the ncw 

man, the former man tried to pIck up my money from my pocket. 1 havc never ..,ecn hlln a\ I 

didn't expect him for doing as wch. Because as 1 have mentioned hefore he wa. .. well dre..,..,cd a ... 

well as he seems very kind and hone\1. lie \peaks 111\0 \moothly and kindly. By the me,1Il tIme 

my brother saw him when the person tried to pick up the money .,0 that my brolher catch up 111\ 

hands together wilh the money immediate ly. The man then \aid. "1 am 'iorry. I made a ml..,ta~e 

unknowingly, excuse me please." We \aid al\o, thank you for your coorporatlon. It doc .. n·t malter 

so now you can go away. Then finally. the twO thlef\ went away and we came 10 the VI1I\'Cf',lty 

on fool. 

The most memorable person is the perwn that Ined to pick up the money while I 'ipoke with the 

other person and since he was well dressed and \po~ killdly I tell \urel)' no one expected him a.\ 

he was a th ief. Then fina ll y I concluded that all pcr\on\ thai arc well dre .. \Cd and \ecmlllgly 
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honest and kindl y in Add Ii b bl I are nOI pro a y good and hone,' per-on ... the) nught ~ a thld as 

such not all of course. 

4a. The mosl memorable person in my life (S6·0 I) (main) 

A person whom I cannot forget in my life 1\ my COW'I1n who CJme 1a."1 km'mt lmrn Canada lor 

the firs t lime in 18 years. 

She lived Canada for a long time. In Canada there are few Ethiopian ... lIVIng <lnd In the c(llle~C! 

she is enrolled she and other two arc the only Etillopmn\ out of many. With her In (\lI1ad.1 arc hel 

mother and her only brother relati ve .... 

Sbe stayed here for two month, of vacallon. She., \0 frank and "oclablc. When .. he "'I.~nt I ,-"." 

very small to remember her. She.\ IIltclltgcnl and hit ... the capacity 10 remember C\el1" that had 

happen 18 years back when she wa\ very ,mall 10 remember .,uch thmg .. 

During her stay I was along with her every .. Ingle tour even we u\Cd to ,end Iclte", photograph .. 

and other things so I haven't found it difficult. Wc vi~llcd "0 man) place .. orne 01 them I hJ\cn't 

seen them before or should say .. he .. howed me .. 0 many place, And .. he found the CII) (·\ddl .. 

Ababa) very altraClive. 

Another Ihing about her IS she 10\'c\ mU"lc \cry much. She adore gOing to the mght club .. and 

enjoy herself with her relative ... She doe~n't want to dl\Jppolnt an) body but II .. he I" \cl) an~ry 
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she doesn't know what ~he i~ talkmg about and nery body know, her and 11)' (lur be'l to calm 

her down. 

The thing I couldn't forgel is that had happened 10 her One day 'hc wcnt OUI with one (11m), 

niece. She was wearing top mini 'ik ln hke the way that wit, dre ...... ed abroad and nobody h.\', luld 

her our culture or they forgot, As they reached to the place what!' callcd Stadium the people who 

saw her slopped walking and sIan in.,ultlllg her and .,hc didn't undeNand II why bttau\C ... he can't 

hear Amharic perfectly and allaM the girl thaI wa.., with her UndCN()od and Ihey HlOk ala:\1 ,lIld 

went home canceling olher appointment ... , When .,he told me whal happened to her lI11med,.lIly 

she got her house and I couldn'l .,top laughmg althe con...cquence ... and told her atlt)Ulthu..c thlllg .. 

Ihal are not accepted by our ... ociety, 

When she return back to her country ... he wa.., d,.,apPOInled and .,Ilc Illl ...... ed e",ery thing And \he 

planned to return and ~eltlc her once and for all. 

4b, S6 -D2 

The person whom I cannot forget 111 my life I., my COU'im, lIer name 1\ Meta\CblJ Addl ... u She 

came last year for vacation from Canada, for the fiN lime m 18 yea ..... 

When she left Ethiopia she was aboul eight year\ old. ller father died when ... he WJ ... one, "0 \he 

has no idea about her father. She ha., a brother who\C name I ... Bml)am and J mol her named 

N' ' ' The three of them are together now m Canada. 'glst\. 
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In Canada Mctasebia is stud, d h ' ,}lI1g nUI"\mg an ... c ~Incllmc, ",or~ In the hmpllal, In the collc[!c 

she is staying there arc few Ethiopian\ who arc intelligent ib "ell. When .. he told me ahout thc:m 

(foreigners) there is a compctcllon with the Ethiopian, and they ha\e negall\c attItude .. 10",Jr(.I\ 

Ethiopians and she said If you afC not .. hy ),ou would .. ucceed In all ""peel" 

Metasebia is very intelligent and soclllbic. She IHI.., a long blonde half and "he \\ vcry ... hon She 

l ike music and going to the night club\ and have fun with her relatlw.., I can't forget ahout her 

Most of all I admire is her capacity of remembering thing, eighteen year" bad the good thmg, 

and bad things. She abo remembered and a,kcd my mother quc\llon, ahoul event .. whICh Ill) 

mam herself forgot such Ihing~. 

One thing I cannOI forgcl mO~1 about her l' \Omcthll1g th,lt happened 10 her here 111 Add" Ahaha 

As I mentioned above she has been abroad for almO\l eighteen yea,"" ..... hlth l' vcry long and \he 

has no idea about the dresses. totally the culturc. One day whcn 'he went to VI\lt her fnend\ 

mother she was wearing mini ~k i n. She wa~ with her lUeee. A, they reached a place Wh'll " 

known as stadium to lake a taxi, the people who were there \lopped ..... alkll1g and 'taned II1\Ultlllg 

her. At firs t she didn't undc,",land what that wa..' all about Suddenly, hcr OIeee told her imd the)' 

took a taxi and v,,·ent home canceling her appomtmcnt. She wa.' ,hocked ilhout thallhmg and UplO 

now she told everyone laughing Ihe ,kin 'lOry, 

As I mentioned above there arc many thing' ..... hleh are unforgetable and 1 ..... ,11 ne\er I·orget the 

ti me we shared IOgelher, that I hope 'he felt the ,arne a. ... rne. I kno ........ he enjoyed her \3(3110n and 
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it was beyond her expectation. After the~ mem{)mhle and "".cetllllle .. ""c .. pent tugelhcr no"" 

she is back to Canada but \hc planned 10 return here after .. he fml .. hed her cour~ and gCI IllJfTlcd 

Sa. The mosl memor<lble person in my life (S 18.0 I ) (mai n) 

The most mcmorable pc"on In my life 1\ my bc\1 friend whcll I WLl" 111 ~radc: c1c:ven. I 1i)'A I:an 

I ever fo rgel her? We used 10 have ~ueh good lime., logether. She W.l., 0,() brilliant. hUlllt)wu ... lIld 

fortunatly pretty. Shc happened to be full of cnergy and ,"cry Ii\.·ely 1111 the lime Ihal .t'Alullrud. 

appeared from nowhere and Ju.,t p;J!!.,ed o\.er her' 

Her name was Silvia. She wa!! half ea.,t. her father wa\ an halt.ln. lie W.t .. an tn1!enccr lIer 

mOlller was an Ethiopian and .,he W;l" alway .. bOl.y worktn8 in Ihelr rc .. taur.lI1t 13cc.:Llu .. c (II hcr 

roman's blood, Silvia turned OU(IO be a beaullful gIrl wtlh a fanla .. y hody. She ""it .. happy, wllh 

medium weight and sm,,11 feet. lI er long golden haIr matched Wllh her blue eye .. She u.,ually 

dressed carelessly and always wore jeans wllh lee·.,11Irt\. A., for her character. I found her "H1c.:cr 

and franc. She never lied and cven wondered why e .. "tryone had to hide ~hmd Ite .. lhe other 

thing I really admired fr0111 her Wlli, her .,elfi.,hne .. .,. May be mo.,t people don·t take Ih ... c.:rIlCflJ 

positively but that defimtely suited her. She IIcver worned for anythtng. not nen ""hen .. he 'Aa .. 

plonged in a deep trouble. hGod created me. then he\ aware of my de .. ttny for he'" the one 'Aho ... 

established it! So. why worry'" \aid ... he one day. 

When I first met her. I remember. we lalked about pop mU\lC and (jIm ... We "-cn: Jtlcndmg our 

first history class and our tcacher madc U\ Mt together. I W3.!. amaJ:ed bccau\C .. he knew pcrfccll) 

II ., r And I did my bc~IIO lin pre.,., her. Then.""c found out .... e h.td \() man) thinS;" we every pop sa. 
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in common. We stancd exchanging film~ and ca""ctte,, One d3) ... he ('\cn Iran .. /alcd Bnh 

Marley's song untilled "Afnca unit" mto french and pre\cnlcd It In cia" \lu\Il' "'" .. her hIe 

BUI, there comes a time in everybody\ life when one.\ confronted 10 an unrc\ol""lhlc pmhlcll1 

And Silvia couldn't avoid it. She wa.\ cro .... lng the road. actually I( '''J\ Churt:hlll Road \,) a .. In 

get in school when she was !iuddcnly run over by 11 track 

5b. S18-02 

The most memorable per"on In my life ., my be" fnend when I wa .. In ~r.ldc clc\cl1 Ilo~ C.1n 

I ever forget her? We used to have .. ueh good IUllC\ together She wa, \() hnlll.ulI. humoruu .. and 

pretty. She happened to be full of energy and \'cry lively up to the III1IC Ihal J",lullllld; .Ipre.lred 

from nowhere and jU\1 pa.'\..ed over her' 

Her name was Silvia. When I lir\l mCI hcr. I remember, we lalked .. lboUI pop mu,,, and 11Im\ 

We were attending OUf fin~1 Ili ... lory cla~\ and the Icacher made u\ \1I10gether I W;l\ .IIllJ/ed 

because she knew perfectly well every pop 'lIar. And I did my be .. ! to ""pre" her Then ..... e 

found oul we had so many thlng\ In common. We ,tarted exchangmg hllm and t:a\\Cttc\ One 

day, she even translated Bob Marley ... 'long untitled" Africa umte" IIIto hench and prt\cnted It 

in class, Music wao; her life. 

