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Abstract

The major objective of this study was to investigate teacher —initiated learner self-
correcting ability in written composition of third year EFL students at Wollega
University taking the course Advanced Composition. Specifically, the study aimed
at finding out the extent to which the students can self-correct their written errors,
the strategies they use to process and handle the teacher’s written feedback and
revise their texts, areas of ease and difficulty for them to self-correct, and their
general attitude to the technique.

To achieve these objectives, the necessary data were collected through
composition writing tasks, student questionnaire and teacher interview. The
students (No. 25) i.e. 100% were made to write four compositions (two original
versions and two self-corrections or revisions). Finally they filled in a
questionnaire and their instructor was interviewed.

The result of the essay writing revealed that the students successfully self-
corrected their composition errors. That is from a total of 1155 errors recorded pre-
feedback on both sessions writing tasks, they managed to significantly reduce
these to 475 errors self-correcting 680 errors or 58.9% of the errors. This implies
that self-correction and rewriting are worthwhile approaches to written error
correction. Moreover, it was revealed that the students attended to most (93%) of
the teacher’s comments and suggestions in self-correcting and rewriting.

The result of student questionnaire similarly disclosed that they mostly used
internal resources like reading the feedback over and over and contextual clues to
process and understand the teacher’s comments. They also reported having good
initiation and motivation for self-correction and revision. The teacher also noted
that he used teacher correction sometimes, peer correction most frequently and
self correction rarely.

Finally, it was concluded that self-correction is an indispensable means of dealing
with written errors and promoting writing autonomy in EFL classes. However, in
order to deal with or overcome the limitations of the technique, proper training
and conscious-raising on its benefits and procedures are essential for the
students and teachers alike. Teachers are also advised to draw on different
correction techniques (peer-correction, etc), depending on the nature of the
activities and other situations, giving self-correction the first place in their minds.

Vi



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1Background to the Study

English is by far the most widely spoken foreign language in the world. Besides, it is a language of
instruction, business, media, international communic_:ation, etc. In our country too English serves a variety
of important purposes. In addition to the functions mentioned above, it is mainly used as a medium of
instruction generally starting from high school (grade 9) up to higher education level. It is thus evident
that these roles played by English for academic and non-academic matters show its significant place in the

country’s development endeavor.

In spite of this, the proficiency level of high school leavers is extremely low and below the required
standard (Teshome, 1995). This low competency level in turn has an adverse effect on the students
academic achievement and on the quality of learning in general (Ibid). This is mainly because teachers
trained in higher educational institutions are not prepared to manage the complex classroom situations
prevailing in the Ethiopia schools (Hailom 1993:10). English language teachers on the other hand, blame

this poor proficiency level on lack of motivation on the part of the learners (Felekech, 2007).

Consequently, it is commonly observed that the students’ language skills in general and their writing skills
in particular seem to be below the desired level (Testaye , 1995; Asres, 2005). However, since writing

skill lays a base for students’ academic success, it needs special attention of the writing teacher.

In order to address this problem of writing competency, it is important to investigate the current situation
of writing instruction and suggest alternative strategies so as to improve the existing practice. To this
effect, the researcher is interested in conducting a study on self-correcting abilities in written composition
of Wollega University regular third year EFL students, taking Advanced Composition course in the

second semester of 2009 academic year.

Wollega University is located in Oromia region, West Wollega Zone 331km from Addis. It is one of the
13universities established in 2004 as part of the current governments’ attempt to expand higher
educational institutions in the country. It offers a degree program in social, natural, and humanity fields of
studies. The area of study includes biology chemistry, physics, mathematics, engineering, economics
accounting environmental studies, geography history, language (English, Afan Oromo Amharic) etc. The
department of Foreign Languages and Literature also offers two writing courses: Intermediate Writing
Skill ( FLEn 204) on second year and Advanced Composition (FLEn 406) on third year, in addition to

other required courses for B.Ed degree. Both courses are offered with three credits —hour per week



1.2 Statement of the Problem

The concepts of feedback, error treatment, and error correction are crucial elements and central
aspects of EFL/ESL instruction (Chaudron, 1988).These common phenomena in language classes
are ways by which students are informed about their performances and get motivated for better
success and endeavor (Littlewood, 1981). Thus language class which doesn’t take this into

account is hardly called a language class (Edge, 1983; Gower, et al 1995).

When it comes to writing, foreign language learners are confronted with a number of problems,
some of which are cognitive and linguistic demands it makes on them. That is what contents to
include, how to organize them and language needed to express these (Byrne 1988). As a result of
such attempt to communicate, inevitably they make mistakes. It is also natural that students want

and expect feedback for the betterment of their writing and communication skills.

However, the questions of who and how to correct written errors seem to be controversial and
perhaps a matter awaiting intensive research (Chaudron, 1988; Allwright & Bailey, 1991). The
problem of who should correct learners’ errors is particularly getting complex as research on
errors correction is not at all conclusive (Brown, 1994; Lee 1997). Some prefer and use the
traditional method where the teacher directly corrects learner’s errors. Tudor (1996),for instance,
states, “In a traditional method the teacher assumes the role of correcting errors” (P. 214). Others,
on the other hand, favor the involvement of learners (peer or self-correction) (Ibid). This side of
argument holds the view that learner involvement is strategy leading to a more effective learning

of EFL writing.

Scholars in the field of ELT generally seem to be dissatisfied about the effect of the traditional
method of error treatment, considering it as a potential danger to writerautonomy. Allwright,

(1988: 109), for example, comments:

What worries me is not such feedback procedures [teacher feedback] are inefficient in
themselves, but they constitute a large quantity of “spoon-feeding” with the teacher
taking virtually all the responsibility for error detection and correction. Such spoon-
feeding militates against the development of writer autonony.

Allwright and Bailey (1991) also share this view. They assert that the manner in which errors are

treated i.e. whether by the teacher, the learner himself or peers can influence the students’ ability



to detect and correct errors. They, therefore, suggest that before dealing with learners’ errors
teachers must first decide If learners can employ self-initiated self-repair or other- initiated
learner self-repair strategy.

Direct teacher correction, in general, seems unfavorable because when teachers mark students’
assignments and return the papers “embleshed with corrections”, the students groan, put it away
and forget about it (Raimes, 1983). As a result, students rarely get the opportunity to look back at
their work and self-correct their own errors. This leaves them passive recipients of correction
because the more assistance the teacher offers, the less responsibility the students need to take
(Reid, 1994). Hence, “it is perfectly reasonable and pedagogically sound to get them [the
students] correct their own mistakes” (Byme, 1988: 123). The above mentioned scholars seem to
argue that learmers should actively involve themselves in the correction process of their written
composition and look back at their own works so that they can see why they get something right
or wrong.

In the Ethiopian context, too the traditional method of error correction is reported to have been
used. Teachers in general do not seem to recognize the benefits of self-correction and thus
learners are offered no opportunities to take responsibility for their own writing despite the
current urge of promoting learner autonomy. Studies conducted by Teshome, (1995), Derib,
(2007); for example, have revealed that Ethiopian teachers use direct teacher correction. This way
of error treatment, however, seems to have hindered the students’ writing ability (Tesfaye 1995;
Italo, 1999; Asres, 2005) and their self-correcting ability as well. Students attending college
preparatory courses and those joining colleges and universities generally seem to lack the

required skills to comment on their own works even if they are given written feedback (Taye
2005).

Though many research pieces have been conducted on various natures of feedback and error
treatment, the area of self-correction of written error has not been sufficiently researched. Italo’s
(1999) study, for example, aimed at investigating the effectiveness of peer versus teacher
feedback and it was revealed that the difference between the two techniques was insignificant.
Similarly, Felekech (2007) studied the effectiveness of peer review technique and found out that

it was generally effective.



To my knowledge, the only studies related to teacher-initiated learner self- correction strategy are
Tesfaye’s (1995) and Mesfin’s (2004) works. Tesfaye’s experimental study aimed at
investigating the effectiveness of different feedback techniques in helping learners improve their
proficiency in written English using teachers direct error correction versus self correction
technique. The experimental group received feedback types that let them self-correct their own
errors. The control group received direct teacher correction on their writing tasks. The result
showed that self-correction techniques are more effective in helping learners to improve the
quality of their texts than the techniques where the teacher gives direct correction. Mesfin
investigated the effectiveness of peer correction versus self-correction techniques in improving
written composition of preparatory school students in Addis Ababa. The study revealed that there

is no significant difference between the two methods.

However, there are few local studies conducted to explore areas of learner self- correction of
written composition in its own right, particularly teacher- initiated learner self correction. Though
the studies reported so far claim the effectiveness of one approach over the other (Tesfaye, Ibid)
or at least their being equal in effectiveness (Mesfin,2004),they don’t tell us much about the
effectiveness of teacher-initiated learner self correction strategy in written composition. The
current study is therefore aimed at filling this gap by investigating teacher-initiated self correcting
ability of EFL students at Wollega University and strategies they use in doing this. Thus students’
ability or lack of ability to self correct their written errors through teacher feedback provision is
generally not researched to claim its applicability in a writing classroom. The problem in

question is also not well-addressed in peripheral universities and colleges in the country.

1.3 Objective of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the self-correcting abilities in written
composition of EFL students attending Wollega university. Other specific objectives of the study

are to assess:
a. the extent to which the students can self-correct using the teacher’s written feedback.

b. the strategies students use in processing and utilizing the teacher’s feedback and revising

their texts during classroom writing activities.

c. student’s motivation and attitude towards the technique.



d. where the students have ease and difficulty in self-correcting.
e. the students’ writing and self-correction background skills.

f. the kind of feedback students prefer and for which aspect of composition they need it

more.
The study attempts to answer the following research questions:

a. Do students self-correct their own written errors using teachers’ written feedback? If so to

what extent?

b. What strategies do they use to process or to handle teacher’s feedback?
c. Where do they have ease and difficulty in self-correcting their texts?

d. What is their attitude towards the technique and how is their motivation?

1.4 Significance of the Study

Learner self-correction technique doesn’t seem to have been widely practiced in the Ethiopian
language classes. Hence, if this study has been successful it is believed that both teachers and
studentscan benefit from it by applying the technique in their classroom. It also relieves the
teacher’s marking load by transferring more responsibility to the learner. Moreover, it benefits
the learners too by fostering learner autonomy. Through the application of the technique, they
develop the self-critical skill to comment on their own work and activate their linguistic
competence and creativity. It makes them active participants in written composition by reflecting
on their own works. Furthermore, though the paper is specific in its scope, it is expected to give
tentative resolution to the problem in question. It can also invite other language scholars to the

same line of study to investigate the problem in greater depth and wider scope.

1.5 Scope of the Study

The study is confined to a limited scope. As already been mentioned it tries to assess the self-
correcting ability in written composition of EFL students attending a university. It is particularly
restricted to students taking the course Advanced Composition at Wellega University. As dealing
with all aspects of composition (e.g. style, register etc) is impractical and unmanageable within

the available time, the researcher attemptedto treat some clements like mechanics, grammar,



vocabulary, content and organization. These were selected because they are more common in the

writing literature and university courses.

1.6 Limitation of the Study

~ There were two major factors that could affect the manner in which the research was conducted.
First, the study was carried out in the face of serious constraint of time. Had it not been for this,
the problem in question could have been investigated in greater depth and wider scope by
administering more than two writing tasks and self correction sessions to further increase the
reliability of the study. Furthermore, even though many decisions regarding the data analysis
were jointly and carefully made by the researcher and the students’ composition instructor, it was
still likely that some element of subjectivity might creep into the composition error analysis.
Moreover, the number and nature of the errors identified during the error analysis could also be
affected by markers’ degree of error perception and/or tolerance. In addition, since the

composition writing was an in-class task, it was difficult to know the students feedback

processing strategies in out-of-classroom activities.
1.7 Definition of Terms and Abbreviations

a. Teacher-initiated learner self-correction — refers to a technique whereby the teacher
prompts learner self-correction through the provision of written clues or feedback. This

involves the use of correction symbols or codes like ‘SP’ for spelling; “T” for tense, etc.

b. The available body of literature on error treatment makes distinction between ‘error’ and
mistake. However, this paper does not take the distinction between the two into consideration
because of certain inconsistencies usually observed in the definitions of the terms. Thus both

terms in this paper are taken to mean the same thing and are used interchangeably.

Abbreviations
AAU= Addis Ababa University.
SE, V,=Student, Essayl, Versionl.

SE, V, =Student, Essay2, Version2.



1.8 Organization of the Study

The study comprises five chapters and a bibliography as well as appendices section. Chapter one
presents statement of the problem, objectives of the study, significance of the study, scope of the
study, limitations of the study, definition of terms and abbreviations and organization of the
study. The second chapter, review of related literature, discusses various ideas and viewpoints of
professional authorities in the field of writing. The third chapter deals with research design and
methodology of the study. Then the fourth chapter presents data analysis and interpretation. The

fifth chapter comprises summary, conclusion and recommendations. The bibliography is included

at the end followed by appendices.




CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 The Nature of Writing

2.1.1. What is writing?

Regarding the concept of writing, Byme (1988) identifies two levels of existence. On one
level, according to her, writing is an act of forming graphic symbols-making marks on a flat
surface of some kind. However, still she notes that writing is much more than the production
of such graphic symbols. The symbols have to be arranged according to certain conventions
to form words, and words to from sentences. Sentences in turn have to be linked together in

certain ways to create a coherent whole (text).

Thus writing can either be less demanding or much more complex. In its simplest form, it
may be thought of as just coping something from a spoken or written source (Rivers 1981),
and for lower grades writing may be sentence completion, substitution, transformation, etc
(Raimes (1983) At such levels writing requires minimal composing ability and thus needs a

low level cognitive process. This could be categorized as beginning level writing.

However, scholars in the field of writing define writing in a more advanced manner. For
example, Zamel (1983:166) states that “writing is not only the presentation of our thoughts in
graphic symbols but also a process of discovering and making meaning.” She further explains
that through the act of writing ideas are explored, clarified and reformulated and as a result
new ideas suggest themselves and become assimilated into the developing pattern of thought.
For Biggs (1988) as cited in Boughey (1997), writing is a tool for clarifying and extending
thought; an instrument of both communication and self-expression (Pincas 1982:5). This
double function of writing as pointed out by Pincas enables individuals to communicate with

members of other groups to express themselves and produce ideas in an interaction.

In conclusion, these definitions given by different scholars about writing reflect the different
levels of writing skill, its functions, and purposes Authorities in the field generally seem to
agree that writing is a means of encoding information or meaning to achieve a desired effect.
However, its permanency in the form of graphic symbols makes it difficult and different from

other means of encoding meaning,.



2.1.2 Why is Writing Difficult?

Writing is frequently considered a difficult task for any language users, and presents a fairly
challenging task both for native and non-native speakers. Certain cognitive psychologists have
gone to the extent of describing it as the most complex and demanding of all cognitive activities
(White and Arndt, 1991). Many educationalists contend that this difficulty emerges from the
nature of the writing skill itself (Nunan 1989). It is a multi-faceted activity where a writer 1s
expected to control a number of variables simultaneously (Rybowski, 1986; Byme, 1988; Hedge,
1988; Leki 1989; Nunan, 1989; Kroll, 1990). At the sentence level these include control of
content, format, sentence structure, vocabulary, and paragraph and letter formation. Beyond

sentence, the writer must be able to structure and integrate information into a coherent paragraph

(Kroll 1990).

Perhaps the other most common nature of writing that poses difficulty to student writers 1s that it
is a solitary activity (Hedge, (1988, 2000); McDonough & Shaw, 1993; Leki (1989, 1998).
Comparison between speech and writing can make this problem clearer. The writer usually writes
to an unknown reader or, displaced in time and space which means she/he cannot exploit all the
devices available to a speaker: paralinguistic features like gesture, body movement, facial
expressions, pitch and tone of voice stress, and hesitation (Hedge, 1988; Byrne, 1988; Reverse
and Temperley, 1978; Boughey, 1997) and thus no immediate feedback to the writer whose
interlocutor is physically absent (Byrne Ibid). In order to compensate for these disadvantages.

sentences are expected to be carefully constructed, punctuated, linked and organized,

Hedge (1988:5) citing Rosen (1981) still eloquently remarks the difficulty writing poses to both
to L1 and L2 writers. She holds that due to the nature of writing, even native speakers can not
achieve the highest level of expressive power in writing in their L1.

The writer is a lonely figure cut off from the stimulus and correctives of listeners.

He must be a predictor of reactions and actions of his predictions. He writes with

one hand tied behind his back being robbed off gestures. He is robbed too of the

tone of his voice and the aid of clue the environment provides. He is condemned to

monologue; there is no one to help out to fill the silence, put the words in him
mouth, or make encouraging noises (Hedge, 1988:5).

As Rosen points out writing is detached from a wide range of expressive possibilities that are
utilized in speech. Since the writer is unable to exploit these all, she/he totally depends on a

written code, using a high degree of accuracy in order to avoid ambiguity of meaning.



Raimes (1983) notes the more general dimensions of the difficulty of a writing program. She
states that people normally speak without much conscious effort and freely about matters of
interest to them. But writing is learned through instruction and they have to master certain
structures which are less used in speech but important for effective communication. Writing,
according to her, is also a skill often imposed on writers by circumstance and this has a

psychological effect on them, in addition to linguistic and cognitive ones.

In general, the difficulty associated with writing skill mentioned so far are multiple and varied.
Most of the problems are due to the nature of writing itself and thus can affect not only beginner
writers but also experienced ESL/ELF and LI writers alike. However, it is usually exceedingly

difficult to EFL writers because of the additional linguistic problem.

2.2. The Purpose of Writing

Writing serves a variety of purposes. Leki (1989), for instance, points out two basic reasons for
writing. The first, according to her, is to express oneself. That is to say keeping a journal to
discover and explore one’s thought. In short, writing to one self. The other is to communicate
with others whereby the writer’s intention is to accomplish different tasks like showing one’s
knowledge on a subject (as in exams), informing or cxplaining something to someone,

persuading someone to agree or disagree, sharing information with other people, entertaining
others etc..

However, the fact that people frequently write to communicate with each other in writing is not
the only reason to include writing as part of ESL/EFL syllabus. It goes beyond this and serves
other important academic purposes (Raimes, 1983). Firstly, it reinforces grammatical structures,
idioms and vocabulary that we teach. Secondly, writing gives students the chance to be
adventurous with the language and take risks. Thirdly, when they write, the students necessarily
become very involved with the new language, as a result of the constant use of eye, hand and
brain in a unique way to reinforce learning.

Thus the aforementioned discussion has been concemed with the various purposes for which
people usually write. It is clear to see that writing serves personal, professional and pedagogical

purposes. What makes writing of particular concern for students is that it reinforces their

academic studies. Particularly the close relationship between writing and thinking makes writing
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a valuable means of learning by helping learners be adventurous and discover something new. It

creates a real need to struggle with the language and learn the skill and other aspects of language.

2.3 Teaching Writing

As has been noted above, the teaching of writing is obviously important mainly because of its
pedagogical and non-pedagogical purposes and functions it offers. However, there are a few
problems that educators face in the course of their instructional processes. One of these is how to
make learners see the purpose of writing and make measurable progress through realistic and
relevant tasks (Byrne 1988). The other is how to maintain a fair balance between content and
form in responding to students writing (Ur, 1996:163). Another related problem is how

effectively students can learn writing since, due to its very nature, it is considered difficult.

Regarding these problems scholars in the field of composition generally seem to agree that
writing skill develops through continuous practice which implies that students need to get ample

practicing time for this to be achieved (Byrne, 1988; Ur, 1996; Leki, 1998).

However, in many language classes we see he tendency to relegate writing to homework to save
time for the practice of other skills like aura-oral (Hedge 1988, 2000; McDonough and Shaw
1993). As a result, writing takes place in unsupported conditions and students miss valuable
opportunities for improving it through discussion and collaboration (Hedge 2000). In many other
cases too writing has a consolidating function to the teaching of other elements of language like

vocabulary and structure (Hedge 1988).

Consequently, students tend to think that writing is less important than the other language skills
and thus give little attention to it (Ibid). Nevertheless educationalists in the field like Zamel,
(1983); Hedge, (1988) and many others advise teachers to devote a reasonable class time to
writing in order to help students to gain sufficient practice through the teachers’ assistance and

peer collaboration.