Silvia was half cast; her father wa .. an Itahan. lie wa .. an engmeer. Iler mother .... a\ an Ethiopian 

and she was always busy working III their rc\tJUrJnt. Bc\;Ju\c ofher Roman ... tllood. SIIvlJ turned 

out 10 be a beautiful girl wllh a fanta ... tic body. Her long golden hair matched\', Ith her blue e)c\ 
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She usual ly dressed carele~sly and alway~ wore jean, with tee· ... hlrt ... , ·\ .. Ior her charOk:ter. J lound 

her sincere and rranc. She never lied, What I really admll-ed on her wa. .. her -.elfl,hm .. , ... \1a)r.c 

most people don't take this crileria po~ltlvely but that definlily ,ulled her She never wtlrrled fur 

anything, not even when she wa~ plunged III a deep trouble. In ract. 'he wa ... latah'l 'God created 

me. then he's aware of my de~tlny bccau~c he I' the one who\ c\labll"lhed III SO ...... hy wurryl M 

said she one day. 

But, there comes a time in every body\ lire when one i, conrronted to an unexpected happcll1ng 

And Si lvia couldn't avoid it. Pemap', WiI!t \I her de'lmy? he ..... a .. tfO"I"Img Ihe mad. actually. It 

was Churchill Road, so as 10 gel m ~hool when 'he wa, ,uddenly run over by a truck That 

charming, brilliant and vivid name wa~ unhghlencd m a vcry ~Inl .. tcr way. And. 'he lelt me. 

wondering in the middle or nowhere! 

6a. Family lire in my kehelie (S I2·01) {I1Ulill} 

Family means the group or re lativc peoplc III one hou\c u~ually all the member, have 'lOular 

behaviour as they rollow identical way or IIrc. 

The number or ramily member.. dlrrerent mane ramliy rrom the other a., a re"lult 01 the I)PC (ll 

ramily. In my kebelie it is common to "ICC the number or ramlly rTlCmbe .... their 1 ..... 0 to len 

children or only bolh otherwise addlllonal or other partener like 'lCn·ant .. . 

be has hI'S or her own role III ramlly or lire. Like mother 111 the !"lIchen 10 coo!.. rooti Each mem r ' 

, h ay be working out or the hou"IC and ralher who .... the head ollhe hou'e only or sometimes scm. 
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b· 
nng money for monthly budget of the family and mO~lly he do not 'pent hi, lime In the house 

And the chi ldren have a role to be a.\ their pamnl .. wanl and gUide like If they "'-ani edu,alilm the) 

musllearn properly. Finally the \Crvan!" with the role to help the mother 

One nomml family ha_, to COlllmUIllCaI wllh 111', 111''1 neighbour ... and a \OClcty WllllIl1 111\ \lllIiI~e , 

Then social life is important for the life of the family. The rclallon"lup uf "lImly ",lIh the 

neighbours is different as the village or kcbchc. 

In my kebelie the way each family relate wllh their neighbour .. 1\ very very 11I11I1CO than uthel 

kcbelie which I saw. It .\ only for whell there ,\ bad Ihll1g .. like dc.llh and aho 10 ,h.lre! one 

fami ly's happincs not more than thaI We don', know detail .. all about CJc.:h fan1lIu:, But all arc 

coperati ve for such thing\ Stili In love eaeh othcr. Howcver, our kellChc I .. "Imdilr ..... Ith the 

others by some social a.<,sociaIlOn., like eliir and maheher. 

Even if it is our cultu re to ~cc nc ighbour\ fmlllly :l., our famlly It mu'l have a IlillIt III the 

communicati on it must be only for IInponancc to have real lovc not for all "Illy one"l a"l t)Ur 

kebelie. Not what I mean to 'Say not to love a neighbour at all but the relation mu,t have gap to 

have ones own family to shape hi'S member lli, hi'S own famdy. 

6b.512·D2 

Family means a group of relative., wllhm one hou"tC u"lually wllh all the member-. "ho ha\c 

similar behaviour as they follow identical way of life . 
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The number of family member ... I ... different In our family from the llther Thl\ l'i it rc,,"ull ul 

different family types. In my ~ebehe It I'" common to \CC: the number 01 famll) numhcr Iwm t\4U 

to len. It includes mother and father with their children Somellme .. only both 01 them a. .. it falml) 

Each member has hi s or her OWI1 role In .. l fanuly of life. MOIher wor~ .. In the ~Itt.:hcn tOI:O(l~ 

food usually or sometime ... ~he may be workll1g ou t"lde of the hou .. e. r~alher I .. the he.ld tlf Ihe 

family. Mostl y he do not spend hl ... llrllC In the hou .. e. Finally. the children have a mil! " .. their 

parants want and guide them. If thclr p~lrant .. want educallol1. the children I11U", go to 'Chcxli and 

learn properl y. 

A nonnal family has tocommunical with II .. neighbour ... and "oclcty. wh"h lUcan, 'tlClalllle .... 

imporlant forthe li fe of the famil y. The rclmlon ... hlp of fam il y With neighbour. l' dlllcn:nl ,b the 

kebelie is different. In our kebehe II may be 'trong and III other .. II may he low. 

In my kebel ie the way each family relate With thclr nelghbouf\ I .. vcr) limited than othcr kcbcl ... ~ .. 

which I saw. In my kebclie it i ... when there I'" something .. peclalln a fan1lly like death and .. o 

they share one's happiness not more than that. For ... uch thing ... aJlthe member. of the ~ebclll: are 

cooperati ve especially In a funeral ceremony. But we don't gather for each coffee cercmon) In 

every house. So we don't know each other deeply. Our knowledge I .. only about who helong' Itl 

which family. However, our kebclre I'" "'Imilar With the other by .!lome "xlal a .... OClatlOIl' h~e 

'edir' and 'mahber' and still I think we love each other 
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Even if it is our culture to ~.... hbo f ......... nelg Ur\ al, a amlly. It fiU .. , ha\c a hmlllO commUOIcallnn nle 

more we communicate the more we quaml. I mean not 10 lo\c ncghbour., at all. But the relallnll.S 

must have a g I ' I . , ' ap. t IS a so Important to have one .. own family. To \hapc a f.und) mcmhcr ,,\ 

one's own family. I think our kcbclic can be a good example for other .... But we knnw c."h 

fam ily has its own characteristics. 

7a. Family life in my kebelie (88·0 I) (pilo') 

Whenever I come across family hfe 10 one particular area, IlnuncdlJlcly recugl1l/c (.lI1uly hie 

in my kebelic. I try to memorize il l, chamctcmtic feature,_ 111\ ba.. .. cd on c(,){.lpcrallon rather than 

individualism. 

The majority of families in my l.cbchc arc compm'lcd of hU''Iband. Wife and children ... Il m/ocH:r, 

there are still families lhal are compm.cd of grandfather. grandmothcr. uncle. ncphcw or IlICt:C 

in addion to husband, wife and chlldrcn,. Fallllllc\ which 11lclude .,crvant., arc al ... o common. 

Coming back to their share of ta!lk." cach mcmber of the family ha ... hi ... own 'peclflc t<l'~ to 

accomplish. For example, the ta..,k of Icadlllg the family 1\ the hu ... band\ Thc hu ... band pmfXI\c", 

to do one speci fic task. Then the wifc gIVC\ her opllllon or ~ugge~l1on to\l.ard the propo\cd La. ... ~ 

If they agree. they will perfonn the 13.')~ other w,<;c. they will be lead to collap\c, Thl\ 'ho\\-, U\ 

even if the husband is the one who propo\C\ \uggC.,1I0"", for the dCl of Icadll1g. the \\-Ife 1\ nol 

neutral to the act of leadlllg the children, and other membe ..... of lhc family Similarl), chlldren\ 

and others that are I1lcmbcr$ of the family has their own pcrfonnancc boL\Cd on thclr matunt) 
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level. intelligence and phY\lcal fltne." For example. children., ",orkin the.- garden. the) It'pGJr 

rcuined fences. Grand mothc,", .,uppon bablc", or they perform an) 'Imrie hnu\C \10 nd. 

Eventhough they accomph .,h thc lr own \pec lflc ta\h, thclr main pUl"p\hC I' tu admc thl'lr 

intemate goal in common, They rc\pcct onc another and agree up on any '1IUall(lll . hlr c\.lIuph:. 

the father is given the fiN po., Hlon III rC'IJCcl. Wifc tlnd chl ldrcn' rC'J'Cct the hu,h.md :'\C\L 

childrens respect their mother Younge r ch lldrc rh rc ... pcet the Ir elder brother... .lIld "'tel, .11,n. 

In general, family life In my ~cbcllc r., an IntcrcMrng onc. It I' ba.\Cd on the pert(,nnalll,:c til ,hare 

of tasks and mutual bcruficial 

7b. S8-D2 

Knowing thc family li fe of onc panlcular \()Ciety I ... rmportanl bccau ... c II ha"! II' u",n a(h.IIII.lgc, 

and di sadvantagcs. Whenever I cornc acro., ... the IJmlly hIe 01 one p.lrllcular 'OUl'l). I 

immediately think of family hfe III my kebclrc. It ., charJctcmtrc ... arc 1I11erc'trng Pc()ple JIC 

cooperative rather than indrvidual r"l. 

The majority of families rn my vi ll age arc compo~d of hu ... band. \10 rfe and children. lIo",e\cr. 

there are still some famrlre., that arc comro~d of grandmother. grandfather. unde. nerhl'\/" nr 

ni ece in addition to hU!lband. wife and chrldren Famllrc, thai Include \Cn-anl, arc al,,} \cry 

common. 
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When we come to their "hare of wor~. each member of the famll~ ha .. hi" o"",,n f'C'clfu. tobl. to 

accomplish. For example. the ta..,,~ of Icadlng the famll), " the hu .. band\ The hu .. h.llld prupt 

one specific idea. Then. the wife give" her opInion" or "ugge"tlOn .. towJtd the propu d nnl" II 

they agree. they will perform II , othcrwl\C they try to find other pt.l\\lhle .. oIUllun<t; I he 

implication of thi s i.l. that wive .. arc not neu tra l to the act of leading hUI have theu Clwn rule 

according to family life in my kebc li e. In addition to partlcipatlllg In the ad Clf Ic.Kllng, wive .. 

have their own common work . or cour..e Ihe .. e Job .. arc the main onc .. for them. Fnr C\illllpk. 

housework is totally burden or loadcd on the mother SlIll llarl y. children and other m("mhcr .. 01 

the famil y have their own ta.')k to perfonn ba\Cd on their maturity Ic\-·et. Intclhgcm;c tlnd phy"cal 

fitness. For example. children repair rullled fence". look aller the hou-.c. lctc.:h w.llcr and "n un 

Grandmothers suppon babic .. or pe rform any ca.,y hou..cwor~ 

Eventhough each member of the family perform .. hi .. own "peclfic .lob to do. the main purptN' 

is to achieve intimate goals in comlllon and manage li fe 111 iI 'y,tcmallc way, The re ... ped 01 nne 

for another in the family is related to hlrearchy. For example, Wife and children lear and rc~pcct 

the husband. Children respect their mother too. Finally, younger children re .. ped their elder 

brothers and sisters. 

'" k be l" oopcrat l\'e It I .. bJ!o.ed on ~rformll1g and ,harll1S 01 In general. family li.e 111 my e Ie.., c . ..-

tasks and mutual suppon. 
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8a. Family life in my kebelie (S I8·01) (main) 

[n my kebelie, familie~ have different way~ of Iivmg, Their dillerence lie maml) on their lanJard 

of living. The big busi ne~s man\' fanuly I~ no! ~Imllar with that of the ponr j';M.;WI) .... od.er But 

generall y, families happen to Ignore their background dlfference~ .l1ld micra!;! hJrpil~. whu.:h 

brings 10 the kebelie harmol1ioll" charm, 

First of all, what is a famil y? It i\ the ",malle"'t group of mdivlduah. hereditarily rclilted. whn h\c 

together. This group include,", the father, the mother. the ch ildren ilntl other relative ... The Ide.11 

family is generally said to be Ihat which i ... compo\Cd of four IIldlvldual ... The parent ... ha\'c tn 

assume the biggest rellponsibllllY. They ha\c 10 run the hou...c. take care 01 their children Jnd 

interfere in the kebclie's life. A ... for the ch ildren. they mU\1 obey 10 thClr partll" and go 10 -.chl)l,ll. 

Different families meet al different OCCa. ... IOIl ... lIllhe nClghbourhood. ImportJnl C(llllotCh arc m.llIe 

through what is traditionally called the 'cd lr' . Evcry tnllc a !)adeM e\'CllI happen ... III one\ hllu...c. 

eaeh member of the edir must be pre\ent for at lca~t brlnglll& con ... olatlol1 

Another contacl between neighbouf'l iii also done through the ceremony of the coflce In Lthlop,a. 

there's a tradition which stales that one mu ... tn'l drink the coffee alone. So. e\ocry lime Ihe collee 

is ready, aJl lhe neighbours should be prc\Cntllll the ccremony end .... 

There are also other pleasant contact.:., and relauon~ III the ramil) life of the kehche, Helpmg 

. louble cclcbratlllO togethcr a happy e\cnl like marnagc h'r ,n ... lancr ur 
those who are III r. e-

. . h h re some of Ihe.,e. BUI .,hould we limIt ou .... ehe' \11 the\,( e\en" lh<ll (l(Cur 
meeungs III cure a 

296 



every day throughout our Il\'e~. We don't gJ\'c enough lime lor other C01")I1\('nl . \1J\he, IllS 

because of the lack of In! rt . - \. h C 310mg p .\Ce~ 10 I e ~ebche . 1t the II'-..:a\ gmcmment had 100~en 1010 

consideration the facllhat each famlly.\ 10 the need of more <tt.:l.\ ItlC"' , II c(luld ha\c tl)cd III 011 

least bring new ideas. 

Sb. S \S- \)2 

In my kcbclic. families have different way .. of living. There are thm,c ""ho. due In thelT \Iilnd.lrd 

of living, can', gel away from a I,ophi\ucatcd and lu:(urioU''I halll!' f\car In thc\l' Me the 

unfortunate who can't get rid of their ml\cry In other wonh. the hlg hU'll\c'" IllJn" IJlllily .\ 

dramatic;.,lly opposite to that of the poor factory worker But. general I). In my l..cllcllc. lam. lie .. 

have completely forgotten and Ignored their background difference .. and mlcr.ld hapPily , "hH.:h 

has brought a hannoOlou~ life to the neighbourhood. 

First of all, what i ~ a family? It I ... the ... malle ... t group of IIldlvldual ... hcn:dlt.lnl)' relatcd and lI\c 

together. This group includes the fathcr. the mother. the children and ,nnlctlme" mher relatlvc". 

The ideal family is ... aid to be th at which IS compo ... ed of four IIldIVlduoll". LlCh T1lcmhcr 01 the 

family has its own role to play and It ... own dutic ... to fulfill The parcn'" ha\c IU J"umc the 

biggest responsibi lit y. They have 10 run Ihe hou~. take CJre (llthelr children and mOfcm·cr 

interfere in the kebelie's life. As for the children. they mu ... t obcy the parenl'>, help In the hou~ 

and go 10 schOO\. 

Different families meel at different QCca."lon ... 111 the ocighbourh(xld ImportJnl contolCt are made 

through what is tradillonally called the 'edir' E\cry lime a ... ad c\cnt hJPpcns 10 (l0(\ hou'\,(. ('ach 
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member of the 'edir' must be prc'tCllt for at Ica,t hnngmg con,olatlon to t~ sad fillml) ·\nothcr 

contact between neighbour\ 1\ al,o done through the ceremony of coflce In IthloPliI, the 

tradition docs not allow olle~lf to dnnk coffee alone, So. e\cl) tllnc the collee I' read), all the 

neighbours should be pre\Cnt tLiI the cercmony end, There are aho other ph:a,ant cuntJ(h and 

relations in the family life of my kebcllc. I(clplng tho,e who are In lrouble, lclchT •• llng II)~elhl'r 

a happy event like wedding or rncetlllg!l III church arc \Orne of thc\C. hlldrcn dn al\(I p,tnu,:lpdle 

in the life of the kebcl ie, They u!lually orgalll/e 'ome hl8 actlvltlC' like fur c\,unple Inoth.tll. 

at hletics or even music night,. They JOin III group and prepare Ihe ,>,-hole Ihlng mlhe kehdu:\ 

sport field. Then, every mterc\tcd pcr,on 1\ ,>,-c!comc. But. mo ... 1 of Ihe 11Inc, the held 1\ ,I) 

crowded that they mu,1 \end away non-mcmbcf'o of thc kehcllc. 

In any case. every body doc, alway,> try 10 bnng a more 're,h and \lah1c alll1u'phcre 10 thl' 

neighbourhood but there i, ,ull lack of creatIVIty. In othcr ""ord,. all Ihe\C Jltl\ltIC' .Ire 

monotonously repeated and p .. lIl of the kcbclle I' now ,howlIlg II' bored facc. In lacl.""c nil\C 

limited ourselves in events that occur every day throughout our I .. vc" We arc not glvmg cnough 

time for new en tertainmenl\. We keep on \llckmg to the ,>arne roulllle 

9a. How I spent my last kirem! "Icalion (5 10·0 I) (main) 

I spent my last kireml vacation Illo,tly by \'l\lung my rclau\'e, and fnend, lIl\lde and (lut'ldc m~ 

homelown, Haik. I am really IIltcrc,tlllg to -.ce them agaln_ 

. . hometown I u\ually had chat ""Ilh my fnend" my rclall\C' ahnut UIll\~II)' 
OUTIng my stay III my 

I
· h to hear from me about the CIIY 01 Add .... , Ih pc..·orlc,11 ""~thcr, 1t 

life. They were really de 19 I 
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social and economical affan'''' My fnend, all,() a .. l..cd me \Omc que lion, ahoul UOl\cr II)' and 

uni versity life. I told them all J could franl..ly about the \lIuatlon , 

I don 't forget the time when I Wil., vi., lI lng my aunt and her daughter. out\ldc Ill} hOlllct,,",n Shl'" 

is a farmer. hcr daughtcrs arc high ",hool .,tuderm. When I ",ent there my ilunt ",,1\ \cl) 11.11'11'1)' 

She gavc me .,omcthing to Cat and drink and a.,~ed mc \omc qUC\1I0n, a!l()ut my "lay In the 

university, about the city of Addl' and so on. I wa., really ,urpmc hcCoIU\C Illy rclall\C\ a\ ",ell 

as my friends asked me the <.;a lllc que,llon" And I \pent mo,t 01 my A'r('11/1 \ae,lIlun thl'rc It 

was very interesting to mc to , tay In the rular area dUring A/rrflll vae.llmn 

To sum up my last ki r eml vacation pa.\\cd li ke Ihl\, I entertJmed my-.cll hc,Ju\e I h,I\C gtlt Ill} 

relatives alive and I wa.<'; very happy to 'ICC my fnend,. My liL't kln'ml h le,lIlun ",a" H'r) IlI(C 

am longing to see thcm again . I wl\h that I were wnh Ihem. 