The suggestion provided above reminds us of the need of working together with peers and the
teacher in order to enhance ones writing skill which is usually considered difficult if such
collaboration and support is not obtained. Therefore, in addition to these suggestions, once the
decision to teach writing is made, it seems advisable to be conscious of the different approaches

to teaching writing that have evolved across the history of language teaching.
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2.3.1 Approaches to Teaching Writing

Since 1945, the beginning of the modern era of L2 teaching in the US, the history of ESL/EFL
has seen a succession of different approaches to L2 writing (Silva, 1990). It is a period when a
particular approach gains dominance and then fades but never disappears completely. Raimes
(1983); Silva, (1990); Jordan (1997); and Paltridge, (2000) thus identify these approaches by

classifying them in to different influential periods.

2.3.1.1 The Control to Free Approach

In the 1950s and early 1960s, the audio lingual method dominated L2 teaching/ learning with its
underlying notion that language was speech and writing was mainly to serve and reinforce
speech, grammar, spelling and punctuation teaching (Leki, 1991; Jordan, 1997). Sometimes those
grammar exercises were disguised as composition writing and other times students were given
short texts and asked to make certain changes like changing plural to singular simple present
tense to past etc. In short, it is a vehicle for language practice (Silva, 1995). Students were also
made to copy paragraphs, combine sentences and manipulate grammar etc (Ibid). They were not
required to create a text themselves because traditional philosophy persuaded teachers that

students were not ready for practical and real writing (Leki, ibid; Silva, 1990).

It is only after reaching a high-intermediate or advanced level of proficiency were students
allowed to practice some free composition where they were required to express their own ideas
(Ibid). This approach stresses three features of language: grammar, syntax and mechanics. It
emphasized formal accuracy rather than fluency, employing a rigidly controlled method of
teaching in order to avoid errors (Silva, Ibid) and learning to write in L2 is seen as an exercise in
habit formation (Paltridge 2000). The writer is merely a manipulator of previously learned
structures (1bid). Even though addressed infrequently, this approach to L2 writing still exists in

many ESL composition classrooms.
2.3.1.2 The Free-Writing Approach

The mid-Sixties brought an increasing awareness of ESL students’ needs with regard to a
relatively extended written discourse. This awareness led to suggestions that controlled
composition was not enough and that there was more to writing than copying sentences,

combining sentences or manipulating grammatical structures (Silva, 1990; Paltridge, 2000).
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Thus in this writing approach, teachers are required to assign a vast amount of a free—writing
activity on given topics, with minimal error corrections i.e. quantity rather than quality is stressed
(Raimes 1983). As a result, intermediate level students are expected to put content and fluency
first without worrying about forms (Ibid). To emphasize fluency further, some ESL teachers ask
students to write freely on any topic of their interest without worrying about errors of spelling
and grammar, and do not correct such pieces of writing. They simply read them and perhaps
comment on the ideas the writer expresses (Ibid). Alternatively, some students might volunteer to

read their own compositions aloud to the class and concern for audience and content are

considered important.

2.3.1.3 The Paragraph-Pattern Approach

This approach to L2 writing came up with a relatively better view of ESL/EFL writing. Raimes
(1983) notes that instead of accuracy of grammar and fluency of content it stresses another major
feature of writing- organization. The students are therefore made to copy paragraphs, analyze the
form of model paragraphs and imitate model passages (Silva, Ibid; Raimes (Ibid). They are also
required to put scrambled sentences into paragraphs, identify general and specific statements,
choose or invent appropriate topic sentences, insert or delete sentences (Byme Ibid). This
approach is based on the principle that in different cultures people construct and organize their
communication with each other in different ways. Thus, even if students organize their ideas well
in their L1, they still need to see, analyze and practice the particular English features of a piece of

writing (Ibid).

Thus this approach generally stresses on getting students to express themselves effectively in

writing at a level beyond a sentence and the focus is therefore on a text.

2.3.1.4 The Grammar-Syntax-Organization Approach

This approach links the purposes of a piece of writing to the forms that are needed to convey
them. Thus, Raimes (ibid) notes that writing cannot be seen as composed of separate skills which
are learned one by one. For this reason, writing tasks should help students pay attention to
organization while working on the necessary grammar and syntax. For instance, one who needs

to write a clear instruction needs more than the appropriate vocabulary. He needs the simple form
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of verbs, an organizational plan based on chronology like ‘first,” ‘next’, ‘finally’. This helps

students to see the connection between what they are trying to write and what they need to write.

2.3.1.5 The Communicative Approach

The Communicative approach is a general and major paradigm shift in the teaching of language
in the 1970s. This major change has also influenced L2 composition teaching/ learning. It is
particularly interested in the purpose of a piece of writing and audience for it (Raimes 1983)
because partly the rhetorical context and partly the content of student writing is determined by the
audience of the writing and its purpose of writing (Leki, 1991). Thus student writers are
encouraged to behave like writers in real life and ask themselves the crucial questions, “Why am
[ writing this?”” and, “Who will read it? This gives them a sense of direction and focus, a sense of

control over the slippery and new linguistic code (Leki Ibid).

Traditionally the teacher alone has been the audience for student writing. But recently it is felt
that writers do their best when writing is a truly communicative act, with the writer writing for a
real reader (Raimes, Ibid). Regarding this, Leki (1991:9) points out the real danger of the teacher

being the only audience for students writing:

If the students are writing for the teacher, there is the risk that they will
simply try to guess what the teacher wants and deliver that without
committing themselves intellectually to what they are writing.

This amounts to saying that students will complete the assignment without caring about what
they are to write, and thus are not encouraged to take risks with the language. They will never

expand the horizons of their writing ability in L2.

Leki (ibid) further suggests another very legitimate and available audience for student writing-
their fellow classmates or other students in the school. Similarly, Raimes (ibid) reminds the
potential benefit of extending readership beyond the teacher. She notes that this gives them not
only a real audience but also it helps them to respond, rewrite, it in a different form, summarize
or make comments. Extending readership beyond classroom also helps students to get a context
for appropriate content, language and level of formality as in the case of writing to a penpal, for
example. They also develop a reader-based text instead of a writer-based one. Thus, this approach
to L2 writing helps student writers to get motivation to write and see how writing is a form of

communication.
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2.3.1.6 The process Approach

In the 1990s, methodology for the teaching of writing in ELT classrooms made further departure
from the traditional approach. Thus the process approach during this period emerged in reaction
to controlled composition and other product- oriented approaches to L2 writing. Many teachers
began to feel that the prevailing approach to teaching writing ignored individual thought and
expression, restricting students to what they could write and how they could write (Jordan, 1997).
It became more important, then, to guide rather than control learners and to let content, ideas and
the need to communicate determine form, rather than start with the from of a text (Silva 1990).

This made the teacher’s role less central. Thus, classroom practices become more learner-

centered.

Classroom activities in this approach focus on the stages writers typically go through in
producing texts such as finding a topic, brainstorming, planning, drafting, revising, editing and
proofreading.(Raimes, 1983; Hedge 1988; Silva, 1990; Jordan, 1997; Leki, (1989, 1998). Hence
writers ask crucial question like “How do I write, “How do I get started?”. The emphasis in this
approach is therefore “less on the product and more on the wandering path that students use to get
to the product” (Leki 1991:10), and L2 writers are taught the strategies that would help them
reach a product. Even though still grammatical accuracy and product are important, the writing
class 1s more exploratory and less punitive, less demoralizing and student writers are less alone
(1bid). There is a great deal of collaboration between and among students and with the teacher in
the form of giving and getting feedback on what to say and how to say. This drives the students

through the writing process and eventually to the end product (Leki 1990).

Another new emphasis on L2 writing is that it is not a linear process. As Tylor (1981) in Kroll
(1990:15) notes, “Writing is not straightforward plan-outline-write that many believe it to be.”
But the composing process is seen as a non-linear, messy, recursive, exploratory and generative
process whereby writers discover and reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate
meaning (Zamel 1985; Spack and Sadow; Raimes, 1985). However, some composition experts
like Reid, (1984) question whether the process approach realistically prepared students for the
demand of writing in academic contexts. In their view, the process approach gave students a false
impression of what is required of them in university settings, particularly its special socio-cultural

context and expectations. This led to a focus on a genre approach, EAP.
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2.3.1.7 English for Academic Purpose (EAP)

As the name suggests, EAP focuses on teaching particular academic genre, such as essays,
research reports, and theses and dissertations. This might include a focus on language and
discourse features of the texts, as well as the context in which the text is produced (Silva, 1990)
and aimed at socializing students into the academic context and behaviors dictated by that
academic community. This involves the close examination and analysis of academic discourse
formats and writing tasks (Ibid). L.e. it conforms to what is expected and appropriate standard in

that context.

A number of studies have researched the effect of EAP and genre-based pedagogy and come up
with positive results which suggest that the approach is useful in helping learners improve their

writing (Reppen 1995; Mustafa, 1995; and Rose berry, 1998, all cited in Paltridge, 2000).

Even though EAP has got such attractions, some call its emphasis on writing in various
disciplines into question. These critics see a humanities-based approach with a primary focus on

general principles of inquiry and rhetoric as more viable and appropriate (Silva, 1990).

2.4. The Role of the Writing Teacher

In section 2.1.2 we discussed the difficulties associated with writing, particularly writing in
ESL/EFL settings. These difficulties that students face in writing seems to call for a great deal of
teacher intervention and involvement during the writing process. The teacher’s roles are not
limited like in the traditional product oriented writing classes whose roles are merely to control
the writing activities and to evaluate after it has been produced in order to diagnose weaknesses
and strengths or to give grades. Teachers are expected to create favorable environment for
students to practice writing skills (Hedge, 1988).

Hedge (1988) further stresses the problems writers, even skilled L1 writers, have with a writing
skill. This suggests that EFL writer in particular need help with grammar, sentence structure,

organization of texts, etc. Similarly, Raimes (1983) points out the need of teacher’s intervention

during the processes of composition to support ESL students with ideas of their texts.

The most important question here is in what way writing teachers can discharge these
responsibilities. In line with this, Hedge (1988:24) devised tasks which are based on six basic

principles and writes:
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1. Teachers can play a valuable part in raising awareness of the process of composition by
talking explicitly about the stages of writing as well as by structuring tasks to take
account of this.

2. Teacher can play a support role during the early stages of the composition process by
helping students to get their ideas together.

3. The teachers can also provide good models for writing.

4. Planning activities structured by the teacher can help students to develop a sense of
direction in their writing.

5. Teachers can encourage the drafting process by creating a workshop atmosphere in their
classrooms

6. Students need opportunities to engage in writing as a holistic process of composition.
This means that they need practice in writing whole piece of communication, not just bits

and pieces of it.
In general, teachers are expected to create a good writing classroom atmosphere in which
students can experience being writers, think about purpose and audience, draft a piece of writing,

revise it and share it with others. This is what Hedge suggests that could help student writers to

get the most out of the learning environment.

2.5. Responding to Students Writing

The preceding sections of this paper are concerned with half of the writing teacher’s
preoccupations. The other half constitutes his/her response to students’ writing which is very

much central to the process of writing. This and subsequent sections take up this issue and

present it in some detail.

Recently, considerable attention has been paid by researchers to issues surrounding response to
writing (Zamel, 1985; Cohen, 1987; Cohen and Cavalcanti, 1990; Ferris, 1995). Traditionally.
teacher response to students’ writing is only to the finished product which is kept to the end of
the teaching sequence. This is considered as a last chore for teachers and meant for evaluative
purpose not to influence a piece of writing (Raimes 1983). This approach, however, limits the
students’ involvement in writing. Dheram (1995) thus advises teachers to step out of such
traditional roles and assume the role of consultant, facilitating the learners’ step by step creation
of a text. The advent of the process approach to writing has also made teacher intervention

particularly important at different stages of the writing process (Hyland, 1990).

But how do teachers respond to students composition? The available body of literature on L2

writing shows that responding to student composition can be done in two major ways. The first.
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according to Lee, (1997); Hill and Holden, (1990); James, (1998) is by using indirect correction
and the second is direct correction. The former refers to the provision of feedback and latter

refers to the teacher providing the correct forms or structures in students’ faulty sentences.

2.5.1 Feedback and Its Provision

Feedback is a general term applicable to any instruction and its study in learning situations has a
long history closely related to behaviorist theory of reinforcement (positive or negative).
However, from language teaching point of view feedback is a means by which teachers inform
learners of the accuracy of their formal target language production and their other classroom
behavior and knowledge (Chaudron, 1988:133). Similarly, from the writing class point of view,
feedback refers to the input from a reader to a writer with an effect of providing information to
the writer for revision (Keh,. 1990:294).In general, literature review on written feedback reveals
that scholars who have studied it seem to agree that feedback is a drive which steers the process
of writing on to the end product and thus making it a crucial aspect of a writing classroom. The
primary aim of feedback is generally to bring about self-awareness and improvement by drawing

students’ attention to areas of weaknesses though it can also be used to inform areas of strengths

as well.
2.5.1.1 The Function and Nature of Teacher Feedback

In a cognitive view of learning the function of feedback is not only to provide reinforcement
(unlike behaviorist view) but to provide information which learners can use actively in modifying
their behavior (Chaudron 1988). These functions include reinforcement, information and
motivation (Ibid, p. 134). Several models of L2 acquisition now include this process of
hypotheses testing in L2 teaching context (Ibid). The information available in feedback allows
learners to confirm, disconfirm and possibly modify the rules of their developing grammars
(ibid). In the field of L2 writing too researchers have looked at the function of written feedback in
helping students reflect on their work. Gower et al,(1995), for instance, note that by providing

ongoing feedback we can help our students evaluate their success and progress (p.163).

Moreover, giving feedback to students gives them a sense of audience which they usually appear
to lack (Boughey, 1997). The aim of using writing questions is thus not to instruct them but to

prompt them to reflect on what they have written and to show the possible existence of view
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points other than their own (Ibid). Feedback also helps to challenge unsupported claims or
assumptions which usually appear in unskilled writers’ texts and make them aware of error and
other writing problems which they failed to notice (Frankenberg-Gracia, 1999). However, to

make effective use of it, proper examination of the nature of feedback is worthwhile.

Regarding its nature, research has also looked at the type and substance of teachers’ feedback.
Study conducted by Zamel (1985), for example, revealed that teachers respond to most writing as
if it were a final draft, thus reinforcing an extremely constricted notion of composing. She reports
that their comments usually take the form of abstract and vague prescriptions and directives that
students find difficult to interpret. Her study further disclosed that teachers’ comments are mainly
language-specific, often confusing, arbitrary and inaccessible. Her subject teachers also rarely
seem to expect students to revise their texts beyond surface level, which she says, gives students
a limited and limiting notion of writing. Teachers both misread the text and consequently give

misguided feedback (Zamel 1985).

Sommerse (1982) in Fathamn and Whalley (1990) also found that most teachers’ comments are
vague and contradictory and do not provide specific reactions to what students have written.
Because of this, she says, students’ revisions show little improvement, and some revised essays
even seem worse than the originals. Cohen & Cavalcanti’s (1990) study also uncovered teachers’
dominant use of criticism in their comments. Connors and Lunsford, (1993) in Reid (1994)
researching a large number of teacher written responses to L1 student writers of English also
found “a large number of short, careless, exhausted or insensitive comments” p.280. They then
concluded that the job the teachers felt they were supposed to do was, it seemed, overwhelmingly

a job of looking at papers rather than the student who is isolated from the social context of the

classroom.

In general, as discussed so far, many instances of vague and negative comments and feedback are
reported by several language educators and researchers. The problems associated with such
comments are also discussed. Hence teachers are advised to reflect on their written feedback to
students and learn how to improve such defects to help students develop their writing skills. They
should provide constructive comments which alert the students to specific problems in their

writing.
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2.5.2. Students Feedback Processing and Revision Strategies of Their Written
Texts

The central role feedback plays in composition writing has been emphasized elsewhere in this
paper. It is also obvious that writing teachers are observed investing enormous amount of time
and energy in giving written feedback to students in an attempt to help them improve their
compositions. However, its significance may be questioned if students fail to interpret and make

use of 1t.

Researchers who have looked into revision behavior of L1 and L2 student writers report
discouraging results even in L1 writing situations. For example, the results of studies conducted
by various researchers cited in Kroll (1990:257) reveled that:

1. Sometimes students fail to read the comments on their papers, attending only to grade
(Burkland and Grim 1986)

2. Sometimes they do not understand or indeed misinterpret the written comments, and find
themselves unable to make appropriate improvement in their drafis (Hayer and Daiker
1984).

3. Sometimes they use comments to pick out a particular teachers personal agenda, only
hoping to make the teacher happy (Freed-man 1987)

4. Sometimes they become hostile at the teacher’s appropriation of their texts (Leki 1990).
A similar scenario may be paralleled in L2 writing contexts because of many of the similarities of
the two writing situations. In ESL writing context, for example, Zamel (1985:82) reports,
“Students may read the comments on their papers, but they rarely write subsequent drafts in
which they can act up on the comments, and improvements desired by their teachers rarely
occur.” The other times students misinterpret the comments or correction codes and eventually
make ineffective revisions (Cohen 1987). They don’t keep track of errors, nor are interested in

knowing about them.

Recent research on teacher response to student writing has also revealed that even though
students value their teacher’s feedback and attempt to utilize it in their revisions, sometimes they
avoid or ignore it, or use teacher suggestions to changes that actually weaken their revisions

(Radecki and Swales 1988; Chaudron, 1988; Ferris, 2001).

A study conducted by Cohen (1987) examined students’ perceptions of their teachers’ focused

comments in responding to their essays, whether they read, understood, and paid attention to it,
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and the strategies they used to apply the comments to their subsequent revisions. The result was
generally disappointing. Although most of the students claimed to have read their papers and
attended to the comments, 20% did not. Furthermore, the students in general, reported a limited
repertoire of strategies for processing teacher feedback. He concluded that teacher feedback as it

was constituted and realized might have a more limited impact on the learners than that the

teachers would desire.

Later studies by Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990), however, reported a more positive result. The

students in general were happy with the teacher feedback they received and claimed that they

paid attention to it and found it helpful.

Thus taking students’ problems in handling written feedback and making revisions into
consideration, researchers in the field recommend that both teachers and students should work
more closely in establishing what to comment on and how to do so. They all agree that clear
understanding and agreement of both teachers and students on feedback procedures and student

training in strategy for handling feedback could lead to a more productive and enjoyable

composition.

2.5.3. Error Correction

In section 2.5.1, we discussed one way of responding to a written text-feedback provision which
is not a correction in its own right but an aid by which we involve students in correction. In this

section, however, we look at correction which is another direct way of responding to student
composition.

Error correction is a rather more direct and narrower concept than feedback provision. Error
correction, also called “error treatment”, is used to refer to any teacher behavior to inform the
learner about his/her error (Chaudron 1988). The issue of error correction is generally a subject of
lively debate in L2 context (Lee 1997). Attitudes to error correction have evolved from the strict
avoidance of error and quick and direct error correction before the 1960, to the condemnation of
error correction as harmful and unnecessary in the late 1960s, and to a more critical view of the
need and value of error correction in the 1970s and 80s. The controversy over the topic ‘error

correction’ has also remained unsolved in the 1990s (Lee 1997; Raimes, 1983).Hence, the next

section takes on this issue.
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2.5.3.1 Fundamental Questions in Error Correction

Decision making in error correction is so much complex as there is no current standard on
whether, which, when, who and how error is to be corrected. Without considering these issues
treating students’ errors would be losing the basic principles of teaching (Allwright & Bailey,

1991; Hendrickson, 1978). In line with this, Chaudron (1988); and Allwright & Bailey (Ibid)
address five fundamental questions:
1. Should errors be corrected?

2. Ifso, when should they be corrected?

Which errors should be corrected?

r_u

4. How should they be corrected?

Who should correct them?

2.5.3.1.1. Deciding Whether to Correct Errors or Not R %
\ -
When we notice errors in learners’ work, we may be torn between two conflicting options: to

_\11

correct or not to correct. Regarding this question the views of language scholars are also at
variance. These divergent views seem to have been motivated as a result of the coming of foreign
language teaching under the influence of theories and research (Cardelle & Corno 1981). There

also seems to be gradual shift of perspectives with regard to teachers’ approach to correction.

According to the tenets of audio-lingualism, learners’ production is not allowed to contain errors
and thus should be immediately corrected to minimize their recurrence (Taron & Yule 1989).
Chenoweth et al (1993); Cathcart & Olsen (1976) in Chaudron (1988) also report strong leamner
preference for correction of all errors. Norish (1983) and Byme (1983) also hold that since
written expressions are closely and readily accessible to careful inspection, errors in written texts
are intolerable. Further argument also comes from evidence of fossilization and it is claimed that

without correction, some learners can not progress beyond a certain stage (Taron & Yule, ibid).