9b. S 10·D2 

I spent my lasl kiremt vacation mo,l ly by \l1.,ll lng my rclau\'e, and fnend, In\ldc and tlUI\lde m) 

hometown. I am reall y intcrc'led to 'lee them again. 

During my slay in my homcto",n. I u\ually had chat "," llh m} fnend .. and o:lall\c\ The) a.,ked 

me many queslions about Ihe um .... cr'l ity li fe. thc CII) 01 Addl\. It, people. 11\ ",cather. and 1\ 

. d . 1 'c I lold them that alii could .. a) about lhelr que .. uon, Thc~ \l,crc: harr) social an econonliC II' . 

Th rc surpmed when 1 told thellllhc \ltuallon, \l,hlCh 1 faced dUring Ill) to hear from me. ey we ' 

slay in the uni versity. 
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I do not forget the time when I wa. ... Vl\!llOg my aunt and her daughter ()Uhllk rn~ hulnt·ln .... " 

She is a farmer and her daughlcr'\ are high ..chool ,Iudent' When I ","cnlll1\:fC. 11l~ aunt .... 

happy. She asked me about my '1lay \0 the UI1I\'('I"\II'1.lhe city of Add" and Ml un I "jl\ urpn d 

because my relatives a\ well a.\ my rriend"! a'ked me the .. arne qUC\lltlO' I \pcnl nit"" 01 III) la" 

kiremt vacation there. It wa'l very IIltcrcMlOg to Ille to ,tay III the rural area dunng Ill) 1 •• \, AUI fill 

vacation. I cannot rorget the scene in rur'll JrCil\. the herd ... , the five ...... the mountain, cn\crcd hy 

grass, trees and the people. To he hone,!. the rural people arc .. cry Incndly. hn'pllahk and 

hardworking. 

To sum up, my last klrcmt vac:allon WJ!-. vcry nice. I wa, \cry harp) III \cc In) Inelll!, .1Ilt! 

relati ves. I am longing to \CC them agalll I wl ... h I were with them. 

lOa. How I spent my last kire",' vncalion (S I3·1)1 ) (main ) 

The last kiremr vacat ion wa.<., IIlterc<.,t11lg for me III many way!.. But the maIO onc "'J" Illy )I)urne}, 

to Arsi to visit my uncle. Ther I "pent :t lot of Illlerc!.tmg IIIllC. The other one ",a., alIef I c.lIlle 

back from Ars i I spent herc in Addl., the rc.,t of tllne with my brother. I "a, glad to mcet hlln 

when I came back because he WJ.\ III A., .. ab for about 6 month .. and ahme BC ... lde, these I hcl{'ll:'d 

my parenls in the house and my brother 111 hi ... .,tudy. 

During my stay in Arsi I saw many th1l1g!. ... 1I1el' 1 wa. ... there for the liN time Start1l1g lrom m) 

way to Arsi I saw many farmers 10 the field far away out\lde the car. When I readk.-d there C\C'r) 

thingg was different from Addis. The 'Meet., wcre full of don~c), The hou'C, \\ere 'aucrrd 

d h There i< only onc Ol1hodox chun:h around onc Village I wa., mien: led to SCC' all 
here an t ere. .~ 
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the things. The way of hfe Wa\ completely dlflercnt lrom Addl., The ,hlldrcn I "" helping 

their parents rather than gOlOg to M:hool They fetch ""Jter, ~ecp canle and e\cn rlnu~h That \IIoil" 

the only thing that made me 'lad otherwl'-C I \lra'I happ) 

When I came back from my Journey I \pcnt my tllne by "' I\lung Ill) rd.lmc., .lIld gUlllg tn 

different recreation centres with my brother here In Add l\, We 'law 111111\ and mU\IU!ll\ I ""a., 

glad to be with him and do allthe\e thlOg" 

Besides these I aSl., ist my parent \ III the hou\C, I prepare food for the 1.lIltlh . dCJlllhe huu\('. 

wash clothes and every thmg I call . 

I also help my brother III hi \ \ tudy. I gave hi m \Orne IOfonnatlon\ for the nC1:t da." I prep.ln: hlln 

by reading the books of the nex t cla\'I In advance and other Eng h.,h rook'I ""hll,:h help hun In 

increase hi s vocabulary power, 

For me it was the best kiremt of all tho'tC I \pcnt before. bery thlOg I did "-J.\ mtere"'llOg l(lr me 

My visit of Arsi, meeting my elder brother after 6 month\ and c\-'ery lhmg. 

lOb. 813·02 

The last kiremt lime was mtere,tmg for me 10 man) ""a) BUllhe maIO one ",a., m) Joumq to 

, ' ' uncle There I \nPnt a 101 of intere\ung IIITIC. The rnher one "'''' ... the IIInt' I pent Arsl 10 VISII my· "-

, dd' 'th my brother after I came back from Ar'li 1 Ih-a. ... glad 10 JTk.-c1 him ",hen 1 came: here In A IS WI 
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back because he wa.\ m As\ab for about 6 month .. .md abO\e Ik .. ldc: Lhc\C I helped tn\ fWtnlS 

in the house and my brother In hi .. "IUd)' 

In my stay in Arsi I saw many new thmg., \lI1ee I wa." there for Lhe fiN tunc Starting Irum Ill) 

way to Arsi, I saw many farme..., and call ie In the field far away oUl\ldc the !';ar Wilen I rc'M:hed 

there every thing was different from Addl", The \tree" were full 01 dnn~ey), ,lOd uthcl annnal .. 

The houses were scattered here and there and then: I'" only one chun.:h amund e\cry \ IlIa~c 1 wa 

interested to see all things. The way of life 1\ completely dlllercnLlmm Addl .. The.' dllldrcn I ay, 

were busy helping their parenb. They fetch water, ~eep !,;attle and e\en pll)u~h.th"t mcan .. thc.·y 

can't go to school. That wa~ the only thmg which Illade me .. ad nthcfV.l\( 1:\1:1) thlllg ..... " 

interesting. 

When I came back from my joumey I "pent my lime by vl .. lllng my rclall\e .. Jnd ~'III1~ In 

different recreation cen trc\ with my brother here In Addl", We ... IW film ... Jnd \,1"lIed IllU .. lUl1h 

I was glad to 10 be with him and do all the'lc Ihll\g", 

Beside these what I did III my la.lll kirl'mt tllne ........ " thaI 1 ....... I .. ted m)' parcnl\ In the hou'iC 

prepared food for the family. cleaned the hou"e, wa .. hed clothe .. and e\cl)lhlllg I can 

I also helped my brother III hi" "Lud). I ga\'c hun \Orne IIlfOnnolllon tor the OC\t cia, .. 1 made him 

I 
. h· read the book" of the next cla.. ..... 111 Jd\ancc and other Engh .. h booh v.h'f,;h ready by ettmg 1m 

can make him to increase hl\ vocabulary poio'er . 
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For me it was the best kiremt of all thm,e I \pent before. £:.\('l)thI08 I did mJdc me harp,­

visit of Arsi, meeting my elder brother after 6 month., and e\cl)lhlOg \/ta. .. mI.\." 

t la. How I would like to spend my kirem' \~1c.1 I ion (S7·01 ) (1)1101, 

my 

I would like to spend my vacat ion III a proper and well programmed way. Dunng the ~"fml 

vacation if God allows me, I have planned to do four th1l1g ... 

One of them is reading Bible. In order to develop In God word. I would like In .. pend hy rCJdlO~ 

Bible. I have planned to read Bible for three hou" every day. When I read a Int I \/tIll ~Iln\/t till: 

aim of God for my life and rccoglllle the me .... ag:c of God By dOing "0. I hnpc I v.1I1 ~et ... mnc 

knowledge of God word. 

Since reading the Bible doesn't rc\ult In the development. I ha\'e planned al ... n In pray .1 hll to 

know the aim of God. Since the fruit of pray1l1g I'" good. I would lake to bear thl'" Inllt hy dOln ' 

so. I have also planned to pray for tho\e people who do not know Jc .. u .. Chml Alter praying, I 

wi ll tell them about Je!.us Chmt and thc revealed God grace for human h!.:1I1g SlIlI.;C the 

revealed God grace is to save the world through JC.,U\ Chn\1. 1 Will tell to (\el) txxJy ahout the 

revealed God grace through Jesu'i Chmt. 

Besides reading the Bible and praYlOg . I would IIkc 10 'ipend m) \"3callon b) rtadlng dillcrcnt 

spirimal magazines and books. I hope thc"tC Ih1l1g\ al...o may help me 10 matunng In Gnd ~ord 
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In addition, I would like to go I Bah d d Go o r aran ndarto\-.\ltm)n:lall\C\ Onm)"OI)ofvllung 

my relatives, I will sec lake Tana and the ra.\,lede" cJ\tle. 