Most language experts who value the effect of correction thus advise teacher to carry it out
wisely based on the learning situation, importance of the error to the current pedagogical focus,
learner type and purpose and nature of the lesson. Allwright & Bailey (1991), for example, argue
that the decision to correct or not to correct depends on whether the error is within the learners’

grasp as they are not expected to be corrected on items they haven’t learned.
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Furthermore, many argue for the importance of correction within a communicative context.

Murphy (1986: 146) states:

In communication activities learners’ attention is usually focused on fluency, or
use of the language. There are different errors of communication, so there are
more things to correct than grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation and

correcting these may help mastering fluency.
Similarly, Brown (1994) argues that error correction and focus on form appear to be most

effective when incorporated into communicative learner-centered curriculum and least effective

when error correction becomes dominant pedagogical feature.

In recent years, however the value of error correction has been questioned by second language

theories and researches. This line of argument seems to stem from Krashen’s suggestion of his

observation of L1 acquisition process. Thus Hendrickson (1978) points out that neither
correction of all errors nor systematic selective correction made any significant improvement in
students’ written and spoken production. Ellis (1990) also argues that it is pointless to correct
errors which are inevitable and integral part of a learning process. The avoidance of error
correction in language classes in general seems to rest on the assumption that learners’ progress
faster with meaningful practice in a rich linguistic environment and with an informed policy of

error correction on the part of teacher (Hedge, 2000).

Even though different arguments and counter arguments are reported, teachers are advised to
keep the balance between the two and help their students. Whatever is the case, teachers are
expected to remind themselves that error correction is part of feedback provision. Thus,

depending on the activity, situation and learner type, correction has to be given to inform the

learner of his/her progress.
2.5.3.1.2 When to Correct Learners’ Errors

The answer to this question is again debatable. Long (1977) in Brown (1994) for example notes
that the question of ‘when’ and ‘how’ to correct errors is difficult to decide. But Harmer (1991);
Gower et al (1995); Doff (1988); Tennant (2001) maintain that the possible answer to this
question depends on the aim of the lesson. They assert that correction is necessary when accuracy

is needed but not during fluency.
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However, despite its aim many language specialists favor immediate correction of errors. It is
argued that feedback must be immediate as its effect decreases when the time between the
making of error and its correction increases (Allwright & bailey, 1991). Similarly, Lightbown &
Spada (1993: 114) claim, “Learners errors should be corrected as soon as they occur in order to

prevent the formation of bad habits”

However, there are occasions when pointing out errors and thereby interrupting the flow of
communication or activity can be counter productive. In such a case it is considered advisable to
note the errors and deal with them at a more suitable time (Norrish, 1983; Edge, 1989).
Hendrickson (1978) in Krashen (1985), for example suggests that error correction should be
given during the stage of practice, and it is to be tolerated during communication or fluency.
When learners are trying to express their ideas, correction at this time destroys their confidence.
Similarly, with regard to writing, Cross (1991: 269) holds, “If writing is viewed as a learning and

communicative medium rather than testing one, it [correction] becomes largely unnecessary
anyway.”
From the above discussion it seems clear that the time of error correction depends on the nature,

aim and pedagogical focus of the activity. When the language is used as a tool of communication,

for example, correction may not be of much help for language learning,.

2.5.3.1.3 Which Error is to be Corrected?

The question of which errors to correct is again another important question a teacher should ask
himself/herself before dealing with them. Though correction can be necessary, it is impractical
and times consuming to correct all errors learners make (Wajynryb 1992). Hence it is
recommended that only global errors that interfere with meaning are to be corrected (Krashen
1985; Norish 1983; Edge 1991; Ur 1996; Hedge 2000). Krashen (1985: 118) adds, “Errors that
are most stigmatized, that cause unfavorable reaction, and errors that occur most frequently
should be given top priority”. White (1991) also has this view. To use his words,

“It is quite unlikely that students will make a number of different types of

errors, but it will be fruitless to concentrate on all of them, either when

marking or in remedial or correction lessons. Priority in given to those which
cause confusion” (P.08).

In some cases, teachers however, are advised to correct errors which the students are likely to

face in their future performance (Ellis 1990). Krashen (1983); Lee (1997) also advise teachers to
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establish their own scale of priorities based on the students’ envisaged need for the language they
are learning. Recent theory on language acquisition and teaching methodologies also supports the
position that not all errors should be corrected, and those that are corrected should not be done

immediately (Krashen 1987; Doff 1988; Ur 1996).

Generally, teachers should be selective in the correction of learners’ errors; otherwise more of the
class time is going to be devoted to correction. They are, therefore, advised to differentiate
between errors which need immediate attention and errors which should be ignored for the time
being or altogether. This is because all errors, even during their indication, are not equally

important. Now once the errors are identified, the next question is how to correct them.

2.5.3.1.4. How to Correct. Learners’ Errors

How to correct learners’ errors is another contentious subject of L2 writing research. According

to traditional methodology, direct teacher correction is favored.

Though it is difficult to establish the superiority of one method over the other, studies have
shown that direct correcting is not particularly effective (Krashen 1983). Krashen (Ibid) further
claims that the strategy of self-correction is more useful as it helps the students to make inference
and formulate concepts about the target language. When using the techniques, he adds, teachers
should identify the type of error and give a chance to the error maker to try to improve it again. If
self-correction fails, depending on the condition or the type of the activity, the teacher can also

use peer correction (Ibid). For peer correction and self correction see also sections 2.5.5.2 and

2.5:5.3.

During error treatment teachers are also advised not to correct all the errors the learners make.
Byme (1988) for example suggests selective treatment (treating certain areas like tense, articles,

where students particularly need help) and indication of some of the errors so that students can

correct themselves.

Teachers are also advised to use a system of abbreviations in the margin of the student’s paper or
above the errors to indicate the place and the kind of errors during writing classes (Norish, 1983,

Byrne 1988; Raimes, 1983).

Though there is no. absolute method of dealing with errors, teachers are advised to correct

learners with great care and attention in a way that can foster their curiosity to learn writing. To

25



this effect, the employment of discovery method appears to be helpful as it develops learners’

writing skill and autonomy. Whatever technique teachers use they should make sure that they use

correction positively to support learning.
2.5.3.1.5  Who Should Correct Learners’ Errors?

When serious communicate breakdown occurs several questions run through our minds one of
which is” Who should correct the errors?” The apparent answer to this question seems the
teacl:e}'. However, the possible alternatives could be the teacher, peers, the learner him/herself, or
any combination of these depending on the condition and the type of activity the teacher is

dealing with.

Several educators from observation and experience report that the most common feedback in a
language classroom is the feedback given by the teacher. Traverse (1970: 213), for example,
states, “The classroom teacher is the first person to become aware of the students’ problems and
thus he has the responsibility of attempting an early diagnosis and planning remedial program.”

Teachers generally seem to be dominant figures at the forefront of language classes.

The traditional model of teaching in general has assumed that the target language norm is
developed only by receiving final evaluation from the teacher (Chaudron 1984); Cathcart &
Olsen (1976) in Brown (1994). They also note that students in classroom generally want and
expect error to be corrected and if the teacher is reserved from giving correction, many adult
learners may also feel that the teacher is not doing his/her work (Allan 1991) as cited mn

Wondwosen (1992).

Reports from recent findings, however, advocate the involvement of learner themselves in error
correction. Thus as of the midsixties, there seems to be a general tendency to shift from teacher
correction to learner-correction. This technique is considered fit and effective for writing
composition especially when we deal with large classes (see also techniques of error correction

section 2.5.5).

In conclusion, unlike the traditional methodology, modern view holds that the role of error
correction should rest not only on the shoulder of the teacher rather more responsibility should be
given to the learners. This could be peer correction or more importantly self-correction, because

the trend of language teaching is moving towards learner autonomy and independence. It is also
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because the goal of instruction is to empower learners and improve their ability to monitor their

own language skills (Chaudon 1988).
2.5.4 Written Error Treatment and Analysis

One of the key means to successful learning lies in the nature of feedback and error treatment. As
a result, the kind of feedback teachers provide and the way they treat learners’ errors, in one way
or another, can affect the students’ learning. It is also error and its treatment that shows how the
learners react to the new language and teachers are therefore advised to take proper care when

dealing with learners errors.

The question of error treatment has exceedingly become important as the focus on classroom
instruction has shifted from emphasis on language forms to attention to functional language
within communicative setting (Brown, 1994). Thus the most important question is what
technique teachers should use to correct learners’ errors or to provide effective feedback.
Research on error treatment has shown that though teachers have various techniques of dealing
with errors, they don’t make full use of them (Allwright Bailey, 1991). They seem to use
exclusively one technique (for example teacher correction) throughout, regardless of the nature

and type of the lesson or activity in question.

Research has also looked at ways of correcting or marking writers errors. Norish (1983: 81), for
instance, identifies two approaches in this regard. The first and the most common he suggests is
to establish one’s categories of errors on the basis of the preconceived writing problem. The other
is to allow the errors categorize themselves as the students’ papers are seen. According to him,
the administrative advantage of the first is that it is easier and quicker to carryout since errors are
simply indicated as ticks on a list of categories. The advantage of the second is that the categories

eventually define themselves.

He also suggests the use of absolute frequency of error (the number of times the error occurs),
and the number of times the error could have occurred relatively to the length of a piece of
writing. This helps, he further clarifies, to avoid the tendency to penalize a longer picce of writing

for having more mistakes than the shorter one.

The main point behind these suggestions seems that error treatment should not be haphazard,

unplanned and unsystematic. If proper care and attention is taken, error and its treatment will
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definitely benefit the learners. It helps them move along the right track towards the desired goal

of learning.
2.5.5 Different Techniques of Written Error Treatment

Teacher can treat errors using various techniques. The main and possible ones are teacher

correction, peer-correction and self-correction. The following sections consider these techniques.
w

2.5.5.1 Teacher Correction

Teacher-correction is a technique in which the teacher himself/herself directly corrects learners’
errors. It is usually favored by traditional methods which claim the teacher to be the sole
authority in the classroom, and who should take the charge of error detection and
correction(Chaudron,1984). Research on ESL writing has also shown that ESL students want and

appreciate teacher correction (Leki 1991). Similarly, Kroll (1990) further elaborates:

Since the job of the writing teacher is to teach writing the teacher is constantly
forced away from the content of the writing towards the way the content is
presented. L2 students in particular expect and require greater intervention than
that of a real reader- intervention offering suggestions, options, or other ways of
looking at what they have said (Kroll 1990: 59)

This approaches work in many traditional classes although learner involvement in learning is the
order of the day since the advent of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). This is mainly
because teachers do not want to abandon their traditional styles of teaching. However, research
has shown that overt correction has harmful effect on both the quality of students’ subsequent

compositions and on their attitude toward writing (Lee 1997).

Thus, today there 1s a tendency to shift from the traditional role of a teacher as an authoritative to
a facilitator and consultant of student writers. Therefore, it is recommended that teacher

correction be used as a last resort when peer or self-corrections strategies fail.

2.5.5.2 Peer Correction

Peer-correction is another way of dealing with learners’ written errors. It can be done in pairs or
groups. If self-correction fails the teacher usually falls on this method as an alternative and it is
proved to be effective more for written than oral errors. Peer correction can be useful for many

purposes. It encourages a tone of mutual support and cooperation among and between students.
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As a result, students are not overwhelmed by excessive teacher correction (Allwright & Bailey,

1991). The students’ common problems can also be used for remedial teaching (Harmer 1991).

Similarly, Reid (1993) identifies one of the greatest benefits of peer-correction- the presence of
real-world reader as a potential audience to give honest reaction about the text. Reid adds that

peer correction helps students to develop critical thinking skills such as analytical reasoning and

problem solving. When they peer correct, students will also be able to discover that their peers

have similar problems as their own (ibid).

Peer-correction 1s also useful in that it gives rise to heated discussion among the learners by
reducing teacher domination, making them open to discussion (Chaudon, 1984; Edge, 1991). In
the course of discussion they also involve in activities that use all language skills (Norrish 1983).
Peer- correction is especially useful for large classes where student-teacher interaction is limited
(Byme 1988); Cross, 1991). It also reinforces error detection and correction as two heads are

better than one (Edge 1989).

However, the problem with this technique is that students may not be comfortable when their
work is given over to their classmates for inspection (D’ Rourke,n.d.). Furthermore, they may
“feel that they are being criticized by people who have no right to criticize them” (Edge 1989:
26). For this reason, Edge (1991) suggested that peer correction should be introduced gradually.
He also gives useful advice on organizing peer correction in groups, in whole class and even

correction competition.

But, on the whole, peer correction is an effective technique to deal with learners’ errors in that it
has a potential to help learning. The collaboration between and among classmates reduces the

feeling of being isolated. It also offers a real-world reader to give constructive feedback.

2.5.5.3 Self-Correction

Self-correction is another technique of error correction strategies in which students are made to
correct their own errors. A number of findings have shown that involving the earners themselves
is an indispensable means of learning language. Edge (1989) for example argues that self
correction is the best of all error treatment approaches. Its significance has particularly increased

as teaching has come to be seen as letting learners learn and making them self-dependent, not
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only on areas of correcting but also on other matters of learning, like planning and decision

making (Dickinson 1987).

Though the traditional methodologies hold that correcting learners errors is the main
responsibility of the teacher, this approach seems to have lost ground as early as the 1960s,
giving the way to learner involvement in learning in general and correction in particular.
Therefore, it is claimed that it is pedagogically sound and helpful to let L2 writers discover and
correct their own errors than be directly corrected by the teacher (Corder, 1967; Byrne, 1988).

Citing authorities, Tesfaye (1995:4 also writes:

What have been found advantageous are giving learners more time to
Sformulate what they want to write (Lavezzo & Dunford 1993; Harmer 1991,
involving students in feedback process (Gardner 1990) and letting students
correct their own errors (Makino 1993).

This implies the need to give learners the opportunity to reflect on their own works, give
feedback to themselves and correct their errors to enhance their self-critical skill in writing.
Allwright & Bailey (1991) also argue, “We should be pleased to see learners be able to apply the
rules they had learned to correct their own mistakes. We want our students be able to make self-
initiated self-repairs”. Similarly, Byrne (1988) underlines the significance of involving learners in
error correction. “We need to stress once again the importance of getting the learners themselves
to identify and correct mistakes. Ultimately, they will have to examine, evaluate and improve
their own work. This is part of the process of drafting, correcting and writing final versions”

(p-124)

The ideas presented above by different language specialists have a lot in common. They stress the
need to involve learners themselves in correcting their written texts. In other words, learner self-
correction is a strategy that has been effective in improving their writing skills and self

dependence in general.
However, James (1998:236), points out limitations with self correction strategy. He comments:

Self-correction is an intriguing phenomenon in that for some in explicable reason
we seem to be more capable of correcting other people’s errors than our own as
any one who has done some proofreading will testify. The reason probably is that
self-editing a text one has composed calls for ability to clear one's mind of one's
intended meaning at the time of writing and interpret one's own text with just the
information actually in the words.
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James here notes that we, as self-editors, have a temptation to read in to our own meaning

established at the time of writing not out of it and hence we tend to interpret the words

accordingly.
2.5.5.3.1 The Significance of Self- Correction

Before looking at the various self-correction techniques, we will see the importance of getting
students to self-correct their written compositions. The technique can be beneficial to both
students and teachers alike in some ways. First, it helps the teacher by reducing the marking load
and the time he/she takes to deal with each student’s errors. In Tesfayes words, “Active
involvements of students in the process of dealing with errors militates less focus on the teacher’’
(Tesfaye 1995:5). It also makes it possible for the teacher to identify the general areas of difficult
and thereby take remedial action (Harmer, 1991; White, 1990).

However, the use of self-correction technique is considered more useful to the students. It equips
them with the skill of identifying and correcting errors by themselves rather than receiving the
correct form straightaway from the teacher. They also develop curiosity to struggle to get
something right, a sense of critical thinking and self-confidence (AllWright, 1988; Wood,
1993).1t helps them reflect on their own work (Makino 1993), monitor themselves, Gower et al
(1995) .The students are also more likely to retain what they have learned when they self-correct
than when they are corrected by someone else (Krashen, 1987). As Edge (1989) states, “self
correction Is easler to remember, because someone has put something right in his/her mind”
(p.24.) Moreover, it offers the learners an opportunity for real use of the language (Cross 1991),
improves motivation (Hyland, 1990) activates their linguistic competence so that they can be
active participants in composition rather than being passive recipients of feedback (Makino

1993). It helps to focus students’ attention and to reduce reliance on the teacher thereby

encouraging learner autonomy (Tennant, 2001).

Hyland (1990) also reports that he applied the technique and found it effective. His subjects
reported that it helped them avoid the same problem later. He also found that the technique
revealed those patterns or rules that individual students misunderstood. The ‘minimal marking’
technique he used also avoided the disheartening abundance of red ink for the students. He

concluded that the method is both productive, giving the students more of the work and attractive
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to the busy teacher (P.282). Lalande (1984) as cited in Hill and Holden (1990) has also a very

similar view.

Allwight (1988) also believes that self correction makes learners autonomous and responsible for
their own learning. From pedagogical point of view, therefore, it can be seen as part of an
education for an autonomous learning. Allwright further argues that self- correction enables the
students focus on fundamental issues of composition, identifying their own weaknesses and

strengths. Similarly, Wood 1993 (38-39) further elaborates.

Besides providing students with opportunities to  develop both fluency
and accuracy in written language, self-correction and rewriting helps
“wean" students from dependency on the teacher for correction... putting
more of the responsibility on the students for correction develops a sense
of self-sufficiency. It boosts their confidence particularly when they
compare their rewrites to their originals and can clearly see the
improvement they have made. Students become more active participants in
their learning.

The argument behind this discussion is that self-correction has pedagogical, linguistic and
psychological implications. Pedagogically, self-correction makes students autonomous;
linguistically, it enhances their motivation and self-correcting ability. Its psychological
implication is what the students feel when they self-correct, or mental processes that accompany
the procedure. Green and Hecht (1993) also note that self-correction is a cognitive strategy that

leads to more effective language learning.

Hence, it is not difficult to see the various benefits attached to self-correction strategy of written
errors. The scholars all seem to stress that the technique is highly beneficial in enhancing students

learning and writing autonomy, problem-solving and self-reflection skills.
2553.2 Necessary Conditions for Self-Correction and Factors Affecting It

The efficiency of self-correction depends on certain factors and conditions under which it is
implemented; otherwise, it would not bring the desired result. First, ahead of the task, students
are to be given sometime to look through the written comments, give some thought to it, and also
be introduced to the correction symbols or codes (Edge, 1889; Makino, 1993). This is because,
Makino notes that, the success of self-correction depends on the quality of guidance the learners

receive. The students should be able to understand how to handle the written feedback before
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rewriting. To this effect, teachers are thus advised to provide detailed and informative feedback

(Reid 1993)

Krashen (1987) also notes that individual variation affects the efficacy of self-correction. This is
because, he adds, people are different in their degree and ability of monitor use. He further adds
that variation on which aspects of language the student attempts to self-correct will also affect
self-correction. Krashen (1987) citing Houck, Robert and krashen (1978) also identifies the
following conditions that affect self-correction: (1) During free writing, since the writer focuses
on meaning not on form, he has little care for grammatical accuracy. (2) The second is when the
writer attempts to speak or write more consciously, (3) in the third condition the learner is
informed of only the existence of error (s) but not the place (4) in the fourth condition the error is

simply indicated and (5) in the fifth it is both indicated and its nature described.

Thus Krashen finally concludes that the more we move from condition (1) to the (5), the more
conscious monitoring (self-correcting ability) is predicted. He summarized this as in the

following table.

Self Correction Conditions in Second Language Performance

Instruction (1) (2) Rewrite (3) correct the (4) correct this (5) correct this
none error error error, use this
rule
Includes error: No No Yes Yes Yes
Existence
Location No No No Yes Yes
Rule broken No No No No Yes
|

e Condition (1) Free speech or free writing
e Condition (2) careful speech or careful writing

Krashen also indicates that the efficiency of self-correction can be affected by several factors.
Some are individual variations with respect to the efficiency of self-correction (Variations arising
from individual differences in degree of and ability for monitor use) aspects of the output

(language) the performer (student) attempts to correct and the condition under which it is applied.
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From his study Krashen concluded that though self-correction is applied under such meticulous
care, it may not be perfect or may not give what teachers consider acceptable performance. Or it

may not tell us efficiency of learning /the learners’ ability to apply what they consciously know.

2.5.5.3.3 Method of Employing Self-correction -

The key question teachers often ask themselves is how to give the best feedback to help their
students improve their compositions. When teacher uses self correction through the provision of
written feedback, they are advised to develop an appropriate way of responding to students’
compositions in order to encourage self correction. Reid (1993:243, for example, recommends,
“Correction of error is effective when the feedback concerning the error is clear. That is, the
response must adequately describe the problem, and suggest methods of correction.” Edge (1989)
also recommends that written feedback can be provided either by writing only the correction code
in the margin or both by underlying the error and indicating its nature above the error. He adds,
full description is of more help to the student. Byme 1988; Harmer (1991); White and Arndt
(1991); Makino (1993); Hedge, 2000 etc) all support this approach. Fathman and Whaley (1990)

and Makino (1993) particularly underline its effectiveness for grammatical errors.

These researchers and educators note that under this situation, symbols such as “'S”, for spelling,
“p”, for punctuation, T, for tense, ‘WW, for word order, etc are useful. Furthermore, Cohen
(1987) recommends the use of checklist, or correction sheet to refer to when the students fail to
understand how to handle the feedback. The other way of providing corrective feedback to
students’ writing 1s to provide them with written comments, to draw theirs attention to areas of
their weaknesses and strengths using a combination praise and criticism (Dixon 1986). Dixon

further suggests a flexible and multifaceted response to writing.

Students can also self-correct their written errors by reading their papers aloud to themselves.

This time they don’t need further help or comment from their teachers. Raimes (1983:150) states:

Urge students to write a draft and then put the draft for day or so
before looking at it again then they read it aloud to themselves.
Students report that when they do this, they often catch
inconsistencies, muddled and incomplete sentences, omitted words,
misspellings, and grammatical errors.
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Research has also looked at the effectiveness of the method of self-correction. Referring to

Lalande (1982) Kroll (1990) reports that indication of error significantly improved the students’

compositions than directly correcting it.
2.5.5.3.4 Attitudes Towards Self-Correction

Different attitudes towards self-correction have been reported both from teachers and students
perspectives. Several studies have revealed that self correction is an indispensable method of
teaching and learning L2 composition. Wood (1993) who employed the technique on his
students, for example, reported, “I have found it [self-correction] not only educational but also
motivational as well” (p.38). He adds, “In some cases teachers even compiled students’ favorites

in a ‘memory book’ which was presented at the end of the term” (Ibid).

His subject students also reported to have a positive attitude towards self-correction. He stated
that as a result of the technique they got a wonderful opportunity for learning and improving their

written language. Likewse, Raimes (1983:149) reports:

What students need more than anything else is to develop the ability to read
their own writing and to examine it critically to learn how to improve it, to
learn how to express their meaning fluently, logically and accurately, They
need to be able to find and correct their own mistakes.

The students in this study seem to have developed different skills as a result of their involvement
in self-correction: the ability to read their own texts and its critical analysis, in addition to their
ability to find and correct errors. Makino (1993) reveals a combined or mixed reaction. While

teacher correction was found to be helpful to some students, self-correction was more worthwhile
to others.

A study conducted on [talian school children by Gardner (1990) showed the reverse side of the
coin. The majority of the subjects preferred teacher correction where the teacher supplies the
correct form.

Nevertheless when we see the overall attitudes of people in the field of language teaching, we
realize its special position in composition classes. Dominant section of the students, teachers and
researchers seem to consider self-correction as a preferable technique of dealing with learners’

written compositions.
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In this section different techniques of written error correction were treated and due attention is
given to learner self-correction. However, this does not mean that one method is exclusively
superior to the others and should be used always. Byrne (1983:127) for example concludes this

concept as:

In general, however, although it is important to give the students opportunities to
self-correct their written work so that they develop a self-critical attitude, it does
not mean that one approach is so intrinsically superior that it can be used all the
time and you should therefore draw on the various approaches to suit the needs
of your of students.

In conclusion, teachers should be able to identify the appropriate technique for a given time,

lesson and situation giving self-correction the first place in their minds.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The main objective of this study was to investigate teacher-initiated learner self-correcting ability
in written composition of third year EFL students at Wollega University. Specifically, it
attempted to find out: the strategies the students used in processing and handling the teachers’
writing feedback to revise their texts; their general attitudes towards self-correction of written

work; and main areas of ease and difficulty they encountered in this regard.

To achieve these objectives sources of data were determined, and data collection tools and
analysis procedures were decided. This chapter thus presents the population and samples of the

study, data collection tools, their analysis and interpretation.
3.1 Population and Sampling Procedures

3.1.1 Students

As stated above, the major target population of this study was third year, regular EFL students
taking Advanced Composition in the second semester of 2008/09 academic year. The selection
was made on two major premises. The first reason had to do with the course and the second was

related to the students themselves.

Regarding the nature of the course, the students were taking Advanced Composition which
requires advanced writing skills that the study wanted to address and investigate in the first
place.The second reason for selecting this group was that they were the only group in the
university taking this course during the second semester and hence to serve as sources of data for
the study. Moreover, advanced EFL students were chosen for the purpose of the study in order to
examine the extent to which their self-correcting and revising abilities can be compared to the

level expected of them or skilled writers identified by previous studies.

Concerning the sampling procedures, the total number of third year EFL students at the
university in the semester the data was collected was 25(only one section). This number was a
manageable size for the present study and all of them 25 students (100%) were taken to be the

subjects of the study. However, since two students didn’t work on one or two of the
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compositions, which was the main source of data, they were excluded and the 23 students’ data

were analyzed and interpreted.

3.1.2 Instructors

The involvement of composition instructors as subjects in the study was also important because
of their day to day experience of their student writing behaviors and correction practices, abilities
and preferences. However, as stated earlier the limited number of sections of EFL students
limited the number of instructors to only one. Thus as with the student subjects, no further
sampling procedure was carried out and the only instructor was included in the study. The
instructor was an experienced teacher who served at different higher institutions for 10 years. He

has an M.A degree in EFL and taught composition for the same length of time.

3.1.3 Research Site

For the present study Wollega University was purposely selected for two main reasons. The first
reason was that the university is one of the recently established universities in the country and as
a result has got little research attention. Thus it was felt that many research studies that have been
conducted on AAU and high schools in the city might not give us a full picture of conditions
prevailing in peripheral universities found elsewhere in the country. It was also felt that the

finding of the study would essentially reveal and contribute to minimizing problems associated

with correction practices of written compositions at this university.

The second reason had to do with the proximity of the university to the researcher’s working
place. This opportunity was thought to have facilitated data collection and analysis procedures. In
order to get quick access to data and subsequent analysis of them in the limited time available it
was felt wise, therefore, to select this university. It was also true that such an easy access to

information immensely contributed to the quality of the study.

3.2 Tools of Data Collection

In order to obtain reliable information, three tools of data collection were employed. These were
composition writing, student questionnaire and teacher interview. These multiple data tools were
used to ensure triangulation and derive a reliable conclusion which is impossible through the

examination of a single data source. The data were collected towards the mid of second semester
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while the course was in progress and as the students were thought to have acquired writing skills

desired by the study (like content-related matters and érganizational skills).

Before actually using the data collection tools, they were piloted on eight students of a similar
field and educational level in AAU to detect any unforeseen practical problems in using them.
This was done both for the composition writing and the questionnaire. Close observation of the
pilot study revealed that the instruments were effective except some two problems. The first
problem was with the writing task where the time allowed was found to be insufficient. Thus
additional 15 minutes was added and a total of 75 minutes was given. The students also remarked
that “Item 7" of the questionnaire was not clear for them because of a single phrase. This was
also modified by adding its more familiar synonym. Hence information obtained from the pilot

study helped me to further refine the instruments and make final adjustments.

3.2.1 Composition Writing

Composition writing was used as a principal method of data collection. The subject students
wrote two different compositions on two different topics and self corrected these two different
compositions. This means 23x2=46 pre-feedback composition (original) and 23x2=46 post-
feedback composition (revised texts). This is because it was felt that in order to draw a reliable
conclusion, at least two sets of composition were to be administered and both be self-corrected.
The main purpose of administering the same composition twice was also to see if the students

were able to self-correct their own errors using the teacher’s feedback.

The composition was administered indirectly through the students’ composition teacher without
informing them of the objective of the study. This was done in the hope that the students would
take the task of writing more seriously and thoughtfully if the writing was done for evaluative
purpose than otherwise. The researcher then furnished the instructor with the necessary materials

and information necessary for the study.

Before actually embarking on the composition writing, the instructor and the researcher discussed
on appropriate topics of the essay the students were to write on and a fair length of time needed to
accomplish the task. This was because time is a key factor in the ability to produce a text
(Raimes, 1985; Shin, 1986; Kroll, 1990) and selection of topic can affect students’ performance
(Kroll, ibid; Friedlander, 1990). Research has shown that topic knowledge is important in

correcting errors and lack of it can affect correction (Lee, 1997). Giving familiar and similar
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topics to all the students was based on the assumption that it could ease the procedures of

indicating and categorizing errors and comparing the students’ performance.

Thus through joint decision between the instructor and the researcher two topics which were
thought to be familiar to the students were chosen and shown to other experienced instructors
teaching in the university if they were of average level of difficulty and familiar to the students in
the study. These two topics were (1) “Qualities of a Good Teacher” and (2) “The Advantage of
Learning English as a Foreign Language”. The first topic was selected because it is related to a
day to day experience of the students and the second is a topic related to their specific field of
study. It was also a topic discussed in Grade 12 English Textbook and they were expected to have

some memory of it. All in all, it is thought that the students could handle it and generate as many

ideas as they could.

Regarding time a similar agreement was jointly reached between the researcher and the
instructor. As the composition was an in-class task, it was felt that the students should be given
adequate amount of time for planning, drafting, writing and editing. Thus, for the composition of

about 300 words they were given 75 minutes.

3.2.2 Questionnaire

To substantiate or compensate for the possible gaps that could be left unattended by the result
obtained from the essay writing, 23 copies of 21- item anonymous questionnaire was set and
distributed to the students who worked on both essays. Most of the questions were adapted from
Chohen (1987) in line with the purpose of the study, and 5 items were designed by the researcher.
Cohen had established the reliably of the items by testing their internal consistencies. As the
students were all third year EFL degree candidates, translating in their L1 was in fact
unnecessary.The questionnaire consisted of 18 close ended items and 3 open ended items and
grouped into five categories (For full version see Appendix D). All were filled and returned

giving a 100% return rate.

It is administered right after the second self-correction session while everything was fresh in the
students’ minds and to avoid the possibility that the questionnaire would influence the students
handling of the teacher’s comments-a retrospective approach. The purpose of the questionnaire
was to elicit information regarding the students’ writing and self-correction background, the way

they handled or processed the teacher’s feedback, strategies they used to self-correct and write
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the second version, and to evoke their over all attitude towards the approach. The close-ended
questions required students to show their agreement by putting a tick (v/) in the boxes provided in

front of each question; whereas, the open-ended questions invited students to express their ideas

freely.

3.2.3 Interview

Another data collection tools to supplement the above two was interview that was conducted with
the composition instructor at his convenience. It contained 8 semi-structured items (questions).
The structured question was designed to assess the teacher’s approach to teaching composition
and correction strategies he usually used. Based on his response additional questions were put to
him to further investigate how often he gave the students the chance to self-correct their errors.
Factors impeding the implementation of the technique, and his general attitude towards self-

correction were also areas aimed at.
3.3 Procedures of Data Analysis and Interpretation

In analyzing and interpreting the students’ composition, utmost care was taken to minimize
subjectivity and maximize reliability. First, the students were told to write only their [D numbers
and not their names. Their anonymity was preserved because it was felt that the quality and tone
of discussion would be better when markers do not know whose paper they are discussing.
Secondly, in the indication of the errors two individuals were involved. This was made possible
by first producing two photocopies of each student’s paper. The researcher kept one copy, and the
second was given to the instructor. The instructor was introduced to the purpose of the study and
the correction codes in advance. For the correction codes see Appendix-B, p.85. After having
carefully gone through the papers first individually indicating the errors using pencil, both of us

came together and reached agreement about the place, nature and types of the errors.

In the marking and categorizing the errors the researcher used the error analysis method which
Norish (1983) calls “the most common method” i.e. categorizing the possible crrors into
preconceived elements of composition. In the composition literature these are identified as
content, organization, grammar, vocabulary and mechanics. These five major elements were
further subdivided into subelements (see Table 1). This division is based on Norish'y(1983)

seccond principle of error analysis. That is the errors categorize themselves not identified or

7
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categorized ahead of marking the papers. This model was selected as it is simple, convenient and
suitable for the data analysis. Prior to the indication of errors i.e. as soon as the papers were
handed in, for the sake of analysis and interpretation, they were assigned codes as S|E,| V|,

S,E | V)...83EV, (for the first essay). The same procedure was followed for the second essay.

In categorizing and distributing the errors, first the errors were counted and entered into the major
elements and subelements. Since correction symbols were used in the indication of the errors, the
counting was made by counting each symbol and entering it into its respective element and sub-
element. Then the papers were given back to the individual writers and the meaning of every
symbol was carefully introduced to the students. Each student was given a copy of the correction
codes. They were asked if they had any doubts regarding the codes and their uses and every
confusion was cleared up in advance. Then they were told to self-correct and rewrite the essay
using the teacher’s feedback (comments). During  all sessions the students were made to work
on their own. The papers were then collected along with the original and seen for the second time
to see if any self-correction had taken place. Again the errors were recorded as with the first

version and compared with the original.

Similarly, the results of the questionnaire was tabulated, analyzed and interpreted to backup the
information obtained from the composition. The teacher’s response was audiotaped and then

analyzed and interpreted to supplement and countercheck the result of the two.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULT

As has been mentioned elsewhere in this paper, this study was primarily aimed at investigating
the self-correcting abilities in written composition of third year EFL students. Specifically, it also
attempted to see to what extent the students were able to self-correct their written errors using the
teacher’s feedback; strategies they used to process and handle the feedback; areas of ease and

difficulty they had in self-correcting, and their general attitudes towards the strategy.

Thus in order to achieve these objectives, the researcher employed three different data collection
tools. These were composition writing, questionnaire and interview. This chapter hence presents

the analysis and interpretation of the results obtained through these tools.
4.1. Analysis and Interpretation of the Results of Student Compositions

As noted in the methodology part of this paper, the subject students (No. 23) were made to write
two pre-feedback and two post-feedback compositions on two different topics i.e. a total of four
compositions on four sessions (E;V,E|V2,EV|,E2V,). Thus a total of 23x4=92 student
compositions were written, analyzed, and discussed on different elements and subelements like
content, organization, grammar, vocabulary and mechanics. These were again subdivided into
their respective subelements (see Appendix B&C). Their division and categorization was based
on a taxonomy developed by Villamil & Guerrera (1998: 509) with some modification (see

Appendix C.p.86).

After the students had written the compositions; their pre and post feedback errors were recorded
and distributed into the elements and sub-elements of composition and were finally compared to
see instances of self-correction. Thus the number and type of pre-feedback errors are indicated in
Table 1. Similarly, results of post-feedback errors are shown in Table 2. After the results of both
sets of composition were compared the students self-correcting abilities were discussed from two
perspectives: First from the whole class success (Table 3) and then from individual student’s
effort (Table 4). In each case, the researcher tried to see the student’s errors, their self-correcting
abilities and finally the areas in which the students were more successful/unsuccessful. How
many of the errors were self-corrected and an investigation of instances of students’ revision

strategies was also other areas of concern.
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Table 4.1: Type and Number of Pre-Feedback Errors (Version 1)
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TJable 41

For the abbreviations of the subelements used above see Appendix B

45

El 2 | - | 2 | - 1 2 - 2 4 - 2 23
§13 | E2 - - - - 2 2 - - 4 2 2 - 3 2 18
T 2 1 - 1 4 4 - | O - 2 4 4 3 4 4]
El - | 1 4 - | 1 3 2 2 2 I 2 3 2 27
S14 | E2 - 2 - - 2 - - 2 2 - - 1 3 2 1 20
T |- - 3 |- 1 4 2 1 1 5 4 2 2 2 5 5 3 47
El [T - - 2 |2 4 2 2 1 3 | | 2 1 | - 1 25
S15 | E2 |1 - - - 2 |- 2 2 1 I 2 1 - 2 1 1 - 1 22
T |2 |- 2 |4 1 6 4 3 2 5 2 1 4 2 2 - 2 47
El |4 |- 1 - 1 - - 2 - - 3 - 2 2 2 - 2 21
S16 | E2 | | - 4 | 1 - 1 - | 3 3 - 2 - 3 - 1 2]
T |5 |- 5 1 2 |- 1 2 1 3 6 - 4 2 5 - 3 42
El |1 |- - 1 - 4 1 4 - | - 2 - 1 2 1 19
S17 | B2 | 2 - - 3 1 - 2 - - - - 1 - - 2 1 1 2 - 15
T 13 |- - 3 |2 |- 6 - - 4 4 1 1 - B 1 2 4 1 34
El | - - 4 (4 |- 5 4 2 - 1 2 1 - 2 3 2 - 2 4 36
S18 |E2 |1 |- 1 [4 |- |2 - - 2 1 4 2 F - 4 1 - 3 3 33
T |1 |- 8 |8 7 4 2 2 2 6 3 2 2 7 3 - 5 7 69
El | - - 1 5 5 1 - - 1 2 - 2 2 3 1 4 1 2 31
S19 | E2 | - 1 - 2 1 2 - 2 - 4 - P 3 1 - 1 - - 21
T |- | 7 6 3 2 6 - 4 5 4 1 5 1 2 52
El |2 |2 - 2 2 - - - 5 2 2 2 2 - 2 2 6 31
S20 | E2 | 4 - - 2 4 - 1 - 4 - - - 2 3 2 2 2 29
T |6 |2 - 4 6 - 1 - 9 2 2 2 4 3 4 4 8 60
El [2 |- - - 5 2 2 - 5 1 5 2 5 - 2 2 2 36
S21 | E2 |1 - 2 1 3 - 4 - 4 - 4 1 4 - - - 2 29
T |3 |- - 2 1 8 2 0 - 9 1 9 3 9 - 2 2 4 65
El |1 - 1 2 i 2 - 2 2 2 4 2 3 - 2 5 - 1 31
S22 | E2 | - - - - - 3 2 - - 4 - 5 2 2 1 5 2 3 30
I}l - 1 2 7 5 2 2 2 6 - 7 5 2 3 10 [2 - Gl
El | 2 - 1 2 5 4 2 1 4 3 | 5 1 - 1 2 35
S23 VExZ |2 11 - 2 - 1 - - - 3 2 2 1 2 - 2 1 19
T |4 [1 1 4 S 5 2 - 1 7 - 5 3 6 3 - 3 44
Togal El 12 |9 34 50 42 12 25 13 62 17 59 33 41 28 47 51 | 650
E2 5 3 29 20 35 8 18 =] 58 8 51 16 36 22 44 35 505
Grand T. 7] 63 70 i 20 43 18 25 77 50 91 80 1155
132 257
% 6.8 11.4 222 100%
Key: S= Student El= Essayl E2= Essay2 T= Total
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El 2 1 - 1 2 | 1 2 - 2 4 - 2 23
S13 | E2 - - - - 2 2 - 4 2 2 - 3 2 18
T 2 1 < | 4 4 s | 6 - 2 4 4 3 4 4]
El - | 1 4 - 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 27
S14 | E2 - 2 |- - - 2 - 3 = 2 2 n . 1 3 2 1 20
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E2 5 15 | 29 20 35 18 58 8 &1 36 22 46 | 35 | 505
Grand T. 17 34 | 63 70 77 43 25 71 50 80 86 1155
79 132 257 431
% 6.8 11.4 22.2 37.3 100%
Key: S=Student El= Essayl E2= Essay2 T= Total

For the abbreviations of the subelements used above see Appendix B




This table presents pre-feedback errors of student compositions which were analyzed and
recorded on two separate sessions of the writing tasks (E1 and E2) given to them. During both
sessions a total of 1155 errors of the different aspects of composition were identified and
recorded. On the first session (E1) a total of 650 errors, and during the second 505 errors were
noted. From a total of 1155 errors, 431 were errors of vocabulary. This figure is the highest of
all of the errors recorded on the other elements of composition, perhaps showing that the
students have more problems with this particular aspect than with others. This accounts for
37.3% of all errors identified. This is followed by errors of grammar and mechanics, where in
both cases equal number. of errors (257) were noted. For organization 132 errors and for

content 79 errors were recorded.