To sum up. these arc my plan., for klrcmt vacation and t hope I Will enJoy In) \JClulIl h)' dnm 

these things. 

lib. 57- D2 

I would like to spend my vacation 111 a u<,Cfu! well programmed way. Ounng th .. o Allfm, \ar.:allnn 

if God allows me, I have planned 10 do four thlOg ... I will rcad the Blhle I \.\-ill pr.l) a 11'1 , 1 "'III 

read other spiritual book~ and magaJlnc~ and I Will <11.,0 V'''I11 my rclall\C' III Bahrd.'f "no (,ond.lr 

In order to develop in God's word. I would like 10 .,pend by reading the Blhk I ha\c pl.mlle'''' In 

read the Bible for three hour", every day. When I read ;, lot I will kno", the aim 01 (il'd hlr 01)' hie 

and other people and know morc the mc ...... agc of God_ By dOing .. n. I hOI'\( I Will get ",ullle 

knowledge of the God's word or Illc,\agc. 

Since only reading Bible doesn't TC\UIt In what I expecl. I hinc planned 01]...0 to pra) J lut and In 

know the aim of God. Since the fruit of praying i .. u\Cful. I would like to ocJr thl' lrult h) dUing 

so. I will pray for those people who do not know Jc ... u, Chm'- After prJ)lng h'r thtm I Will tdl 

them about Jesus Chrbt and thc TCvealed God\ grace to human being Smcc Ihe n:\calcd God s 

grace is to save the world through JC\U\ chmt. I wll! tell to e\cl)bod) the rt\calcd God\ gf3Ce 
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_..:.. l . 

Besides reading the Bible and praying. I would hk.e III .. pend m) \ iIC II<," h~ r~adtng dlfftrtnt 

spiritual magazines and book~. 1 hope allthc\C thing, al-.o may help Inc 10 m.llure In (ind \l,oN 

In addition, I would like to go to Bahrdilr and Gonctar to VI\II my ~Iall\c, On 10) way ul \\\Lllllg 

my relatives, I will see lake Tuna and the Fa .. lIcdc .. CJ\tlc_ 

To sum up, these arc my plan, which I have for tim Vik:illlOn I hope I will enJu), Ill) \a~allnll h) 

doing these things and olhen. If there \, enough lime. 
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Appendix J: Essay resul ts (pilot) 

T bl a e 5.2: Imorom tu e~.,ay 

code content organil::ltion vocabulary language mechamc' lowl ,!\crage 

"'"' M.·Ull" 

(; . 

S I 22+23 12+ 14 13+ 14 IS+19 J+.' 6R+71 7f1 

S2 17+I S 12 +13 14 +12 15+ 14 2 +2 !lO+ 59 l'I 

S3 17+ IS 13 +12 \3+ 15 16+ 17 )+ ) ('2+ M (,2 

S4 IS+ 19 12+ 12 14 +14 J) +15 ,+ :\ h()+ fl '\ 61 

S5 19 +20 14+ 15 15+ 16 IS +20 3+4 6"+ 75 72 

G, 

S6 19+20 14+ 13 16 +17 18+19 3 +1 7f1.71 711 

S7 IS +20 14+\3 14 +13 18+20 J +, ()7 ... (,1) <>8 

SS 17 +IS 12+13 11+12 14 +I() 3+) 59+ h2 (,I) 

S9 19 +21 13 +13 \)+ n 15+ 15 1 +1 6.'\+M 1>1 

S IO 20 +2 1 13 +13 15 +13 IS+ 17 J +, ()l)+67 fiX 

Note: theftrsl scores (i" eacll (('1/) lI'al' Miv('11 h\' 111(' fir,11 rala am/llu' IfC"mid \e1ll1'1 11(,11 

give" by rile seco"d rater. 
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T able 5.3: Essav I 

code content organizatIon vocabulary language IllC(;h.mll' IIIIJI 

u" 

C , 
SI 17 +18 13 +13 13 + 14 17 +IR 1 + 1 ()'+h6 

18 +1 8 13 +14 15 + 14 18+18 1+4 ll7 + hX 

S2 14 +15 10 +1 3 14 + 13 14 + 11 3+2 5~ + 5h 
16 +1 5 12 +1 3 12 + 13 15 + 15 1+ 1 51< + 59 

S3 16 +15 12 +13 12 + 12 12 + 11 3+3 55 + 5(' 
18 +16 13 +13 13 + 12 12 + '4 1+4 51) -+ 59 

S4 18 +20 14 +14 15+ 16 18 + 17 1 + 1 hX + 7() 
20 +20 14 +14 16+ 15 IR+ 18 1+4 71 +71 

S5 18 +1 8 13 +13 14 + 13 18+19 J+J 60+66 
18 +19 14 +14 15 + 14 18+20 3+4 61< +71 

G1 

S6 15 +16 13 + 12 14 + 15 15 + 17 ., + , 60 -+ b-I 

16 +16 14 + 15 14 + 16 17 + 18 J +:\ h·1 -+ ()X 

S7 17 +1 7 13 + 13 15 + 15 14 + l' .' +.' 62 + hi 

20+ 19 14 + 13 14 + 15 15 + 14 J +.1 t1() + 64 

S8 16 +1 8 13 + 13 14 + 13 16 + 17 2+3 hi +M 

17 +1 8 12 + 13 13 + 15 16 + 18 3+1 61 -+ 67 

S9 18 +18 12 + 13 15 + 14 18 + 17 ., + '\ M+M 

19+20 14 + 13 15+ 16 19 + 17 .'\ +., 7n + (1) 

SIO 16 + 15 12 + 12 12 + II 14 -+ IS .'\+2 Ii7 + 55 

17 + 16 13 + 13 11 + 11 16+ 15 3+3 60 -+ 51< 

Note: the scores ill thefirSI rol\' (ill each cel/) rtirr ro I"~ jmt drdil (lIId IIII' $Wrt'\ In till' 

secolld row refer to Ihe fillal t/nift as gh'l''' b\" ,he fin! amI {('nmil fct!t·n. 
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Table 5.4 : Essa 2 

code COIllCO! organi7JIIOn vocabulary languiigc mcrhilO1'" 1(1Iai 

"'< 

G. 
51 18+ 18 13+14 14+13 18+20 1+ I N>+f>M 1>1 

20+18 14+14 15+13 19+20 1+1 71+I>M ". 
52 16+17 12+13 14+15 14+14 1+1 ~9+hl 1<1 

16+18 13+ 12 14+15 16+16 1+ I h2+fl.t ,,1 

53 15+17 10+10 13+14 11+12 '\+.'\ ~2+~(, 54 
17+18 11 +11 12+14 12+14 1+ I 55+1~1 17 

54 18+20 14+13 14+15 17+18 1+1 66+(1) 1>7 
18+20 15+14 14+11 16+18 1+1 66+70 6M 

55 18+ 16 13+12 12+ 14 14+16 1+1 60+61 60 
18+16 12+13 14+11 15+18 1+ I hl+M 1,1 

(;1 

56 18+20 13+13 12+13 1\+11 1+ 1 61+M 1>2 

18+20 13+13 13+14 11+16 ·1+·1 61+67 6\ 

57 19+20 12+13 14+16 18+17 3+1 64+6'1 1m 

20+22 12+14 15+15 18+18 1+1 6X+72 70 

58 17+17 12+11 13+13 16+17 1+1 61+1>1 61 

18+18 12+13 13+15 16+18 1+1 62+67 64 

59 15+16 12+13 13+13 15+16 ~+.l 5X+hl 5. 

15+ 16 13+12 14+13 16+16 1+ 1 1>1+1.0 60 

5 10 16+15 13+12 13+13 15+15 1+1 hD+\K W 

16+ 16 14+13 14+14 15+16 1+3 62+61 1>2 
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T bl 55 E a e ssav 3 

code content organization vocabulary language m('~hanu.:, hlCal a'oC'tage 

"'C "'on: 
G1 

SI 17+18 12+13 11+14 18+20 1+1 61+{>R M 
18+19 13+13 14+15 20+20 1+4 6K+71 "'I 

S2 15+14 12+12 11+14 11+15 1+1 51>+58 57 
16+14 12+13 12+ 14 15+16 1+1 5K+(,() SIJ 

S3 16+18 12+13 13+14 17+16 .,+~ 61+{>4 62 
18+18 13+13 11+12 18+18 1+1 65+64 64 

S4 17+16 12+13 13+14 15+17 .1+ 1 tl()+6 '\ t. I 
18+18 13+13 14+14 18+18 1+1 66+M "', 

S5 16+1 8 13+13 14+14 18+1 7 1+ 1 M+M t>I 

18+18 14+13 11+14 18+IK 1+1 66+M "', 
G, 

S6 18+18 13+12 14+15 17+17 1+4 6~+M ll~ 

20+20 13+ 14 15+15 18+19 4+4 70+72 71 

S7 18+19 14+14 14+15 18+20 .'\+1 67+71 ". 
20+20 15+14 15+16 20+20 1+1 7:\+1'\ 71 

S8 15+16 13+12 15+14 17+18 1+1 61+61 t.1 

16+18 13+ 13 15+16 17+19 .1+.1 64+69 "', 
S9 14+14 12+13 12+11 14+11 .1+-" 5~+5() '5 

15+16 13+13 13+14 15+14 ,1+1 59+1>0 W 

S 10 14+15 12+13 12+11 15+15 1+ 1 5b+W " 16+17 12+1 2 11+13 15+15 1+1 57+(,() 58 
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Appe ndix K: Categories of • comments and st udents rClil)()n\c\ 'pliot) 

T bl 56 a e . : Catel!orics of Icachcr/occr commenh 

, categories of cammenl\ leacher peer lolal 

. content 21 16 17 

organization IJ II 2H 

lang. use 6 6 12 

vocabulary 6 I 7 

, mechanics 

~ -punctuation 0 0 0 

,..-spel ling 2 2 4 

-capitalization 2 0 , 
• 

-legibi lity I 5 6 

-paragraphing 1 5 H 

Total 54 50 104 

Group I (teacher) 

• 34 (63%) comments dealt with con lent and Or81\1111<1I10n and 

• 20 (37%) dealt with grammatical. lexical and mechanlc,ll error-. 