From the subparts of vocabulary, the highest number of errors was errors of word choice
(WW), (120 errors) which reveals that the students have difficulties with using appropriate
words to express their ideas. Such errors tended to deviate the meaning of the sentences in
which they were placed. This is closely followed by word omission (*) where the students
committed a total of 110 errors on both writing sessions. They frequently excluded words
which had significant meanings to the entire sentence. Both of these (ww and *) were
components of vocabulary implying the students problems of word usage. As far as this
particular problem is concerned, it should be noted that effective use of words essentially

contribute to effective communication of the intended message.

On the other hand, relatively fewer number of content errors 79(6.8% of the total errors) were
identified. However, this should not be taken to mean that the students have little problem on
it. It is rather due to the fewer number of the subparts of this main aspect of composition where

only two divisions (NRW and NM) were considered.

When the two writing tasks are compared, it was observed that more errors were recorded on
the first session thaﬁl‘the second .This would imply that the students were used to the demand
of the writing task or improved their skills somehow. It could also be due to the difference in
familiarity or simplicity of the topics to the students, though the degree of these is difficult to

establish.
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Table 4.2: Type and Number of Post-Feedback Errors (Version 2)

Student code Content Organization Grammar Vocabulary Mechanics Total
NRW | NM [ IS | Parag [ CD | CS | SVA [ N | T | Vf | frag | WO | WW | SW | A | WF | Unw | OW/tw | cap | SP | Pun T

El | - - - - - - - - - |- - - - - 1 - - 1 - - 2 4

Sl E2 |1 - - |- - - - - - 14 |- - - - - - - - - 1 - 6
I I - - |- - - - - - |14 |- - - - 1 - - - - | 2 10

El |- - - 1 - - | - - |- - - - - 1 - - - I - 4

S2 E2 |- - - 1 - - - - - |- - - 2 - 1 - - - I 2 1 8
T |- - - 2 - - 1 - - |- - - 2 - 2 |- I - 1 3 1 12
El |2 - - - - - 1 2 [-1- - = 1 - 2 |- I 2 1 - - 12

S3 E2 |- - - 1 - - - 1 1 |- - - - - 3 | - - - - - 9
T 2 - - 1 - - 1 3 ] = - = 3 - 5 | 1 2 1 - - 21
El |- 1 - |- 4 - - - - |- - - - - - 2 - 1 - 2 1 11
S4 E2 |1 - - 1 - 1 - - - |- - - - - - 2 | - 3 - 1 10
T 1 - 1 4 1 - - - |- - - - - - 4 | 1 3 2 2 21
El 1 1 - 3 3 1 3 1 = |2 = - 2 1 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 34
S5 E2 |1 - - 2 2 1 1 2 (- |- - - 1 - - - 1 - 3 - 2 16
T [2 1 - |5 5 2 4 3 =12 [:w= - 3 | | 2 4 2 3 3 ] 50
El 1 | - |- 2 - 1 - - |1 - - 2 - 1 2 2 - 1 2 - 16
S6 E2 |- - - |- - 1 2 - - |- - - 2 - 2 |- 1 - - 2 - 10
T 1 1 - |- 2 1 3 - - |1 - - il 2 3_ 12 3 - 1 B - 26
El 1 - - |- - - 4 - - 12 |- - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - 1 14

S7 E2 | - - - - HE - = I [ | - - - - 1 - - - 1 1 4 8
T 1 - - - - - 4 1 - 12 |- - 2 - 1 2 - - 3 1 5 22
El 1 - - 1 1 - 2 |- |- 1 1 - - 2 1 1 - 1 4 1 17
S8 E2 |1 - - - 1 - - 3 =11 2 - 1 - - - 1 - B 1 1 16
T 2 - - 1 2 - - 5 = 11 3 1 1 - 2 1 2 - S 5 2 33
El |- - - |- - 1 3 3 |- 1- - - - - 1 B - - - 2 10

§9 E2 |- - - |- - 1 1 |- ]- - - - i - 2 - - 1 - 2 8
T - - - - - 4 4 |- |- = - - 1 - 3 - - 1 - 4 18
El |2 - - - - - - 1 il - - - 1 - 1 1 - 2 1 4 13
S10 E2 |1 - - 1 1 1 - 2 |- |- - - I - 1 - | - - 2 2 13
T 3 - - 1 1 1 - 3 - |- - - 1 | 1 1 2 - 2 3 6 26
El | 1 - |- 2 1 2 - - |- - - - I 2 |- - 1 3 - - 14

B2 | = - - - - - 1 - - |1 - - 1 - - [ - - 3 - - 7
sl 5 ] 1 - | D ] 3 = 1= 0 = - T I 2 |1 1 6 i - 21
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Table 42

El |1 . " - EE s |» le | : - | BE = : . I 7
s12 [ E2 |1 - = |e = | - I = [= = : [ . IR . : = > = 5
T (2 = % J= - |2 L = {=~ |= - I [ 3 |2 ; . . e | 12
Bl |- 2 L = - 1 |1 v 11 |~ §= . - p Wi . - - = |- 7
s13 [ E2 |- ; o L= - i [3 = 11 1= |= : 2 » = - 1 . o 7
T |- 2 T |- - 2 |2 = 2z = . 2 : T : 1 ; . 14
El |2 : e > = |® DL EFER : . [ T |- [ | | E 17
si4 [ E2 |1 . ¥ = " T = « |1 = = ; - : = 1 2 - = 15 8
il - 7 [« . WE = |2 = |1 3 : 1 2 |- 2 3 1 E 25
El |- . = | = - 1 |- e |w |B = . = = E [ 2 - i 9
st | B2 |- . " g = |1 I == = - 2 - s |1 - . - Y [+ 8
T = - - |~ 2 1 I 1= |28 |- - 2 - 2 |3 1 - . E 17
El |1 1 = I - - |1 = =l & g 1 v 1 . " 1 1 [- 7
S16 | E2 |2 x - |- = 1= 11 = = |1 U= s - . T |- = . 1 - |1 5
T |1 1 s | = = = |2 : |= | T |» - = Z = . 5 2 |1 [1 12
El |1 " s | i . |= |= e : 1 |2 1 " 1 = |1 7
s17 [ E2 |- . - |- = = |- T == |- . " " I |- 2 - g |- |- 6
T 3 . " N L |=1= |-~ - - . 2 |2 |3 5 3 |- |1 13
El |1 - - |- 3 |- » l= J= b - 2 2 |- |- 3 5 : 2 |1 15
s18 [ E2 |- = s = s |= I» : =1+ l= " 1 - 2 : " B = | 5
T |1 = < | i 3 |- |1 v |= |= [e . 3 7 18 |- 3 - 7 (2 |- 20
El |1 - = |1 3 = |1 = |= |= |= 1 2 = o |= - . - . |- 9
s19 [ E2 |2 1 - 1.3 T = [~ = |= |~ |- - - - 1 |2 |- 1 ; - 13
T |3 1 -~ |4 & |- 11 = d= = = 1 2 - 1 12 |- 1 . . 22
El |2 - _ . | I o= |1 . 1 - e L3 = . = 3 (1 9
$20 [ E2 |1 2 M E S L |- 1= = . 2 : T = 1 . 1 3 |1 1
T |3 . = 1= e l= [# 3 1= [= |1 = 3 : T |1 1 - 1 6 |2 20
El |2 1 s s % f= e 5 1T J= 11 . 2 e = |1 1 - - = |= 10
s21 E2 |- 1 s = w L= [= = |= = L1 " 2 . - |1 . 1 1 T = 8
T |2 2 i < [= |= 2 10 |~ |2 - 4 i |- |2 1 1 ] I 1 13
El |- - I s =~ = 12 « 0=l % L3 1 2 . 3 | .- ; = - IE 12
522 | B2 |- » - | = = PN = =% |= . 2 = 2 |1 g - - - 12 9
T |- 5 L= = 1=~ |3 - f= & |1 [ 4 = d | 3 - % 1 |4 21
El |2 2 . - - I 15 Fe [ . - -, - : 1 7 |= 10
s23 [ E2 |- 2 = 1 T ERE > 10 = 1= . . - s |1 " 1 3 1 |~ 11
T |2 4 nr I J= [1 YA ERE . 5 - WK . | 4 13 |- 21
Total | El | 22 10 [3 |7 18 |6 |23 13319 |5 3 I8 7 19 |18 |14 |8 6 | 27 268
E2 |9 4 L |6 0 |7 |10 44 |8 [3 . 2| - 19 13 |10 |5 26 |15 | 15 | 207
T | 3] 14 |4 |13 28 | 13 | 33 A ERAREEN] 3 40 |7 |38 |31 |24 E 42 |42 |36 | 475
Grand | T | 45 58 95 153 120 175
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The above table depicts the students’ post-feedback composition errors. As can be seen, the total
number of errors with respect to the five aspects of composition is 475 i.e. errors in E;V, and
E;V, (Essayl Versiont and Essay2 Version2) respectively. The errors sharply dropped from
1155 (pre-feedback) to 475 (post-feedback) and as a result a total of 680 errors of different types
were corrected by the students when feedback was provided to them. The table also reveals that
errors in E1 were reduced from 650 to 268 and that of E2 dropped from 505 to 207.1t is also
evident that more error reduction was observed during E,V; (382 error were reduced) than E;V;
(298 errors were reduced).This difference could be attributed either to the simplicity of the

comments or the size of the text of the topic.

Specifically errors of content were reduced from 79 to 45; organization, from 132 to 58; grammar
from 257 to 95; vocabulary from 431 to 153, and mechanics from 257 to 120. Here too most error
reduction occurred with vocabulary (431-151=278) perhaps because of the reason stated above. It
is also important to note that more errors were recorded during E1V2 than E2V2. This overall
reduction of errors in student’s compositions generally improved the quality of the students’
papers and clarity of their messages. This result goes in agreement with Hendrickson’s (1978)
study. He found that locating errors in essays, having the essay rewritten and then correcting
them led to a significant improvement of the papers. This is a good way of creating, discovering
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was already correct.
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Table 4.3: Total Number of Pre-feedback and Post-feedback Errors and Number and

Percentage Self-corrected on a Group Bases

No. of prefeedbadk erTors e i No. of ervors seff-corrected Yo self-corrected
Typesoferrors aTors
El B2 T El | 2| T | EB1 || T El ) T
NRW | 34 28 62 22 (9 |31 [12 |19 |3 352 [ 679 |50
5 [NM 2 5 17 0 |2 |12 |2 T 166 | 60 294
8 [Tonl I3 3 79 32 |10 [ |14 |22 |36 304 | 667 | 456
IS 9 3 2 3 |1 |4 |6 2 |8 667 | 667 [ 667
Parag | 19 15 33 7 (9 |16 |12 |6 |18 632 400 |529
g D 34 29 3 I8 |10 |28 |16 |19 |33 470 | 655 | 556
g
£ [Cs 3 10 3 § |7 |83 |7 310 538|300 | 435
5 [Toml 75 57 | 132 34 |27 |61 |41 |30 |71 547 | 526 | 538
SVA 50 20 70 3 [10 [33 [27 |10 |37 540 500 [ 529
N 2 35 77 13 |14 [27 [20 |21 |50 690 | 542 | 649
T 2 g 20 3 14 |7 |9 s |13 750 500 | 650 j
vr 75 I8 g 9 (8 |17 [16 |10 |26 640 | 556 | 604 |
_ [Frag s T 29 5 |3 [8 |10 |11 |2 667 | 786 | 724 |
é Y6) 3 5 E = |¥ |3 |18 |z |15 100.0 | 400 | 833
5 [Tom 157 | 100 | 257 53 |4z |95 | 104 |58 |162 | 662 |380 |630
WW 2 58 120 18 |22 |40 |44 |36 |80 710 | 620 | 667
SW 7 8 35 7 |- |7 |10 |8 I8 588 | 1000 | 720
A 59 51 10 19 (19 |38 |40 |32 |72 678 | 627 | 655
Wr 33 16 a9 8 |13 |31 [15 |3 |18 455 | 188 | 367
e [Taw |4l 36 77 4 [10 |24 |27 |26 |53 659 | 722 | 688
2 [owiw |28 2 50 g8 |5 |13 [20 |17 |37 200 | 773 | 740
2 ol 240 [ 191 | 431 84 |69 | 153 | 156 | 122 | 278 | 650 |657 | G4s
Cap 47 a2 91 16 |26 |42 |31 18 |49 669 | 409 | 3538
PRE: 2 a6 80 7 [15 |32 [17 |31 |48 500 | 674 | 600
Z [Pun 51 35 86 21 [ 15 [36 [30 |20 |50 588 | 5701 | 581
2 [Toul 132|125 | 257 64 |56 | 120 |68 |69 | 137 |515 |552 533
Grand T | 650 | 505 | 1155 | 268 | 207 | 475 | 382 | 298 | 680 | 58.7 | 390 | 589

* Percentages have been rounded

The table above indicates the students’ self-correction abilities on a group basis. As can be
observed, they were, to a considerable degree, able to self-correct their own written errors after
they had been given feedback. The errors which were recorded during the pre-feedback sessions

were significantly reduced revealing the students were clearly successful in self-correction of
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written errors. The pre-feedback errors were correspondingly much higher and during the two
sessions (E; & E;) a total of 650 + 505 =1155 errors were recorded. However, when the students
received written feedback or clues, this figure dropped to 268 and 207 respectively. This

amounted to 475 errors. This means 58.9% i.e. more than half of the pre-feedback errors were

successfully self-corrected.

When we consider the five aspects of composition, errors of vocabulary were most effectively
self-corrected by the students. When they were given feedback, the students self-corrected 278 of
the 431 errors in their original versions which accounts for 64.5% of the total errors of this
particular aspect. This is closely followed by errors of grammar where 63% were self-corrected.
Similarly, 53.3% of errors of mechanics 52.9% of errors of organization and 45.6% of errors of

content (below half) were more or less dealt with.

A possible explanation for this is that the students seem to be more successful in self-correcting
errors of vocabulary, grammar and mechanics than errors of content and organization. This result
shows a good fit with Radecki & Swales’ (1988) finding where one group of students, non-
Receptors, rejecting input from their instructor preferred to be much more concerned with surface
level grammatical matters. It may also imply that the students can not easily discover errors of
content and organization. Or perhaps they were least concerned about meanings of their

compositions, or may not have enough practices on this aspect of writing.

When it comes to the sub-elements of the above major elements, the students seem to be most
successful in self-correcting their word order (WO) errors. From a total of 18 errors originally
noted the students self-corrected 15 and this makes up 83.3% of the errors of this subpart. This
may mean that if it 1s indicated to them, the students can detect the order of words in a sentence.
Similarly, they managed to correct their faulty separation or connection of words which should be
written otherwise (Ow/tw). The students have serious problems of writing one word (usually a
compound word) as two words and two separate words as one (see Table 1).This could possibly
be due to limited writing practice or lack of extensive reading ability. However, when they were
given clues, they successfully corrected them. As a result, they self-corrected 74% of such errors

reducing their errors from 50 to 13.

Next comes errors of fragment in which the students self-corrected 21 errors of the original 29

errors noted for this sub-element, and this accounts for 72.4% of the errors of this type. However,
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the least successfully self-corrected sub-element was observed on word fowm (Wf). The students
self-corrected only 18 of the 43 errors recorded pre-feedback, and this accounts for only 36.7% of
the errors. This may suggest that the students appear to have difficulty in using the appropriate

form of words and self-correcting them even if they were provided with feedback.

In general, the discussions made so far are on errors corrected by the subject students taken as a
whole (group). However, this tells us very little about each individual’s success or failure. Hence,

it seems wise to see their self-correcting abilities on individual basis. The following table

presents this issue.

Table 4.4: Errors Self-Corrected on Individual Basis

No. post- o
No. of pre- No. of errors Yo self-
Siudent feedbackl::rrors eeudiinolc self-corrected corrected
errors
1 37 10 27 73.0
2 43 12 31 72.1
3 66 21 45 68.2
4 43 21 22 51.2
5 44 44 0 0.0
6 48 26 22 45.8
7 48 ¥ 26 54.2
8 66 33 33 50.0
9 45 18 27 60.0
10 55 26 29 52.7
11 42 21 21 50.0
12 46 12 34 73.9
13 41 14 27 65.9
14 47 25 22 46.8
15 47 17 30 71.4
16 42 12 30 71.4
17 34 13 21 61.8
18 69 20 49 71.0
19 52 22 30 57.7
20 60 20 40 66.7
21 65 18 47 72.3
22 61 22 40 65.6
23 44 21 23 52.3

As can be seen from the table, the majority of the students are on a good level of self-correcting

abilities. Twenty of the students (87.0%) managed to effectively self-correct more than half of
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their own errors. One student (S;;) particularly succeeded in self-correcting 73.9% of his pre-
feedback errors, hence reducing his errors form 46 to 12. Similarly, other students (S;) self-
corrected 73% of his errors S;, 72.1% of his errors originally noted. Only 3 students (13%) self-
correct below half, and 1 student (Ss) was not able to self-correct any of his errors. Since the data
was taken anonymously, it was difficult to know particular problems of this student. A possible
explanation is that he probably felt much of his original version, even though commented, was
already correct (because few students reported this in the questionnaire), or he did not know how
to improve it. Those students who failed to self correct some of the errors also indicated that they

found,especially some aspects like content and organization,difficult.

However, this case was observed on an insignificant minority and a rare one as the students essay
analysis and questionnaire results revealed that when their errors were indicated to them, they

noted to have easily detected their own errors and self-corrected them.

In general, though individual differences were in fact there, on the whole the students seem to
have encouraging self-correction abilities. The fact that the students have such variations in their
performance confirms Krashen’s (1987) assertion that self-correcting ability is very much

affected by individual differences.
4.1.1 Instances of Student Self-correction and Revision

In the preceding sections the students’ written errors and their self-correcting abilities were
analyzed and interpreted. However, the students were not only asked to self-correct their own
errors, but they were also required to revise their texts in the light of their teacher’s feedback or
comments using various strategies to produce their second versions. This section, therefore, takes

on this issue and discusses it in some detail.

[n an attempt to determine the students’ strategies a cautious comparison between their first and
second versions was made. To this effect, the students’ responses to the teacher’s comments wer<
carefully traced, searched and coded as comments incorporated (CI), comments not incorporate<
or ignored (CNI), self revisions (SR) i.e. revisions without teacher comments ,and then counte:Z
and categorized. The comparison of both versions also helped to see if there were some change=
in the light of the comments and how the changes were brought about i.e. if there were changes

because of the comments (CI) or self-revision without input from the teacher (SR).
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Interestingly a pattern emerged when these changes were compared. These changes appeared to
coincide with the strategies the students used in revising their first versions. For instance, the
comparison revealed that there were 1155 instances of self-correction and revision reflecting
three different patterns: the students incorporated the teacher’s comments, they incorporated but
made ineffective revisions and they ignored them altogether (i.e. they didn’t address the
comments or deleted part of the material that contained the comments).Contrary to expectations,

these students made very few self-revisions.

Table 4.5: Total Instances of Self-correction and Revision

Comments incorporated Total
Comments not
Language ) e instances of
Effective Rev. | Ineffective Rev. ICOEPOTREE revision
aspects

No. V) No. Yo No. Yo No. Yo

Content 34 43.0 |41 51.8 4 5.0 49 43.0
Organization 74 53.8 | 46 34.8 12 9.0 132 53.8
Grammar 162 63.0 | 85 33.0 10 3.8 257 63.0
Vocabulary 278 64.5 | 121 28.0 32 74 431 64.5
Mechanics 137 533 | 102 39.6 18 7.0 257 533
Total 682 58.9 | 395 34.2 76 6.6 1155 | 58.9

e  This revision patterns were adapted from Mendonca & Johnson (1994).

The total number of self-correction and subsequent revision in the students’ second versions was
divided by the total number of revision instances to obtain the percentage of comments
incorporated or not incorporated. Thus as shown in the table, from a total of 1155 teacher
comments, the students self-corrected and made 682 instances of effective self-correction and
revisions on the different aspects of composition. Hence, they made the most successful revision

on vocabulary which comprises 278 corrections and revisions or 64.5% of the total errors of
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vocabulary in the first versions. The students also incorporated the teacher’s comments and made
effective revisions. However, even though they incorporated the comments, in some 395 (34.2%)
instances the students made ineffective revisions. In their attempt to self-correct and revise their

texts, they made other mistakes or even worsened their compositions.

In other instances the students also ignored the teacher’s feedback altogether in spite of the fact
that the feedback required revision. In other words, they didn’t utilize the teachers’ comments to
improve their compositions. In a few cases even the students deleted or avoided materials that
had been in their first versions and about which the teachers had made suggestions. The students’
response to the questionnaire revealed that 3 of the 5 students who did this reported that they
didn’t know what to do with the comments, or how to improve or modify these problematic
sections (mainly content errors) according to the teacher’s comments. One student also said he
didn’t understand the comment, and another one said he felt the commented part was already

correct and didn’t need improvement. This could be due to the students’ perception of

correctness.

These two strategies (ignoring the comments and writing the material as it was, and avoidance
strategy) were instances where the students didn’t utilize the teacher’s feedback to revise their
texts. Such cases were in fact relatively fewer and comprise 76 errors (6.6%) of the total revision
instances. Thus the most problematic comment leading to ineffective revision was on ‘content’
(51.8%), and comments mostly not incorporated or avoided was on ‘organization’ 9%. Most of

these changes were beyond sentence level that could affect meaning.

Nevertheless, many of the changes that led to successful revision were comments on vocabulary
(64.5%). This suggests that the student writers were most effective at utilizing teacher comments
when the changes required to address the feedback were fairly simple, requiring minor or word
level revisions. These word-level changes had little effect on meaning. Previous studies have also
consistently shown that students revise at a rather superficial level failing to make any changes in
meaning(Sengupta,2000:98).That is they tend to correct at word or sentence level, overlooking or

failing to correct errors beyond the confines of the sentence(Ferris,2001).

It may come as a surprise that the students made very few self-revisions. Analysis of their papers
revealed that the students responded only to the particular comments made by the teacher without

making their own revisions. All the revisions were, in general, made in relation to the teacher’s
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comment. However, in the questionnaire, 7 students (30.4%) reportedly revised and expanded

their texts adding their own words.

To illustrate this fact, it seems convincing to use some of the students’ excerpts from their first

and second versions.

Effective Self-corrections and Revisions

Content:
Clarity of ideas and meaning
S:EV, (first version):

The teacher who has good mission and vision for his students as well as his country is

characterized by good teacher(NRW).

S;E,V; (second version):
Having good mission and vision for his students and his country is a character of a good
teacher.

Organization:

Most instances of effective organization require students to supply introductory or
concluding sentences, or to divide their ideas in to paragraphs. However, because of space
limit, it is difficult to print the full text of the students’ excerpts here. But I have one
instance of this aspect on the use of connecting (linking) devices and one from IS

(missing introductions).

SsEaVi: so far, if we have to speak more, we communicate for their country (The sentence 1s also

unclear).

S4E2Va: Thus, if we have to communicate with other countries, we have to speak in English

(clearer). The student changed ‘so far’ to ‘thus’ and clarified the idea better.

Another common problem observed in students’ papers regarding organization is missing
introductory sentences that are used as signposts and direct the reader. The following extract is

taken from the first paragraph, first sentence of the student paper.
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Si3E 1V 4 good teacher recognizes individual differences of students. He treats each child as

unique. He enables the child to learn for himself (IS).

Si3E1V2: A good teacher has a number of qualities. For example, he recognizes individual
differences of students. He treats each child as unique .He enables the child to learn for

himself.
Grammar:

Grammar 1is the second aspect most dealt with by the students and thus they made many

effective revisions.
SsE Vi A4 good teacher tolerate problems. (SVA)
SsEVa: 4 good teacher talefates problems.
S¢E V2. He [A good teacher] advise his students
S¢E V2 He advises his students.
S17E1V1: When we explain the qualities of a good teacher (Frag). He has ...

S17E1Va: When we explain the qualities of a good teacher, he has a good relationship with his

students. (Though the sentence is a bit unclear, the fragment is corrected).
S;E,V,: Secondly, to go and interact with the target language speakers (Frag).
S;E;V,: Secondly, English is used to interact with the target language speakers.

Vocabulary: With vocabulary the students made many effective revisions. Here are some

excerpts.
S1E Vi There are a number of qualities that a teacher forms in his students. (WW)
SiE V3 There are a number of qualifies that a teacher develops in the students.
S1sE2Vi: 4 good teacher shows the behavior of fatherity (SW).
S1sE2Va: A good teacher shows the approach of a father.

S:E.Vi: Good teacher is a model not only in the school but also the society with whom he lives.

(word omission).
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S:EV3: A good teacher is a model not only in the school but also in the society with whom he

lives.
Mechanics: Punctuation and spelling

S1:E2Vi: When we learn English as a foreign language we get familiarity with many feutures of

the language.

S13E2Va: When we learn English as a foreign language, we get familiarity with many features of

the language.
Ineffective Self-correction and Revisions

A number of teacher comments led to revisions that were not skillfully executed and
consequently weakened the students’ papers, or did not improve them much. The student writers
in the sample attempted to address the vast majority of the teacher comments, at least to some
degree. However, it did not necessarily follow that the changes made in response to the
comments improved the texts. Perhaps either they were not competent enough to incorporate the

comments or they did not know what the teacher was asking.

Content:

S:E.V,: English is a positive modern approach that stresses the power words, the range and

variety of English (unclear).

S:E2Va: English is a modern approach that stress the power of words, the range and variety of

English (unclear).
Organization: paragraph transition (CD).

SgE2V it English helps students to understand the ideas of written material. Many people do vt

know the advantage of English (CD)

SsE2Va: English helps students to understand.... Also many people do not know the advantage 2f

English.
Grammar:
S19E V1 4 good teacher hate never students. (W0)

S19EVa: A good teacher equally treats students.

58



SsE2Vi: Many years ago, the educational policy of the country is teacher-centered approach.

(Tense)
SsE2Va: Many years ago, the educational policy of the country are teacher centered approach.
Vocabulary:
SsE 1V i: A teacher should be honesty and responsible (WF).
SsEV2: He should be honst for his work.

S14E1V3a: 4 good teacher should listen and attend student problems as doctors follow the healthy
of their patients (WF).

S14E1Va: 4 good teacher ...as doctors follow the healthiness of their patients.
Mechanics: (SP & PUN)

S14E2V: Different books magazins etc are written in English

S14E2Va: Different books megazens etc are written in English.

Comments not Incorporated

Unlike the preceding sections, in this instance of self-correction and revision, the students did not
incorporate the teacher’s feedback. Instead they rewrote their original texts as they were, making
no changes in the revisions. In other instances, they also deleted or avoided the commented

material altogether. Both of these instances account for 6.6% of the total revision instances.

Content:

S:Eavy: Knowing the command of English and the internal consistency of it increases one's job

opportunity (NM).

S:E2Vi: Knowing the command of English increases one’s job opportunity (The student deleted

the commented material “internal consistency”).
Organization

One major problem in the students’ text organization is bringing the ideas to an abrupt end

and without signaling that they were finishing. Example,
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S13EV: 4 good teacher creates a cordial atmosphere in the classroom. He is loving, kind and

affectionate (CS).

S13E1Va: 4 good teacher creates a cordial atmosphere in the classroom. He is loving, kind and

affectionate (No change-comment not incorporated).
Grammar:
SsE,V: And also to cooprate with the society through communication. (Frag & SP)
SsE,V : And also to cooprate with the society through communication.
S11E\Vy: A good teacher has many characteristics. Such as being humorous, creative ,etc(Frag).

S1EV;1 1A good teacher has many characteristics. Such as being humorous, creative ,etc

Vocabulary:
S1:EVy: There are many characters or features which make good teacher differ from teachers
(& Wy).

S12E\V3y: There are many characters or features which make good teacher differ from other

teachers. (Comments ignored)
S19E Vit Punctuality, patriotism and honest will be expected from a good teacher (Wf).
S19EVa: Punctuality and patriotism will be expected from a good teacher. (“honest’ avoided).

In general, comments ignored or commented materials avoided were not only the ones mentioned
above. A good number of different major and specific elements of composition that were

commented by the teachers were also not utilized by the students for revisions.

Thus from what has been discussed so far on students’ composition it was evident that they usec
various strategies of self-correction and revision such as incorporating teacher comments.
ignoring teachers comments, deleting materials that contained the comments etc. In most cases
(58.9%) the students incorporated the comments given to them and made effective revisions .Ir.
some cases (34.2%) they incorporated but made ineffective revisions. In relatively few cases
(6.6%) they did not make use of teacher comments. However why and how they did these canno:

be described from the composition data analysis. Therefore, these gaps can be filled by the resul:
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obtained from student questionnaire. This leads us to the results of second data gathering tool- the

questionnaire.

4.2. Analysis and Discussion of the Result Obtained from the Questionnaire

and Interview.

As stated earlier, the purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain some information on the gaps left

unfilled by the essay writing tasks. It was also used to back up and confirm/disconfirm the result

of the students’ compositions.

Similarly, the result obtained from the interview was used to supplement the result obtained from
the two data collection tools (composition and questionnaire). Below is, therefore, the analysis

and interpretation of the results of questionnaire and interview.

The discussion on self-correction ability of written texts logically begins with the students’
reading or not reading of the commented papers. Kreizman (1984) in Cohen (1987) notes that
students usually fail to self-correct because they don’t reread the entire text and the teacher’s
comments. Similarly, Zamel (1985) claims that students would rarely read through their
comments more than once and they rarely wrote subsequent drafts incorporating their teachers’

feedback. The following table presents this basic issue in self-correction and rewriting.
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Table 4.6: Students’ Reading of Their Commented Papers and Clarity of the Teacher’s

Comments
Response
No. Item All Most Some Little None
No. %o No. % No. % No. Yo No. Yo
1 How much of the essay did you read 16 | 69.6|3 13 3 13 1 43 | - -

over when you got back your paper to
self-correct it?

2 How much of the teacher’s feedback 12 52119 39 1 4.3 1 43 | - -
did you give thoughtful attention to?

3 If you attended to the teacher’s
feedback how much of the feedback
regarding the following aspects were
clear for you?

Content 5 215110 | 437 | 4 174 |3 13 |1 4.3
Organization 74 30419 39 4 174 |3 13 | - - |
Grammar 14 609 |5 217 | 4 174 | - o fe = |
Vocabulary 12 |920 |7 304 |2 8.7 1 4.3 : 1 4.3
Mechanics 10 43719 39 2 8.7 1 43 | - -

e Percentages have been rounded

The students were asked if they read over their papers and refreshed their memories to be able to
give the teacher’s comments a meaningful context for interpretation. Thus as shown in the table.
the majority of them 16 (69%) reported reading over ‘all’, and three students (13%), ‘most’ of
their papers when they received for self-correction. Yet there were still three students who
reportedly read ‘some’ and only one who said he/she read ‘little’ of it. No one reported not
reading at all. Hence, the larger proportion of the students claimed to have read ‘all’, ‘most’ or
‘some’ of their texts. This result shows a good fit with Cohen’s (1987) and Ferris (1995) findings

whose subject students reportedly read either ‘all’ or ‘some’ of their commented papers.

Thus we can be convinced that most of the students read through their entire essays in order to
see their errors in the light of the teacher’s comments. This clearly shows that basic steps in

processing comments were generally going on. This would help to keep track of errors they had
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made while reading through each line of their papers. They were also expected to meet the

written comments (correction codes) which would assist them to associate the codes with the

indicated errors and detect the problems.

However, reading alone is not an end in itself for successful self-correction, and therefore giving
thoughtful attention is necessary too. Regarding the degree of attention given to the teachers’
feedback, we also see a similar distribution of responses. Hence 21 students (91.3%) noted to
have given intensive and thoughtful attention to ‘all’ or ‘most’ of the feedback, and one student
(4.3%) attended to ‘some’, another student to ‘little’. No students reported ‘none’. Therefore, the

proportion of students who claimed to have read and attended to the comments is much higher

than those who didn’t.

Thus two explanations can be made about this result. Firstly, the vast majorities of the students
seem to have been keen about the teacher’s comments and read through their papers seriously to
know where and why they were wrong. Secondly, having put the effort to write their first

versions, the student wanted to know how their efforts had been received by the teacher.

Nevertheless, the fact that the students paid considerable attention to the comments may not
guarantee full comprehension of the feedback. Therefore, clarity of the comments on the different
aspects of composition is another basic step towards self-correction. Thus the students reported a
great deal of but slightly varying range of understanding of the five aspects (All of these aspec:s
were defined for the students. See Appendix D Item 3). Accordingly, five students (21.79:)
indicated that they understood ‘a lot’, 10 students (43.7%) ‘most’, four (17.4%) ‘some’, three
students ‘little” and one student ‘none’ of the feedback on content. Thus the students seem :o

have little difficulty in understanding this particular aspect of composition.

Regarding organization, seven (30.4%) the students noted to have understood ‘a lot’, nine (399 )
‘most’, 17% ‘some’, and 13% little of the feedback on it. No students reported ‘none’. Here w e
also note a similar level of understanding to ‘content’ discussed above. With grammar we see th.e
highest degree of understanding of ‘all’ the feedback given on it which was reported by 1=
students (60.9%). Similarly, five students (21.7%) reported to have understood ‘most’ and tw o
students ‘some’. This again shows a good deal of understanding on feedback concerninz

grammar.
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The students’ understanding of teacher’s feedback on vocabulary ranges from complete
understanding to no understanding. Hence, 12 (52.1%) indicated to have understood ‘all’, seven
(30.4%) most, two students ‘some’, one student ‘little’ and another one student ‘none’. On the

whole, the majority seem to have been clear with comments on vocabulary.

Finally, the clarity of teacher comments to the students on the mechanics of their writing is not
completely different from the other aspects mentioned above. It was thus revealed that the
significant section of the students (91.3%) reported to have understood ‘all’ or ‘most’ of the

feedback given on it.

On the whole, seen in this light it seems evident that most of the students did not have trouble
understanding the comments given on the five aspects discussed so far. It is also clear that much
more clarity and understanding was observed on grammar, vocabulary and mechanics where 19
students (82.6%) in each aspect indicated good understanding of ‘all’ and ‘some’ of the
comments given on these areas. This result conforms to Cohens (1987) finding where most of
students reported similar responses (i.e. ‘all’ or ‘most’).This would imply that comments given
on such lower order concerns of compositions are usually simple, straightforward ,requiring self
correction or revision at micro-level (word or phrase level) unlike their higher order concern
counterparts. Thus, classroom composition teachers need to be aware of this problem and modit
their feedback practices by making comments clear, detailed and informative to guide students to

the self-correction and revision proper.

Clarity of teachers’ comments and students reading or not reading of the comments are majc-
steps in feedback processing, self correction and revision. However, it is usually observed thz:
students don’t read comments (Cohen, 1987) or feel comfortable when attention is drawn to the:-

errors. The following table presents this issue.
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Table 4.7: Students’ Reaction to Teacher Feedback and Self-correction Technique

Ne, Item Response Hesponden(s
No. %o

4 How do you feel when attention | I am rather confused 2 8.7

is drawn to your errors? I am irritated 1 4.3
[ feel comfortable to know | 20 86.9
my errors
I am indifferent - -

5 The teacher’s feedback helped I strongly agree 13 56.5
me to reduce my composition I agree 8 34.5
erTors I disagree 2 8.7

[ strongly disagree - -
‘ I am indifferent - -

6 What is your reaction to a paper | I like it 14 60.9
with only comments for self- I don’t like it 7 30.4
correction as compared to the one | [ am indifferent 2 8.7
with only grade on it?

7 Did you find any points that | Yes 10 43.5
emphasized negative  points | No 13 56.5
(criticism)?

8 If your response to number “7” is | I like them 6 60
“Yes” what is your reaction to I don’t like them 3 30
such comments? I am indifferent 1 10

9 What do you think you have | It increased my 6 20
benefited as a result of self- | performance
correction? It increase my motivation | 4 17.4

It did both 12 52.2
I have benefited nothing | 1 4.3

10 On which aspect of composition | Content 4 17.4

do you need feedback most? Organization 5 217
Grammar 9 39
Vocabulary 4 17.4
Mechanics 1 4.3

As illustrated in the table, a significant part of the students (86.9%) reported that when attention
is drawn to their errors, they feel comfortable to know their mistakes. Two students noted to have
been confused and one student said he/she was irritated but no one reported ‘indifference’. This
implies a general feeling of the students to have been positive when errors are indicated to them.
This may also mean that they are interested in knowing why they were right or wrong. This

finding confirms Radecki & Swales’ (1988) result which revealed that most of their subjects
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expressed satisfaction at getting back marked papers. They also expressed approval of marking

symbols used.

If the students liked such feedback provision, how do they view this assistance? Again it is clear
to see from the table that by far the largest group remarked that they strongly agreed to have
benefited from the teacher’s feedback. By the same token, eight students (34.8%) indicated that
they ‘agree’ and only two students expressed disagreement to the question put to them. No
student reported ‘strong disagreement’ or ‘indifference’. Hence, it is reasonable to argue that the
students have strong preference and respect for the teacher’s feedback. That is, on the whole, the

students’ response to this question is generally affirmative.

This again clearly goes in agreement with their composition results of the second version in
which the number of errors on the first version were drastically reduced (See Table 2).Errors
which amount to 1155 in the first two prefeedback versions were minimized to 475, giving rise to

58.9% self-correction of the errors.

In order to look into their initiation for self-correction, an attempt was made to compare the
students’ reactions to commented papers against graded papers. Here too, the students’ response
to the question showed a great deal of variation. Most of them (60.9%) indicated that they liked
papers with comments which would help them self-correct; whereas, 30.4% didn’t like this. Only
one student noted ‘indifference’.However,the result seems to imply that the greater number of
students had keen interest for self-correction, a result that appears to support Radecki & Swales’
(1988) finding. Their subjects reportedly liked heavily marked papers. If they are more interested
in the comments than the grade, it is more likely that they pay attention to the comments and self-

correct them.

If the students noted that they liked commented papers, a logical question to follow is what kind
of comments they think they like. First, 10 students (43.5%) indicated the existence of negative
points or criticism while, 13 students (56.5%) responded negatively (i.e. there were no negative
points). However, it was evident that some correction codes implied criticisms. The purpose of
asking this question was to investigate their reactions to such feedback provision which would
affect self-correction. If the students like criticism equally useful as praise, it is more probable

that they have good initiation and attitude for teacher-initiated self-correction.
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Thus six of the 10 students who indicated the existence of such comments (60%) said they liked
the comments; whereas, three students (30%) expressed dislike and only one student reported
indifference. Therefore, the students seem to appreciate not only praises which emphasize their

strengths, but also criticisms which point out their limitations.

This generally leads us to the benefit they think they got as a result of self-correction they did
during the two writing sessions. As shown in the table (Item 9), the significant portion of the
students responded affirmatively. Hence, 26% remarked that self-correction increased their
performance, 17.4% said it increased their motivation and 12(52.2%) reported both. One student

said he/she benefited nothing as a result of self-correction.

On the whole, however, the general attitude appears to be positive. Almost all of them seem to
welcome self-correction because of the benefit they appear to have got from it. Their response ‘It
increased my performance’ is justifiable because their self-corrected compositions also showed

good improvement upon feedback provision and revision.

Similarly, according to their teacher’s oral report, the students seem to have good initiation and
attitude to self-correction. He noted that whenever they discover their own errors, they seem
motivated and self-correct or at least try to self-correct and as a result enjoy the techniques. He
added, “'It [self-correction] is a means of arriving at their own errors through their own efforts.”
However, he further pointed out that self-correction is difficult to apply because it involves
various procedures and rewriting on the same topic. He concluded, it is time consuming for the
students and less practicable for the teacher in the face of large class size we are currently
experiencing. To make self-correction effective, however, learners and teachers should develop

awareness about its challenges in order to appreciate its opportunities.

With regard to an aspect of composition where they need more feedback, by far the largest group
(39%) declared preference of their grammar errors to be commented, 21.7% organization, 17.4%
content, 17.4% vocabulary and 4.3% mechanics. The students’ composition instructor oral report
similarly shows a good match here. He indicated giving considerable attention to a grammatical
aspect of the students’ writing in giving feedback. He further pointed out that this area of
language is the one students of EFL seem to prefer most. Surprisingly, this result seems to echo
earlier findings of Cohen (1987), Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990), Leki (1991) and Ferris (1995).

However, this implies that the students do not seem to be aware of the current shift of priority
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from grammatical concern to content as the primary purpose of developing writing skill is to

communicate message.