Group 2 (peer) 

• 31 (62%) dealt with con lenl and orgal1173l1on and 

• 19 (38%) dealt with grammaucal.lcxical and mcchanlcal CITO" 
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T bl 57 T a e . : I ypes of resnon!;c'o (Group I) 

comments changed as changed but not femo\ cd pan of the Ignol'(d rrJI~ Intal 
(teacher) suggested as suggclotcd le'l that ow;). ... object 

of comment 

cont. 10 2 . 4 j 21 

org. 5 3 2 2 I 11 

lang. use 4 1 1 - - h 

voe. 4 I 1 - b 

mech. 5 1 2 X 

Total 28 8 6 b h '4 

SOllrce: The types of reswmsl'S /Hell '" 11.1.5 -feU/1II1 IU'rt' (Itltlfl(l'Il }rol1l Rllllt·, I IJ f 1(J8.Y I 

• 52% were used by student ... ,L\ \uggc\tcd by the teacher 

• 15% were also used but not u!! \uggcMcd by the teacher 

• ( 11 %) part of the text that wa ... object of the COllllllent, wa ... relllmed 

• II % were 'ignored' 

• 11 % were 'praise' 

• 78% were uti lized a ... a whole 
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T bl 58 T r a e . : l ypeSO respon.,e~ (Group 2) 

comments changed as changed but removed part of the: IgnorClI praJ\(" u)(.J1 
(peer) suggested not a .. tcxtlhJt ",a\ thc 

suggc ... tcd obJlXt of comment 

cont. 5 3 1 ) ~ II, 

org. 5 4 I 1 2 I~ 

lang. use 3 I 2 - t, 

VOC. - . I I 

mcch. 9 . I 2 - 12 

TOlal 22 8 6 K to '0 

• 44% of the comlllents were u\ed a~ \uggc\tcd hy pee .... 

• 16% were also used bUI nOI as \ugge\ted 

• (12%) part of the text that wa\ the object of comment ",a\ r~IllO\'cd 

• 16% were 'ignored' 

• 12% were 'praise' 

• 72% were utilized as a whole 
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Appendix L: Essay resul ts (m:un) 

T bl 6 , e .10: Imnro",olu c;;'v (GI (1-9) and G2 (10.1811 

code content orgam7atlon vocabulary lang mct:hamc~ tnt.J1 a\cr1gc 
u'<! _"we 

51 19+20 12+13 11+15 15+17 2+1 hl+hM M 

52 15+ 16 11+1 2 12+12 IJ+J.I 2+1 ~2+<li1 ~~ 

53 20+19 14+14 16+15 20+ If) .1~ 71+71 n 
54 20+21 13+ 11 17+15 IK+20 ~~ 72i71 71 

55 20+18 13+15 17+14 18+18 .1+1 71+08 (.9 

56 14+1 3 10+12 11+12 12+12 )~ 4M+~1 51 

57 20+20 11+1 3 14+13 15+18 2+1 (12+tI1 M 

58 13+ 14 11+1 2 11+11 14+11 1+1 I 54+~·1 ~4 

59 18+ 17 13+13 13+ 14 16+15 .1+1 61+112 02 

510 19+1 8 11+1 3 14+1~ lK+20 1+1 M+tll 00 

511 20+19 13+ 15 14+16 17+16 .1+1 h1+tI(} "' 
512 17+19 11+11 13+12 15+1·1 2+1 58+59 58 

5 13 18+ 17 12+11 13+14 15+16 2+3 00+61 60 

514 20+19 12+13 14+13 15+17 1+3 M+M M 

515 20+21 14+16 13+15 17+15 .1+.1 67+70 68 

516 14+16 10+10 10+11 12+1.1 2+2 48+51 49 

517 18+19 14+1 3 15+15 16+17 3+3 66+67 "" 
518 20+19 13+12 12+12 15+16 3+3 h1+tl~ 61 

5.D = 7.8 (GJ) and 6.09 (G2) 

to = 0 and Ie (0.05 and 0.01. 16) = 2.120 and 2921 re .. pc,U\cly 
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Tbl611E I G a e ssay ( I) 

code content organization vocabulary lang mechaOl~' 1111.11 oi\Crage 
u\e scurc 

S I 16+1 5 11+12 13+ 12 13+14 3+3 ~h+~h ~h 
16+1 6 11+12 13+13 15+1. ~+1 ! ~K+~K ~8 

S2 17+1 8 12+11 12+11 14+11 3+1 ~H+1:j6 ~1 

17+19 12+12 12+11 1~+11 )+1 W+tlO ~" 
S3 18+19 13+14 14+14 17+18 3+4 M+h'l 61 

19+20 14+14 14+15 18+20 4+4 69+'3 71 

S4 19+20 13+ 14 15+16 18+19 1+-1 68+'1 7U 
20+20 14+14 15+16 18+20 3+-1 7U+74 72 

S5 17+ 18 12+1 3 13+14 17+16 3+.1 62+6·' 61 
18+18 13+14 13+15 18+IK 3+.1 h5+6H 1>1, 

S6 18+17 11+1 2 12+12 15+16 3+2- 59+59 ~'1 

18+19 12+1 3 12+13 17+17 1+1 62+M h1 

S7 17+18 11 +12 11+12 14+11 3+3 ~h+~K 17 

17+18 12+12 12+12 11+11 1+1 W+60 ~IJ 

S8 16+1 5 12+12 12+ 13 11+ 1.1 1+2 ~h+~5 ~~ 

16+16 13+ 13 12+ 13 14+11 3+1 5H+SR ~K 

S9 18+18 12+13 14+1 3 16+17 3+3 6ltM hI 

19+20 12+14 15+14 17+16 3+3 1>1>+1>7 hi! 

• S.D ( G1) =0.84 

• to :=7. 143 and It (0.05 and 0.01. 8) = 2.306 and 3355 r'C"rec11\cI) 
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. -. ssay Table 6 J' E I (G2 ) 

code COntent organizatIon vocabulary lang nlC'lhamo 'nt.ll .\tr.lF 
u...: ""'"' 510 16+18 11+10 12+11 1~+12 3+2 'h~3 '4 16+18 11+11 12+12 11+14 1+1 ~~+SH ~(1 

511 18+18 11+11 11+11 11+14 1+ 1 I '1>+'7 ", 18+ 19 12+12 11+12 11+14 1+1 bl+hO 1><1 

512 16+17 10+10 11+10 11+11 1+1 I ~1+'1 11 
17+17 11+10 12+ 10 11+1·1 1+1 'X+'·I ", 

513 18+17 12+1 3 12+ 11 11+11 2+' I 57+~tl 'S 
20+18 13+1 3 11+11 14+15 .1+1 6\+hO I, I 

514 20+19 12+12 1.1+ 14 II+I~ 1+4 6'+M I,' 
20+20 12+1 3 11+11 16+1~ 4+4 M+og ,", 

515 21+20 13+13 14+14 17+16 4+1 b9+M h7 
22+22 13+13 16+11 IX+16 4+4 71+7() 71 

516 16+1 7 10+11 11+12 13+11 2+1 52+Ci() '4 
17+1 7 11+11 12+12 13+11 J+l I ~6+C;8 '7 

517 20+18 12+1 2 11+14 16+15 1+.1 M+62 I, I 

21+20 13+12 14+14 18+ 1 ~ 4+.1 71l+M h7 

518 22+21 12+13 16+17 18+20 4+4 72+7C; 71 
24+22 14+14 16+1 8 21+22 1+4 79+K() 7'1 

• 5.D = 5.27 (G I) and 7.28 (G2) for DI 

• to = 1.492 and lc (0.05 andO.OI, 16)=2. 120and2.921 fC\PCdl"c1) 

• 5.D = 5.75 (G I) and 7.82 (G2) for D2 

., = 1.087and~(0.05andO.01, 16)=2.120and2.921 ""J1<C",e1) , 

• 5.D (G2) = 1.5 

I = 8 and" (0.05 and 0.01. 8)= 2.306 Jnd lJlS ""1',,,,,,<1) , 
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T bl 6 a e .13: Essav2(GI) 

code conlent organiz311o vocabulary lang. mcxhanu: .. lIlIa) a\cnge 
n u'>C ",,,.n: 

51 20+20 11 +10 11+1 0 14+15 ~+~ 19"8 I 
21+21 12+1 2 11+1 0 16+16 J+) 6'\+62 h2 

52 18+1 7 10+11 10+1 0 11+12 2+2 51+~2 'I 
18+18 11+11 10+1 2 n+l) 2+3 ~"+57 " 

53 20+20 13+13 13+14 16+18 3+3 M+I.M '''' 21+20 13+13 15+14 19+20 )+4 71+71 71 

54 22+20 13+12 14+15 18+19 )+1 7()+6{' h'I 

22+22 13+1 3 15+15 19+20 )+4 71+7·1 72 

55 19+1 8 12+ 10 12+10 14+15 3+3 flO+ 5(1 'M 

19+1 8 12+1 2 13+12 16+16 3+) (, ,+(,1 h2 

56 17+17 10+11 12+11 11+14 3+2 55+~.a 54 

18+19 11+12 13+ 11 14+ I() 3+3 SM+tll 5'1 

57 14+15 10+11 12+10 13+1l 3+'\ 52+5' 52 

16+16 12+ 11 13+ 11 12+14 3+.'\ Sh+S' " 
58 14+15 10+10 11+1 2 12+11 3+) 50+51 50 

16+17 11+1 2 11+12 12+10 3+1 5\+14 " 
59 18+19 12+ 11 13+ 14 14+16 1+4 6(J+b4 h2 

18+20 13+12 14+14 16+16 \+4 M+(16 hi 

• 5.D (G I) ; 0.84 

• 10 = 10.714 and t, (0.05 and 0.01. 8) = 2.306 and 3.355 rc~rc,tl\c1) 
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T bl 6 a e .14 :Essay 2 (G2) 

code content organizullo vocabulaT)' lang ITIC(;h.1nK\ Iolal ...... g< 
n "'" .. -

SIO 14+16 10+10 11+10 12+13 2+2 4c)+~ I So 
17+17 11+10 11+10 11+11 3+2 11+12 53 

SII 15+17 10+10 10+10 11+12 ~+, 49+U 10 
18+18 10+11 10+11 13+1] ~+-, ~4+~6 ~I 

SI2 14+13 10+9 9+10 11+12 2+1 41>+47 4_ 
15+14 10+10 10+12 11+1 2 ]+1 49+11 '0 

S 13 13+13 11+12 12+1 3 14+11 J+:\ 5"+'h '4 
14+14 12+12 13+1 ] 16+16 3+J ~K+~K '" 

S14 20+19 13+13 13+14 17+18 .1+4 66+(,)( 1.7 

20+21 13+14 14+14 18+19 ]+4 6X+72 711 

S15 21+20 14+14 15+14 16+11 4+1 7()+M 1>8 

22+20 14+15 16+16 17+17 4+4 7]+72 72 

S16 13+14 10+10 10+12 1]+1] 2+2 4"+11 4'1 

15+14 11+10 12+1 ] 14+11 2+2 I 54+~4 14 

S17 18+20 12+13 14+1 5 15+16 ]+] h2+h7 61 

20+21 13+ 13 15+16 17+18 ]+] 6X+71 _'I 

S18 22+21 13+13 15+1 6 17+18 1+4 71)+72 71 

22+23 14+13 16+16 19+20 4+4 71+76 7\ 

• S.D ~ 6.91 (G 1) and 9.65 (02) for 01 

• 10 :: 1.087 and I, (0.05 and 0.0 1, 16) = 2.210 and 2.921 rC\J>C(t\\c\) 

• S.D ~ 6.88 (G 1) and 9.59 (G2) for D2 

• t, ~ 1.099 and t, (0.05 and 0.01. 16) ~ 2120 and 2.921 ",'peetl,e1) 

• S.D (G2) ~ 0.97 

• t ~ 15.625 and t, (0.05 and 0.01. 8) ~ 2.306 and 1..111 TC'peetlH1) , 
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T bl 615 E a e ssay3 (GI) 

code COntent organizatlO vocabulary lang mechanic, lowl a" n u\c f,('(K(' 

SI 18+18 11+10 12+10 12+13 3+3 'h+'4 'S 20+19 12+11 13+11 12+13 1+3 60+<1 5K 
S2 15+16 12+ 10 10+11 11+12 3+3 51+~2 <I 

17+17 11+11 10+1 2 12+13 1+) B+'ll '4 
S3 20+20 12+1 3 13+12 14+15 3+3 62+6' 61 

20+21 13+ 13 13+1) 15+15 )+4 M+bi> h< 

S4 2 1+22 13+14 14+15 18+17 3+ 1 h9+11 711 
22+22 13+ 14 16+15 18+18 ).H 72+11 72 

S5 18+17 13+ 13 13+14 15+16 3+' h2+hJ 1>2 
18+19 14+14 14+14 14+16 )+) 61+llh M 

S6 17+18 12+1 3 12+11 14+12 1+1 ~K+~I} 'K 
17+18 13+ 14 14+15 15+11 1+1 ll2+61 1>2 

S7 18+18 11+12 13+12 14+15 3+3 ~9+6() "~I 
18+19 11+13 14+13 16+15 .1+3 62+6\ /.2 

S8 17+19 11+10 13+1 2 14+14 1+1 ~K+~H 'K 
18+19 12+11 13+13 16+15 J+l 61+tll 1>1 

S9 18+20 12+ 12 13+14 16+15 .1+ 1 62+tH 1>1 

20+20 13+12 13+15 16+16 4+1 6(l+66 ,", 

• S.D(GI)=0.78 

• I = 11.538 and I, (0.05 and 0.01. 8) = 2.306 and 1,)55 rc'J"O<"'cI). , 
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T bl a e 6.16: Essav 3 (G2) 

code content organizJlio vocabulary lang mcchOiOlc, lolal a\tra (' 
n "\C "' ... 

510 14+14 10+11 12+12 13+14 ~+2 Sl+Sl 52 
15+16 10+1 2 12+1 3 14+15 1+3 5~+W 56 

511 16+ 16 10+10 12+1 3 14+ 15 2+.'\ 54+n 5' 
17+16 10+11 13+14 15+15 3+' SX+SC) IK 

5 12 16+ 15 12+10 12+1 3 14+1 4 3+1 57+S5 5t) 

17+16 12+11 12+14 15+1 5 3+.'\ 5')+59 5'J 

513 17+16 12+12 13+11 16+15 3+2 bl+S6 SK 

18+18 13+1 2 12+1 3 16+16 3+3 62+fl2 62 

514 20+20 13+12 15+14 18+17 3+4 69+61 6K 

21+20 13+1 3 16+1 5 18+ 18 4+4 72+70 71 

515 20+20 13+14 14+1 6 16+18 3+4 6(,+ 72 b9 

21+21 14+15 15+1 6 18+ 18 3+4 71+74 72 

516 14+15 9+11 10+1 2 13+15 2+2 4K+55 51 

15+15 10+11 12+11 14+15 3+2 S.s+S.J 54 

517 17+19 12+1 3 14+13 17+19 3+3 6 '+(17 M 

18+20 12+12 15+1 5 17+1 9 ",+3 b7+70 6" 

518 21+22 14+15 15+1 6 20+1 8 4+4 7·1+71 71 

22+22 15+15 17+1 7 20+20 4+4 78+78 7" 

• S.D = 5.38 (G I) and 8.48 (G2) for D I 

• to = 0.96 1 and t, (0.05 and 0.0 I. 16) = 2 120 and 2.921 ""r,:ct"eI~ 

• S.D = 5.07 (Gl) and 8.32 (G2) for D2 

• t = 0.925 and t, (0.05 and 0.01. 16) = 2 120 and 2.921 "',pc<mel) 
o 

• S.D (02) = 0.52 

• t = 17.647 and t, (0.05 and 0.01. 8) = 2.306 and 3.355 ",'pcell,eI) 
o 
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Appendix M: Correlation coefficient (r )(pllot) 

Table 59- C I - ffi - - orre allon coe Idem (r) (lmnromr IU e .. ,ay) 

GI /G2 X Y , , 
) ' Y , 'l 

51 68 73 3 6 9 16 IX 

52 60 59 -5 -8 25 64 ~C) 

53 62 63 -3 -4 9 16 12 

54 60 63 -5 -4 25 16 2(J 

55 69 75 4 8 16 64 12 

56 70 71 5 4 25 16 10 

57 67 69 2 2 4 4 4 

58 59 62 -6 ·5 36 25 In 

59 63 65 -2 ·2 4 4 --\ 

5 10 69 67 4 0 16 0 n 
. 

X=65 Y=67 
, 

• x = 65 and Y = 67 (mean ,>core .. ) 

• E,' =169 Ey' =245 E,y= 180 

• Correlation coefficient (r) = 0.88 

• The values awarded by the IWO ratero; correlated JlO\.uvcly. 

• Therefore, the rating \Va. .. reliable. 
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Table 5 10· C I · orrc allan coefficient (r) (E,,,a\' 2 - 0 I) 

GI /G2 X Y x y , ) 'Y 
SI 66 68 5 5 25 25 2S 

S2 59 61 ·2 ·2 4 -I ·1 

S3 52 56 ·9 ·7 HI 4~ 1>3 

S4 66 69 5 6 25 11> )() 

S5 60 61 · 1 ·2 I ·1 , 
• 

S6 61 64 0 I 0 I II 

S7 64 69 3 6 9 1/1 IK 

S8 61 61 0 ·2 () 1 II 

S9 58 61 ·3 ·2 9 -I /I 

SIO 60 58 ·1 ·5 I :!~ \ 

X;61 Y;63 [,' =111 " ' _IHH '( _ \ ~J ) ) 

• X = 61 and Y =63 (mean score,) 

• Correlation coefficient (r) = 0.90 

• The values awarded by the twO raters correlated po\lllvcly. 

• Therefore, the raling was reliable. 
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Table 5 I I C I ' orre at lon coefficicnt (r) (E\\J',' 3 -02) 
0 1/02 X Y , 

" r } 'Y 
SI 68 71 3 5 9 21 15 
S2 58 60 -7 6 49 16 42 
S3 65 64 0 ·2 0 I n 
S4 66 66 I 0 I I) I) 

S5 66 66 I 0 I U I) 

S6 70 72 5 6 25 16 11) 

S7 73 73 8 7 64 4'/ 51> 

S8 64 69 I J I 9 1 

S9 59 60 6 ·6 16 16 ," 
SIO 57 60 ·8 ·6 64 16 I~ 

X =65 Y=66 ,Ii. HO tyr.~nl L\) .22~ 

• x = 65 and Y = 66 (mean ",corcli) 

• LX' = 250 Ly'=23 I LXy =224 

• Correlation coerric ient (r) = 0.93 

• The values awarded by the two ratcr\ correlated PO"'llIvcly. 