Table 4.8: Students’ Feedback Processing and Revising Strategies

Respondents

No. Item Response No. %%

11 | What strategy did you | I asked the teacher for help 1 4.3
mostly use to process and | I read the commented part over and 11 | 47.8
utilize  the  teacher’s | over to understand
comments to rewrite your | I used contextual clues 6 26
version 27 I ignored the words or sentence that | 3 13

contained the comment
I ignored the comment altogether 2 8.7

12 | What did you do when A. 1 only incorporated the| 1l |47.8
you went over the teacher’s comments
teacher’s comments and B. I'revised and expanded adding | 7 30.4
wrote the second version? my own words

C. I ignored the teacher’s |5 217
comments

13 | If your respond to “12” is | I couldn’t understand it 1 4.3
“C” please give your | I understood but didn’t know how to | 3 13
reason. improve it B

I felt it was already correct 1 4.3 J}

As shown above, the strategies the students used in processing the teacher’s comments were
various. However, a significant number of them (47.8%) noted that they read the commented part
of their papers to understand it when the comment seems unclear. The next largest group
indicated using contextual clues in their texts to arrive at the desired form or meaning. Four
students(though such option was not given) reported using the combination of these two as their
sole strategies, and 13% of them ignored or deleted part of the commented text (used avoidance
strategy) and two students ignored the teacher’s comments and rewrote their second versions as
they were. Only one student said he asked the teacher for help. This result suggests that the

students have a repertoire of strategies to process or handle teacher’s comments.

Analysis of the students’ papers also revealed a fairly similar result here. It was found out that
6.6% of the students didn’t incorporate the teacher’s feedback on the different aspects of

composition and the questionnaire result showed that 8.7% of the students did not do this either.
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13% of them also reported that they had avoided the sentences, phrases or words that contained
the comments. This was especially true for unclear and ungrammatical sentences in which the

students were required to rewrite a sentence(s).

When they went over the teacher’s comments and re-wrote (Item 12), 47.8% of the students
noted that they had only incorporated the teacher’s comments without adding their own.
However, the result of composition analysis showed that this figure is correspondingly much
higher (93.1%) because it includes effective and ineffective revisions. 30.4% of the students also
reported revising and expanding their original versions, adding their own words. Similarly here,
the essay result showed very few instances of such revisions. According to the students’ report,
instances of teacher feedback 1gnored were 21.7% which is again much higher than the actual

comments ignored in the composition (6.6%).

The students were also asked why they ignored some of the teacher’s comments. Hence, one
student out of the five who ignored said he/she didn’t understand the comments, three students
reported that they understood but didn’t know how to improve further. One student indicated that
he felt what he did was already correct. This seems to support the argument of Mendonca &

Johnson (1994) which says writers do not usually accept others suggestions.

Table 4.9: Students’ Perceived Ease and Difficulty during Self-correction

No. Item Response
Cont. Org. Gram. Voc. Mech.
No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | %
14 Which aspect of the - - 2 8.7 |15 69.2 | 2 8.7 |4 17.=

composition did you
find the simplest to
self-correct?

15 Which aspect did you | 5 212 (11 |478|3 13 |3 13 I 4.8
find the most
difficult?

With regard to areas of ease and difficulty of self-correction, most of the students (69.2%) four. 2
grammatical elements to be the easiest followed by mechanics 17.4%, organization (8.7%), ar- =
vocabulary (8.7%). Similarly, 47.8% of the subjects indicated that organization was the mos:
difficult part to self-correct followed by content (21.7%). Three students said ‘grammar’ ar.Z

other three reported ‘vocabulary’ to be the most difficult for them. Only one student indicate:2
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that he found mechanics to be the most difficult for him. However, this goes contrary to the
composition result in which vocabulary was the one the students self-corrected the highest

percentage of their errors, followed by grammar.

Regarding area of difficulty, however, it runs contrary to their composition results, where content
was revealed difficult to self-correct. The result of the interview also supports the result obtained
from composition analysis. The instructor pointed out that though the students were not always

expected to be successful in the other aspects, content seems to be difficult for them to correct.

Thus, the possible reason for the discrepancy of the students’ response and the essay analysis was
that they didn’t appear to have clearly taken into consideration where they had ease and difficulty
on the writing tasks. As a result, what they thought to be simplest turned out to be the most

difficult for them to self-correct.

Table 4.10: Response on Teacher’s Usual Approach to Error Correction and Students’

Preference
No. Item Response
Always Some times Rarely Never
No. | % | No. % No. | % No. | %
16 | How often does your - - |17 73.9 4 174 |2 8.7
teacher let you self-
correct your written
errors?
17 If he/she does, does the - - |15 71.4 5 23.8 |1 4.3

teacher give you written
feedback on your papers? :
18 If he/she gives you 5 25|13 65 2 10 - -
written feedback, do you
give thoughtful attention
to it?

These questions (Items 16-18) were addressed to students because it is obvious that their
exposure or lack of exposure to self-correction can influence their abilities to detect and correct
errors. Thus as shown above, more than half (73.9%) reported that they had been exposed ‘rarely’
and two students noted ‘never’ at all. Thus we can safely conclude that the students did not get
frequent opportunities to look back at their own written errors. This result exactly matches the
teacher’s oral report. He indicated that he used the combination of self-correction, teacher

correction and peer correction, giving more attention to peer correction.
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Parallel to this, an important question is whether the teacher gives the students written feedback
(using correction symbols) to guide them along the correction process. In line with this, most of
the students (71.4%) noted that he sometimes gives them feedback, 23.8% said ‘rarely’ and one
student said ‘never’. The instructor also underlined that he sometimes provided the students with
written feedback using correction symbols like ‘gram’ for grammar, ‘Sp’ for spelling, etc. This
may imply that the student were used to self-correction strategy and correction symbols, and thus

had some background skills about them.

Moreover, the students indicated that most of them (65%) of those who reported that they were
given written feedback noted that they sometimes gave thoughtful attention to it. Five students
(25%) responded that the attended ‘always’, two students ‘rarely’ to the comments given by the
teacher. No student reported ‘never’. Thus it seems that the students were keen about written

feedback and made genuine attempt to get their erroneous forms and meanings right.

Table 4.11: Students Preferences and Attitude to Error Correction

No. Item Response Respondent
No. %
20 Which of  the | Teacher correction 5 21.7
following approaches | Peer correction 7 30.4
to error correction do ["Se[f-correction 9 39
you prefer most? All oF ther 2 37
[ don’t like all of them | - -

As indicated above, the students showed variation in their preference of approaches to written
error correction. However, the majority (39%) preferred self-correction; the second largest group
(30.4%) were in favor of peer-correction, and 21.7% of them teacher correction and the smallest
group preferred “all”. Mesfin’s (2004) study, however, disclosed that most of the students
preferred teacher correction (37.5%). This response confirms the result obtained in Item ‘9’
discussed earlier where the students pointed out that self-correction mainly increased their
performance and motivation. Stressing its difficulty of application, in large classes and many

teaching loads, the instructor also underlined the motivational value of self-correction.

He furthermore indicated that he usually used peer- correction and sometimes teacher- correction

strategies alternating them in written error correction, giving less room for self-correction. He
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was also of the opinion that peer correction creates an opportunity where learers learn from one

another.

Most of the students also justified their responses in ‘Item 20’. The commonest ideas are

summarized as:

- Self-correction helped them to reflect on their written composition, motivated them to be
critical about the quality of their written composition.
- Peer correction encourages discussion, and collaboration, helps them to learn from each

other, etc.

The students also expressed their overall reactions to self-correction strategy (The open ended

[tem 21) as a method of dealing with written errors.

The students’ actual written responses are printed below without modification or improvement.
S1- It is better to increase my performance in all the future of my works.

8§2- It is somewhat good but since the idea is strange to me I need some support.

83- It helps me to increase self-confidence and to develop my knowledge.

S4- 1t is interesting and makes a critical reader.

S5- Self-correction strategy makes the individual person creative and experimental to  remove

those errors.

S6- Self-correction is very necessary and it helps me to evaluate myself and to know my mistake

in every day of my life.
S7- 1t is so interesting.
88- It is the strategy I like most. I will use it for my students just after my graduation.
89- It is an excellent way of dealing with writing.

S10- I strongly agree with self-correction
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Others had different attitudes
S15- Self-correction is only the idea of yourself. So it is better to add other personal comments.

8§16- Self-correction strategy may not help us in correcting mistakes. Because I make wrong
which seems right for me. So if I am going to correct it by myself, I may repeat that mistake.

It is difficult to use.
8§17- Peer correction is better because your friend can see mistakes you cannot see.
S§18- I prefer teacher correction because he is wel-experienced and more qualified.
S§19- 1 like all because each approach has it own weakness

The data gathered through students’ questionnaire and teacher interview revealed that the subject
students in this study had limited exposure to self correction strategy of a written composition
prior to this study. Thus though it may seem difficult to derive reliable conclusion from such
data, at least one thing is certain. In addition to the self-correction the students did during this
study, they were able to relate this limited exposure to their theoretical concept they had acquired

and give sound judgment on this matter.

Therefore, as can be seen from students’ quotes most of them seemed to prefer self-correction
technique as the best strategy of dealing with written errors. The students also indicated this
tendency in various sections of the questionnaire and now reaffirmed it in their free response to
the open ended questions. The majority underlined that it is a motivational and educational

technique of promoting writer autonomy in EFL writing pedagogy.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Summary

This study attempted to ‘investigate the self-correcting ability in written composition of students
at university level with particular reference to third year regular degree students of EFL at
Wollega University. To this effect, relevant data ware gathered through classroom composition

writing tasks, student questionnaire and teacher interview. The results are summarized as follows.

The result of the study revealed that the subject students were found to be at a good level self-
correcting ability in dealing with their written errors. When feedback was provided to them, they
successfully self- corrected more than half (58-9%) of their prefeedback errors noted in their

texts.

In addition, it was discovered that the students were most successful in self- correcting their
errors of vocabulary and least successful with their content area problems of their compositions.
In their response to the questionnaire they also indicated that they need more feedback on their
grammatical errors than on other aspects of their compositions. However, this notion goes

contrary to the current state of writing pedagogy where content and organization are given

priority.

Furthermore, in their response to the questionnaire the students reported to have used various
strategies in processing and utilizing the teachers’ feedback to write their second versions. They
stated that they mostly read their texts over and over until they understood the teacher’s intended
comment and discovered the correct form of the errors. Some also noted that they used contextual
clues around the feedback. The result of the composition analysis also showed that the students
only incorporated the teacher’s comments in revising their texts as their sole revision strategy
instead of adding their own ideas, thus making micro (word) level changes in the revision. They
also remarked that they found self correction technique educational and motivational to use it in
wiring classrooms. However, they further noted that they were exposed to it very rarely and got

little opportunity to reflect on their own texts.
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5.2 Conclusion

From the results of the study the following conclusions that have pedagogical implications can be

drawn.

First, the study uncovered that the provision of written feedback for student writers assisted them
to self-correct their composition errors, reduce their overall written errors and improve the quality
of their papers. This implies that feedback provision and self-correction are extremely effective
means of improving students’ writing skills. The approach also forms an essential part of the
writing pedagogy. Encouraging learners to self-correct their written errors by identifying the
location and types of errors also appears to be an effective means of helping learners to be self-
critical writers. This again suggests that minimal teacher intervention (mere feedback provision)
can bring about a good result in EFL writing. It can also sensitize learners to their own errors,
helping them to develop an objective and evaluative approach to their texts. Hence we can safely
conclude that if effective feedback is in operation, learners can successfully correct their own

errors and see the improvement they have made.

Besides revealing the students self-correcting abilities the study also disclosed the various
strategies they employed to handle the teacher’s fecedback and revise their texts. This may give
the writing teacher an insight into the various strategies learners use in processing and utilizing
written feedback to self-correct and rewrite their texts. This in turn may necessitate the need of

training effective strategies that would help learners to handle and make use of teacher feedback

for successful revision.

The fact that the students in the study least self-corrected their content and organization errors
may also imply that the basic and the most important aspects of composition are neglected and
thus needs to be worked on. The students seem to lack adequate skills of making, discovering and
shaping meanings through writing and rewriting. This also suggests that revision strategies have
not received adequate instructional attention in the writing classroom. Zamel (1985) also

criticizes EFL teachers for paying excessive attention to grammar problems.

The result of the data obtained through questionnaire also revealed that the students seem to have
strong preference and initiation for self-correction. They tend to appreciate and welcome a
correction strategy whereby the teacher points out their written errors by locating the nature and

place of the errors. In general they appear to value the contribution of discovery approach to
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written error correction. However, It is important to point out that the effectiveness of the

technique depends on proper practice, training and awareness raising on the part of the learners

and teachers.
5.3 Recommendations

Based on the conclusions drawn from the findings of this study, the following suggestions can be

recommended.

1.In order to help student writers develop self-critical and evaluative approaches to their writing,
writing teachers should give learners the opportunity to self-correct their own errors. However,
if teachers immediately jump to correction, such valuable opportunities may be lost. This
doesn’t mean that teachers should always stick to self-correction. They are supposed to fall
back on the various approaches such as peer correction, or sometimes teacher correction, giving
a considerable scope for self-correction. This choice, however, should depend on the nature of

the activity, the existing classroom conditions and other related factors.

2.When teachers make use of self-correction technique, they are also advised to play a supportive
role by indicating the place and type of errors using a system of abbreviations or correction
symbols and writing them above the erroneous forms or in the margin of students’ papers
(Doff, 1988; Byrne, 1988, etc). Moreover, written comments teachers use need to be clear,
detailed and informative enough in such a way that they can guide the learners, and provide
them an inherent reason of the need to correct and revise. This is a basic step in writing as the

research to date has revealed that unskilled writers lack strategies for processing and handling

teacher feedback.

3.As stated in the literature section of this paper, many teachers tend to focus on lower order
concerns of students’ composition errors in their feedback provision. However, they are
supposed to realize the paradigm shift in writing pedagogy and communicate this clearly to
their students and change the attitude. They should inform their students the current status of
writing research on writing and the general trend currently in use. To this effect, teachers
should assist students by seeking situations in which the students are encouraged to discover

and shape meanings through revisions. This could also be effected through explicit teaching of
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revision strategies so as to improve the students’ writing proficiency and perception about
revision. In an effort to improve the overall quality of their students’ writing, teachers can also
structure their writing classes so that students are given the opportunity to rewrite drafts in a

way that will improve the content of their papers (Chenoweth 1987).

4.Teacher trainers and curriculum designers are also recommended to include topics on how
trainees can effectively apply the technique in dealing with written errors in writing classes. To
this end, self-correction and revision techniques might require some learner and teacher training
in order to raise their awareness of the opportunities and challenges of the technique. Students
particularly need to be oriented and familiarized with the correction symbols and other
necessary procedures in order to fully appreciate the need for and the purpose of self-correction
and revision. There is also a need of strategy training so as to help students know what skilled

writers do when they revise, or strategies they use in rewriting (Leki; 1995).

5.Student writers on their part are also advised to make unreserved effort to improve their writinz
skills through making constant and continuous practice in and out of classes on academic and
non-academic matters. They should be critical about the quality of their compositions and nee<

to know why and how they get something right or wrong,.

6.A great deal of research needs to be conducted to clearly see the effectiveness and applicability

of self-correction at various educational levels to substantiate or confirm this study.
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APPENDIX A

Operational Definition of the Terms

Needs rewriting — statements or phrases whose meaning is not clear or obscured because of

faulty grammatical or technical arrangements.
NM- grammatical but meaningless, non-sense or irrelevant
Paragraphing- dividing ideas into meaningful units (paragraphs)
Introductory sentence(s) - giving an introduction to an essay to direct the reader.
Connective/linking devices — wrong or missing cohesive devices
Concluding sentence(s) — a closing remark for an essay

Subject —Verb Agreement- the act of coping up of the subject and the verb of a sentence In

number or person.
Number- singular or plural usage
Tense — appropriate tense usage
Verb form — the use of the right form of the verb
Fragment-the use of incomplete sentences
Word' order- putting words or phrases in their proper order in a sentence
Wrong word — the use of inappropriate word(s) in a certain context

Word omission — the act of missing or excluding a necessary word from a sentence whaose

absence affects the meaning of the sentence
Strange word — a word which doesn’t exist or appear in the dictionary and cannot be guessed

Word form — the different parts of speech used in accordance with the environment position znd
service

Unnecessary word — the use of extra word that doesn’t contribute to the meaning of the en::re

sentence(s)

Word separation/connection — the separation of a word which is written as one or the

connection of two words which are two
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APPENDIX B

Key For the Correction Symbols
NRW- Needs Rewriting (rephrase or rewrite it to make the meaning clear)
NM- No Meaning. Elaborate it
Parag- Paragraphing (divide your ideas in to paragraphs)
IS- Give introductory sentences(s)
CD- add a connective device/change it
CS- Give concluding sentence(s) or remarks
SVA- The verb should agree with the subject
N- Singular or plural usage
T- Use the appropriate tense
V{- Use the appropriate form of the verb
Frag-the sentence is incomplete
WO- put the words in their right order
WW- Replace word(s) by a more appropriate word.
A- There is a missing word(s)
SW- The word doesn’t exist
WT- Use the appropriate part of speech (N, adj, adv, v. etc)
Unw- The word is unnecessary
Ow/tw- Make it one word /them two words
Cap- capitalize it
Sp- Spelling

Pun- Punctuation
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APPENDIX C

Descriptors of Language Aspects

Content: elaboration of ideas, clarity of ideas and meaning, ideas related to one main point,

relevance of ideas to topic, details to recreated event, dialogue, message, setting, title, and length.

Organization: parts of composition (beginning, middle, end, introduction, body, conclusion),
ideas connected chronologically, placement of ideas within parts of composition, logical

sequence of events, transition words, paragraphing, overall structure

Grammar: movement from sentence to sentence, well-formedness of sentences, subject-verb
agreement, complete sentences, morpho- syntactic fluency, verb tense and word forms (if word is
used as noun verb, adv, adj etc) number (plural/singular), gender, word order, negation, ‘there’

structure.

Vocabulary: variety of diction, avoidance of repetition, appropriateness of diction, effectiveness

in expressing meaning, accuracy of word choice using, idiomatic usage.

Mechanies: punctuation, contractions, spelling, capitalization, handwriting, other conventions

(use of words for numbers, parentheses, symbols etc), indentation of paragraphs.

Source: Villamil & Guerrera, (1998: 500)
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APPENDIX D

Student Questionnaire

Dear Students:

[ am conducting research on “Teacher-initiated Learner Self- correction Strategy o!
Academic Writing.” Your genuine response to the questions below will be of much help for the
study. I thus kindly request you to answer each question carefully. Your response will be kep:

confidential. You don’t need to write your name!

Directions: Please think of the last composition papers that you were asked to self-correct. Thc
following questions are related to the way you dealt with the teacher’s feedback and the self-
correction procedures you followed. Please answer as honestly as you can by putting a tick (v') in the

boxes given to show your agreement.

A. Students’ Reading of Their Commented Papers and Clarity of the Teacher’s

Feedback.
No Items All Most | Some | Little | None
1 How much of the essay did you read over
when you got back your paper to self-correct
it?

o

How much of the teacher’s feedback did you
give thoughtful attention to?

3 If you attended to the teacher’s feedback, how
much of the feedback regarding the following
aspects of composition were clear for you?

. Content (meaning, relevance, etc

' Organization (paragraphing, transition
markers, etc)

Mechanics (Sp, pun, etc)

| Grammar (Tense, agreement, etc)
Vocabulary (Word choice, etc)
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B. Students’ Reaction to Teacher Feedback and Self —correction Technique

4.

How do you react (feel) when attention is drawn to your error?

[ am rather confused [_] I quickly detect my errors [__]
[ am irritated [__| [ am indifferent [ ]
[ feel comfortable to know my mistake ] Add (if any)

The teachers’ feedback (comments) helped me to reduce my composition error.

I strongly agree [ ] Iagree 1 I disagree [ ]
I strongly disagree ] [ am indifferent [_]

What is your reaction to a paper with only comments for self correction as compared to the one with

only grade on it?

I like it (] ‘Idon’tlikeit [_] I am indifferent [

Did you find any comments that emphasized negative points (criticism)?

Yes [] No[]

If your response to number “7” is ““Yes”, what is your reaction to such comments?

[like them [] I don’t like them ] I am indifferent ]

What do you think you have benefited as a result of the self correction technique?