• Therefore, the rating was reliable . 
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Appendix N: Correlation coefficient (r) (main) 

Table 6 17' Cor I t" f rc a Ion coe ficient (r) (lmpromotu e ...... y) 

G I/G2 X Y x } , ) 'Y 
51 61 68 -2 4 4 16 -8 

52 52 57 - II -7 121 4'1 77 

53 73 71 10 7 100 j<J 70 

54 72 71 9 7 81 W 1>3 

55 71 68 8 4 64 I I, " • 
56 48 53 -15 · 11 225 121 Ih~ 

57 62 67 I , I 'I J 

58 54 54 ·9 10 81 IllO 'K) 

59 63 62 0 ·2 0 1 /I 

510 67 68 4 4 16 16 II, 

511 71 70 8 6 64 .16 4H 

512 58 59 -5 5 2~ 25 2~ 

513 60 61 -3 -3 9 9 9 

514 66 65 3 I 9 I 1 

515 69 72 6 8 .l6 1>4 1X 

516 48 51 -15 -13 225 Ih9 19~ 

517 68 67 5 , 2~ 9 I~ 

518 63 62 0 ·2 0 4 0 

= Y=64 ~,.:=108h '''',l ~7~b [, • 1(-' ~ 
X 63 ) 

• x = 63 and Y = 64 (mean score ... ) 

• Lx' =1086 Ly' =746 Exy=845 

• Correlation coefficicnt (r) = 0.94 

• The values awarded by the twO ratc" \\-cre hlghl) correlated 

• Therefore, the rat ing W3:-' reliable. 
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Table 6 18- Cor I rc atlOn coefficient (r) (E~~a\ 2. 01 ) 

GI/G2 X Y }. , 
Y • ,. ,y 

SI 59 58 2 · 1 4 I 2 
S2 51 52 ·6 ·7 )6 4'1 42 
S3 65 68 8 9 6-1 XI 72 
S4 70 69 13 10 169 IIMI 1)11 

S5 60 56 3 ·3 I) 'I 'I 

S6 55 54 ·2 ·5 4 2~ III 

S7 52 53 ·5 ·6 25 16 30 

S8 50 51 ·7 ·8 -19 IN '6 

S9 60 6-1 3 5 'I 21 I' 

SIO 49 51 ·8 ·8 6-1 M M 

SII 49 52 ·8 -7 6-1 -'9 I', 
SI2 46 47 · 11 · 12 121 144 112 

SI3 53 56 -4 3 16 9 12 

SI4 66 68 9 9 81 81 HI 

SIS 70 66 13 7 1()9 49 'II 

SI6 48 51 ·9 ·8 81 6-1 72 

SI7 62 67 5 8 21 6-1 411 

SI8 70 72 13 I) 169 169 1M . -.' . , ,---X =57 Y - 59 

• X ::: 57 and Y ::: 59 (mean scores) 

• L" =11 59 Ly'=1082 Exy =1061 

• Correlation coefficient (r)::: 0.95 

• The values awarded by the IWO ratc'" wCrt hlghl) correlated 

• Therefore, the rating was reliable. 
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Table 6 19 I ' : corre allon coefficient (r) CE"'Ia\ ].02) 

GI/G2 X Y x y " r 'Y 
51 60 57 ·3 ·7 9 .t~ 21 

52 53 56 ·10 8 If X) b.t 80 

53 64 66 I 2 I .t 2 

54 72 73 9 9 XI XI 81 

55 63 66 0 2 0 ·1 II 

56 62 63 · 1 ·1 I I I 

57 62 63 ·1 ·1 I I I 

58 62 61 · 1 .J I 'J 1 

59 66 66 3 2 9 ·1 h 

510 54 59 ·9 ·5 XI 2' 15 

511 58 59 ·5 ·5 2~ 2' 2' 

512 59 59 -4 ·5 16 2~ ~II 

513 62 62 ·1 ·2 I .t 2 

514 72 70 9 6 XI 11> \·1 

515 71 74 8 10 ().I 100 xo 

516 54 54 ·9 · 10 Xl 11M) 'XI 

517 67 70 4 6 16 16 2·1 

518 78 78 15 14 225 1% 21n 

X =63 Y=64 \'x'=793 Lv.7bot 1.:" .7",S 

• X =63 and Y = 64 (mean score.,) 

• LX' =793 Ey' = 764 E,y=745 

• Correlation coefficient (r) = 0.96 

• The values awarded by the twO rale!'\ ",ere hlghl) correlated 

• Therefore, the rating wa~ reliable. 
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Appendix 0 : Genera l criteria ro r e\ alualing "riling 

• 
• 

Does the essay have an eVident and rocu~d the\l\ or maIO pOlOt ' 

Does the writer control the tOpiC throughout') Sct up a ('(1011.",,' r"O\t!nr a own rOIn' " 

Come to a conclusion that rci alcl, Ide,l\ or ,how\ Imph('~HI{ln .. ur Mi!nIIl1.:3nf,;C I 

• Are generalizat ions developed wllh I,peclfic reference\, cxJmp!c ... and ~"ld(."nf,;C" 

• Does the essay maintain II cOlll,il,tenl tone that 1\ appropn.ltc 10 11\ .. uhJc(, and pOilU III 

view? 

Source: LeFevre alld Dickersoll (/981 12()·2/) 
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Appendix P: Peer evaluation reWbnck criteria 

I. Approach: 

(a) First reading for general imprc~~ ion wllh focu .. on contcnt and or~anll ... tlon 

(b) Second reading with focus on ~pccific writing component\: content, (lrganll.atlon. \lJl.bulary, 

language usc, and mechanics. 

2. Criteria: 

(a) content: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

treatment of the subject! knowledge of the tOPIC 

considerable variety of idea., or argument 

relevance to the topic 

accurate details! development of the the'l\ 

(b) organization: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

nuency 

ideas clearly stated and ~upported 

logically sequenced (coherence) 

connectives appropriately used (cohesion) 

(c) vocabulary: 

• mastery of words 

• choice of words 

• effective words! idiom~ 

• appropriacy 

(d) language use: 

• concord 
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• tenses 

• number 

• word order 

• art icles 

• pronouns 

• prepositions 

(e) mechanics: 

• spell ing 

• punctuation 

• capitalization 

• layout (indentation, margln~) 

• legibility 

• paragraphing 

Source: Jacobs el (II. (1981) ami Carroll ami Wt',H (19H9) 
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Appendix Q: The ESL composilioll profile 

1. content (30 points) 

30-27 excellent to very good: 

• knowledgeable 

• substantive 

• thorough development of thesis 

• relevant to assigned lopic 

26-22 good to average: 

• some knowledge of subject 

• adequate ran ge 

• limited development of thesis 

• mostly relevant to topic, but lach detail 

21-17 fair to poor: 

• limited knowledge of subject 

• linle substance 

• inadequate development of lopic 

16-13 very poor: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

does not show knowledge of !tubJcct 

non_substanti ve 

not pertinent 

or not enough to evaluate 



2. organization (20 points) 

20-18 excellent to very good: 

• fluent expression 

• ideas clearly stated/supported 

• succinct 

• well organized 

• logical sequencing 

• cohesive 

17- 14 good to average: 

• somewhat choppy 

• loosely organized but main idea." "tand Qut 

• limited support 

• logical but incomplete sequencing 

13-10 fair to poor: 

• non-fluent 

• ideas confused or disconnectcd 

• lacks logical sequencing and devclopment 

9-7 very poor: 

• does not communicate 

• no organization 

• or not enough to evaluate 

))0 



• 

---- ~--

3. vocabulary (20 points) 

20-18 excellent to very good: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

sophisticated range 

effective word/idiom choice and usage 

word form mastery 

appropriate register 

17-14 good to average: 

• adequate range 

• occasional errors of word/idiom form. chOIce. u,age hut meanmg lint Ilh'(;ureJ 

\3-10 fair to poor: 

• limited range 

• frequent errors of word/idiom (ofm, chOice. u,age 

• meaning confused or obscured 

9-7 very poor: 

• essentially translation 

• litlle knowledge of Engli ~h vocabulary. Idiom', word form 

• or not enough to evaluate 

4. language use (25 points) 

25-22 excellent to very good: 

• 
• 

effective complex construction\; 

few errors of 

prepositions 

number, word ordcr/lun(tlon. anlc~ pronou 
agreement. tell\C, 
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2 1- 18 good to average: 

• effective bUi simple constructlon\ 

• minor problems in complex con\lruction\ 

• several errors of agreemcnt, ten\c, number, word urdcrJi'uJ)(ltnn, i1f11 s pronoun 

prepositions but mcaning ~eldom Ob\CUfCd 

17- 11 fa ir to poor 

• major problcms in simple/complex eon\truetlom. 

• freq uen t errors of negation , agreemcnt. len\<:. number. "-11rd (lfdcrJlundlllO. IJ1ld 

pronouns, preposition\ and/or fragment'. run-on"', deletIOn ... 

• meaning confused or ob\cured 

10-5 very poor: 

• virtually no mastery of sentence con ... truclion rule ... 

• dominated by errors 

• does not communicatc 

• or not enough \0 evaluatc 

5.mechanics (5 points) 

5 excellcnt to very good: 

• demonstrates mastery of conventIOn' 

• few errors of spelling. punctuation. capltJh1JItOn. parJgraphtng 

4 good to average: 

. f II ng punctuatton. capllaillJtlon. rJra~raphmg hul mealllng not 
• occasIOnal errors 0 spc I • 

obscured 
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3 fair to poor: 

• 
• 

frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capltJli/JtlOn. parJgraphln, 

poor handwriting 

• meaning confused or obscured 

2 very poor: 

• no mastery of conventions 

• dominated by errors of spelling, punctuallOn, CilpllJIIIJIIOn, fMragraphlll 

• handwriting illegible 

• or not enough to evaluate 

Source: Jacobs et af. (1981:30) 
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