It increased my performance [
It increased my motivation [ ]
It did both [ ]

[ have benefited nothing []
Others (if any)

10. On which aspect of composition do you need more feedback?

Content [ Organization ] Grammar [__] Vocabulary ] Mechanics [_]

C. Student Feedback Processing and Revising Strategies

11. What strategy did you mostly use to process and utilize the teacher’s comments and write the second

version?
I asked the teacher for help [_]
I read the commented part over and over to understand it 1
[ used contextual clues i.e. words, or sentences surrounding the comment 1]
[ ignored the words or sentences that contained the comment [ ]
I ignored the comment altogether [—_]
Other strategies (if any)
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12. Please describe what you did when you went over the teacher’s comments and wrote the second
version (revision). '

A. Tonly incorporated the teacher’s comments ]

B. Irevised and expanded the original version adding my own words ]
C. Ididn’t incorporate the teacher’s suggestions. -
D

. Others

13. If you to response to “12” is “C”, please give your reason.
I couldn’t understand it [__] I understood but I didn’t know how to improve it [_]
[ felt that it was already correct and I didn’t want to do anything more ]
Others
D. Students’ Perceived Ease and Difficulty during Self-Correction

14. Which aspect of the composition did you find simplest for you to self-correct your composition?
Contentl_] Organization ] Grammar [ Vocabulary L] Mechanics 1

15. Which aspect of the composition did you find the most difficult?
Content ] Organization ] Grammar - Vocabulary ] Mechanics ]
E. Questions on the Teacher’s Usual Approach to written Error Correction and

Students’ Preferences and Attitudes

No Items Always Sometimes rarely

Never

16 | How often does your teacher let you self correct your
written errors?

17 | If s/he does, does the teachers give you written
feedback on your paper?

18 | If s/he gives you written feedback, do you give
thoughtful attention to it?

19. If you response to “18" is “Never”, please indicate your reason

20. Which of the following approaches to error correction do you prefer?
Teacher correction [] self correction [ ] peer correction  [_|
All of them [ I don’t like all of them [

Why?

21. What is your overall reaction to self correction strategy?
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APPENDIX E

Teacher Interview

First of all, I would like to express my deepest gratitude to you for your cooperation in giving me
reliable first hand information. As you know, postgraduate candidates need to conduct research
for their in partial fulfillment of M.A degree. As a result, I am conducting a study to see the self-
correcting ability of students of EFL taking the course Advanced Composition II. Regarding

this, I have some questions for you. Ok, if we may begin:

1. When you treat your students’ composition errors, what correction techniques do you
usually use? In other words, do you give them the correct forms straightway yourself,

use peer correction, self-correction, or some combination of these?
2. Which one do you think is the most helpful method? Why?
3. Which one do you think is the most difficult to apply? Why?
4. How often do you give the students the chance to correct their own errors?

5. If you employ self-correction strategy, do you provide the students with a written
feedback which would give them visual clues as how to self correct like correction

symbols or codes, or simply you make them search and correct?

6. How do the students handle your written feedback? Do vou think they understand it.

self correct and improve their texts?

7. When you make use of self-correction strategy, which aspect of composition (e.g
content organization, grammar etc) do you focus on in giving feedback? In which

aspects do you think the students are more successful and in which not?

8. What do you think is their general attitude to self-correction technique?

rd
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APPENDIX F
SAMPLE STUDENTS’ COMPOSITION PAPERS

91



2 e T N o e
e Sf = StE4Vy ( meeeaba;g, _ IDN? D2RY

Quatities OF 0. gpod teacher
A Lood Teeclel pr n e«g'gzcrtflze Teacket ta A lieches Lobo, Conce
ted & bout lie Studentdd eniedicitad bd sccicd telfate, btleackers
mest ditcet 0Lligation ie To enaute Thatl Students Leawe Uais
55 wzmg;muz bnewoledle, tinderstbuting O Cppiesiodion of
Speeigic SwbyectS vl Othet sz,fpa Thoun 1ohin '{’;%‘é’ﬂ Luctledtd \dl ity
0i teocners wake Some dgeienct bulluil soudonts Lves. Soue
Leetctesd Copvratend by fecws gr,ecc.ZLZ Oard eve Pou':tcu,eﬁl L{%‘
bucoce Hin Oficdd. ’22(117 Leenmto 1elete o Stdests Littes.
Cbend (o L2¢ hioie itlddé—d/fﬁ} tr fn:;.iu.c_z,}qjﬂ Flrew Lol _ /e[{_ ,é,n,iﬂ,g
Qoo it Sfudints e tecwid Qlavest Cﬁ-'/"ll’«.i-t'zé? Can Ty
{tachers ,5; el , ﬁ
s Ce tte Clieye 404{1 ag‘om{mcué m 1ée .fwzz‘
td-(ia,f ?L(&.xﬁﬂdﬂ'— = EvcllgricasTic
T owlbbnc fnd [dew,“wuj
- Chedidede
© Flea bl
. k’ﬂcff&;{g Coble -
(..t\ﬁ[%‘ Tlocoe Liat gi Eﬁﬁ'i:zt&lj‘.ﬁ»wf FZL;\LL L M&Mj élr,u’;,] (_'/’LEQ U,Z*
‘ o-good % Coetlun) Gic ypoq The @l C’__Lsfk’z&d Abdter
ey €0t aHor Oned - ‘sc‘{ihgu 03¢ B e .
?’LU’L{L" Z.’Lt.é":J fifil fl'b( i;jl},.f bt #-S’Lm,j E ét /L(:ZL //LL"‘L
Lii7 i co VL Olecs3T0DRA 00 0t e Tl Cif -
”:.‘Ls 1AA ‘



b

(L -

-

<. BV SiEV (Pre{—g@d _ _”A"‘L‘//’G @/«X’j &
Syl back ) _.\/ 4

CG‘*t’\\

ALt es Of [ coinlng Fongliak 05 0o fpréie

Sfanduag

S & g BT .
E,&%M&, Leteuflt QS G .’ﬁ; reigh Loonu el (n Tho tohele {oovid
exceft tht hotive Speakéss )oto nie Toking [t oS @ frrat Law-
Hage. Cul Ce u-wﬂ«? y EHeie pre, e QLa0 ey o Eleat Countiies
‘f?,n (29 M{’ o) g CO-&CJ%Q:LLC“ ) Ut e lee) Bivecen tHoct Ew—j boate Lo &
GOL»-\,LwCu— -é'Ou’bL%ng‘c (e ht&bb’v} Coventiiey & tle :L;DHWUL Se /dw'
L O Levd baondled&C 8 Evglisl. putco O Ji pCIIom b £0pE -
Calt P Lo e'm;m Y wrevl 4a0ilid . [iq%ug (2 & pt Lt ]fcc -
US fo e Lo lerged trh EcHur Eovcrnniewtn] b Men- Koretst

uvcled Leedold . Eten fq Evgloct o icee 02 it LY u%”f’m

b EHiopee €7 Llcmarcloty (el :ﬁ' Lo ol flue {@ﬁi
Lonfuafe in biglicr ionthedionn Sipstoy frove Liph Sl .
SOUabning forfliah @ o Aoyiciyi forgooc® hat (ot
U&meéwv{wﬁmw? {‘L /.'1{_)-_ P,{g“ Lot ./ya_(“.i (O b ,f'ngn{;“/ h 5
SLLCCL’LJ#’LH Civ acdf{_& ;,“,Ec.- fc’-l«a-ﬂdf‘t} -1‘0 -(JA (:;«11,;[5613.(]?’ UL
"fi’d"/i/’lu/ﬁ: bLd tq_'t‘u,; w L Cudddl P | {/&iveca 07/ fo}_ T ff*ﬁ £
,H;f,fril‘?_‘,, Bovid L6 (kLo o //a\

2
b \
A\




- S E VL 51 1V Prcf@:cib«,‘u:.k\_; | IO 02w

Qlualities OF A gped teachor

Skt e Tt ’\W\_w"

A Lood Teeckel or Oun E%aiw;e Teaetel o A lathes Lobo Conce
fed & bout lie Studendd emeticinal bvd Social teljate, &.twu,zuu
mest diteet 0blifation ia To enautc That Studeats loawe Uit L
55 k%uvguﬁ:ui bnowoledre, tinderstcloy Oal bppiceiof - ¢

;#ﬁf/f, . S %wﬁf Qwl Ot FQJP(J. ‘U:J.vu, LOAL 1{&07 ,e{,dflu.d HM{
Ol 't,{Mt\,C’tj neote Sowe a’"E enel tlluil S s lives. Soue.
Teechedrd Ca«,u.w.féujh lLecu %wula:é Oad erve FOLLtMpE Lﬂj‘“
bucoce Tan Ofeidds. ufy,CLEnLva 1=¢lete o Studcint Lfﬁtu
Cend A L2¢ e ;izccce:u%u) ta fm;iucuy’ 71‘3{4_(:(,/1,( Lea Lﬂ«bm‘;’

Qnuuwf AR Sﬁwun’tj f,\,)e Logwdol Qlsnedl Cottee LM,Z? Call f&u

fz:;chLMJ /g criet .
Cow et Cleve Joets, A Bood Ticiid Loe 11 foute

bolaf /1(.&{4'/'“4'- = Erclldriiaslic
T il Luned ﬁLLin‘LL‘W'LLJ-

- Cicdﬁ&a
pc./,/acz,la,u
kﬂCLt— (,Lp[ LLb[f
,N F) Tlecac Ligt % &f..tis‘tfd Ctvu;?'Flu; o Ll d M&M ?LLLJLhCQ di‘
p-good TecefeaSGre o 1he ©nte 01;»/(’ Yo Abcl b
ey E5¢ Tht Lttu/)m Oued - 50-{@_& ¢ Ore & iLs OF
Qrealidied ot fit e /cé‘{t-bl, FEAmy ‘é‘ bia [bct

Lid7 Letiod Cec Z’u AT TOORA &y Cud Lede il Cltin-

FERLAA -



92\/1’ S22 (pes ¥ eedvanci ) TN L37/66
217 Mvesdtages 0F Lewtning Engrian 63 & Foreign lbungucge

E g Wi Lo us!fgum O }omigw Lanl Wbt e Ha oleu Wertel
Lreept b o tice §peeckeld Whe 0 fbing (t 65 6 Aot Loa.
B Cud Countlim, L ftiupisn, o @led Cuc o thise Covudiies

Iadhio el o Flobalizeticw, it 1o wel lnowon Uit Engilionls
o Contmion _Lq,;w,/\%u(,Lg;( én Mﬁciw) LoviThles cy i[“;’ {ddmrid SO l’u/'d&’m-i
G %ﬁorsei Lc\.cwuﬁ%{: e\j kn,u.;tig.t,, o LS 6 ju_ﬂpeﬂcfﬁ, P U’Pi-mth:),
Us &amp Llovmint Lsdud -

B&xgbzalﬁ, w O Fi,-{,nu;d,v) fQL,(_L,J 1o be U’”’fw?;)*d b B bbia gcut"lll'
Hntotid Q-VKJ’LU‘V"’ g/(: Vet iemiatlod Sceters. :/;»Ufi-ﬂ LI‘ t:,,‘,i Loz E:-»l- 4-_.;';13;,1 3
e jafeet b Blaiopun 6 Llomentety fcuf, it o Loty 10t
el & Uitittion b bisiet elihations S from hihSthal

Q’o &a“uurng ;/:w-;’ hale €5 G ﬁwi’%” C‘f wbeLu{g’,’-( Léd e piv) Latl Gados
%LS Lo u-lJi Lecel Lok ./m{‘.(n,tu/ to be ,{ac&-,j;f:;’w/ 8 CLCCULUW;& Cert
th, Pl b 2aaa f;{"“: c%(./ B ) %U'h:\:bu ) "fc Linecs The Culhite G il
Widnesd 7 / vreya 4Ol e, oo Ahg Ledir.



SiEgM. (Postteedbnck)  OF27 Job

@‘Mﬁfa}w 01 & Good Teachel

A Ye ool Wottnel or Gun ¢fftetive teecbu s LJM,\CwLa»me(
vbout his J'%Hfﬁl(/atufd'éiwe»ﬁolut./ Ocnd Soeied wreldode , @ g'ar-d
eectters most Alieet it otioie to To €naute Tl Sheel-
l:l/fzd ﬁt;&.w tkuii Cleare w(}t/&f%\f/ﬂ&:t(/l. kxwwud,%& , UinelaLs -
Ucndins Gad Gpprecl O ALO— Qj aga{'/c%ﬁ-c. Siihyets bued
Chlet Leoplt flgo. {,«C"'C-..L.\,_'T/U—('La cateted.

(Sb-vwﬂ fi,ﬂﬁcfﬁd U Coviaie fent ’W) [ e % el
st Dndruenetisin Cfhgtss fhay) Leta o retecte te
» _ £ , | e
stud ¢ uld eettin Cocd Lo ke puer Leeetess pyl be ]fw\oauwu«f
Yewwine feadiing G TiiicShudenta. Ke wooutd edmest
Ca.?,ia,/nl.j il Thrar trecthers /tﬁt € towi-
£ acd Cotls Clopve flucts, £ Gosd Luncher e U for
-L‘C'Cw’imf ‘ﬂz,a (i Ftle ' - EaHiusceStte
C . W Concd ZLLL;LLCLMLJ
- C?A L(«l_ [L L‘-
_ T_:(_,‘ (C’b"{/{—
- i (et &ALt

A Cwu;) prev-€

A - ;oS ._ - T - v e ; - .
i\l '}‘\ ) /TI'V\_J\’ (2t 04 1o t‘—'l"t_L{L e flodenid Lo b A
~ i ) ) W o X y L 1 . ¥

i & g;cw‘é,{ Trind b (i’ Lore et ELd ) e e clig-

e Gelo . SR

Sit e :ji‘(,'b Cécey Clec - G\t 17 jLede
Hocre (e O Nl /L)?‘.L <) 5;}’%@ C:}_%LN (lect .‘AUJ
Ticche L CLL.LL.L\;?’«‘-J f,.u;, /ng/;'u_ )C_} ikl/b Lven L
Cloe (levrrctn ryeutiul tHoi Cl2dlcer .



i b ishasnd

. Allob
‘ ; >Q,1_:lf.f _[jDM)a
' A4S

g \:L"\'
[Qe%aﬁw Y A Gpod Teacic
- & ’ U.‘ T

R 15

7(&”d Teacui X %p;u b f“ ({4 }D_C UJQCL//dec/L'LJd

SVP

Al J(CLM,J e Plan (L wort ad ovE gndild plisk

/ﬂ’e c;\cm,d

o ' af?a) f/"; AtUAL Nt v rTled 13 leasi nees
L
. }5 zl"“r 0L/E&(57 (Cﬂ({m(i (__f ,ﬂlulffzufd

ﬁ/‘t{d I(ACLL” ZSC/LT Al Jlwdelts [ILLA“U f’/é
«LCH A i Faliv s (f Ll L hn £J7j AN S 1/151 'fCé’LC(fL“‘y é{JLo'(

¥ "\ »
! IR

e CE aptes b"o 'viﬂj' MALE apys aJJrwient - ffe_vape it
.ELCL 02 it g2 {/LCLO j[/)/z( (f L1 UzL

A4 /Md Tcatie ééc’ ﬂ[f«fﬁca Lzu/i £l uuf ETY.C; b

CUT DAL i CorLpounded e céo oo Ayl (uaé aleohol,
et f, uzuuﬁ,ucafj}((cwf foond )2 su. gl fu !
N

]/)] (jl.l //r 4“9)/2[ (’f /{L(J tLI’L‘LC P ./’fafrll /L€ z}/‘/ﬁL /ﬁr/»
. .
Lz..uu.){u(.d é'u.‘LLJLf g\_c_ (L,_ 07} &Lt )(‘L R o {‘ZAL 2Ld

/?4/5@( Leo cies /I acceptab« K_A/m‘ [n&r dellal,

52

-



LD V¢ @R (Db

/Jis
Aduantases q Leaining mmﬂ#ﬁfg Langecsye
M ’ 'v" ﬂ’(’ 25 ALyl

;{‘Zj ?{'1‘ SIS Aﬂ«\éir;l.'tﬂﬁ [jc{ leaen Ulsl 6?;1_5,(/:2&_,,4{{“@ 7
ﬂl_{u\, aic (L G Le GLCJ AL f?/{ﬂY«LJ

(o (tL( c’} Lt Aﬂ,m/uﬁzgy f,/wébu{c ¢ (ﬁbl«)nbuj’f "catt

‘L LTin {,JL'CCZ L&’Libt 7l Aﬁ“&'tﬁ. (‘2 E/U- (ol éd dﬁzbbﬁ!lﬂ((‘d
™ UA G
d’!ci oLWu/d M g4 G tlc t'-uztfz ¢ e wde (¢ aza

i |
(e e dbyond end aloe na e A @Vt,ny(‘zg\.

)A(_JLC[. K- ﬁﬂ.([;u El,l tL-Jk 191.[ C(ﬂszLJl ‘L Cp o
J[r‘bLfZla L E. r'l"'f ) e tape C‘:;L«LIQLLtCL ﬂ——’ 6:&4_’»&

466 2 ij/f)?f/lﬁf,n(,) AL ﬁﬂi} Ccrijk _)éé‘ TN, R
ﬂ@%d‘j (tle povd andel gtander !

e yur4 vy W/ AT IICT CIS J,Cacz)u/t; £ i &QA;/’{/[([;H}MV'

7LL ot {.,nhé{ (_L,LAci.&fa&rLd or ¥ C(m ;tllil,\_ /’,v[ L}g(’.( /C’J'ZUL‘(’/;U
[~ Wwh Gy

% e Ludie {tL)LL.“L Lo, Lcyubk »ad ol Ml Coer

Saagah

s

(LC\ACL L‘}J LCLC‘L ('LULL ;_{JL\,L" 1o to- (ZH‘L?' /al,c}rl LC’JAJLU
Y

\JZ.EQ C(‘}L\ by o 2 (LLtft’\ic
fé\-r"' ;LLLQ"‘ deL\ZGLvL‘t&LD( 7({({'?_ iLtf\j 5»1 {, AC\ W7 I |

EURTA

ZL[PL(Z"L Lo v]u( ¢2? [ g0 /uzzfz((fza'(( d’i/f- MC((CIJ\

f‘_.([{_,;l[l&éd') &.L,JL—({ L& —LZ,.L~ Z'CZ_H'LLLL&&Z Tr- Lfﬁ-— 412(.'.5(1()&
yoorid

p



PR IO NY 03 (/ob
i N o g
g R = - 5

Luaictien 9 agwd Teaches.

> ; ) and
Ageod toaches it huincid [i6 Di? Peaple . deederi

SLA= :w\.*‘a‘.j“"‘ SLat.
_AC et - al il ;QCJU’L luin wWort and &L 2 pu
: ’ j H(’— ALl / — ) é{’@?" /Zéa’)"/’t '1/1_,6“") {Iuﬂ,{)
Hé— LA coly ases The dtleals o JT et
Agqecd Teachwt L ate pun G e
4 7% M ’__ | o M,Lv
A:Lil"%l g_f;‘-g( (Je el t ficats il _dHuAken?’? QTL 0

. e

o {

5o B S WivA

A an @ Fodtiet A i wn by AN ,fc_@,c,hulfj £
[’é{rzf;) 4»/&_& 2l pinia. b‘ﬁ r}/i%’{nf rte. “’{/)S-" Mi{;)/"/‘(_ wie L2 ffc

/UJ//JL&QJ aa 0? 'd'u:vl"'" K2 {J\_c? /WFC C.’f ,éLL-VM" W'.‘"""J
Mip agec Te i T A pret Jhow (ituanti d dicsy

) 9 - . - 7 Cl/\ a2 /"Liz"':” I‘
MJ/C([JE/ WI’O( C;L(.ILJ/LL’tC cé thC, Covl FO?,LJL(,"' _/(j{.( &/

Py SE , ? ol gl AT N
M/j ﬂ'/@é“f‘/'/Jzuc‘tUL{’ y A mfl)tfu( [ fiens 2

9 o S 2. aF &_‘ (1(5 1/{ [_f &3
Zatk;& LAt e kD P E OF Al CimeL A : ..
an Ve e ﬁL.V\/Lf’ .

, y B9 o
-Z Iec. /H;-u\ /Lg‘t,i;’tlﬁfna(,wéﬁ_j , He deer £ vzl ) s di
41 D L - ot ol CCAWSG T C
,,)uu._h v tea i uL}’, Av‘}Md Tep il &4 ﬁCr(c[L,ﬁJ /f
’LLCJ d(('\l: {:'\ .

: e . 5= s . \'_' TN
'!"Ul[’{ ('.(-»,," A.ojccd Jerahey o4 Cha tlﬁ('{(?ij\_(j U‘J Gl et

MU ttion @dﬂié(&?kif_‘_%,“}“”\ 4o pun ual, hend
all STudiitls ¢ ‘w?cu)[f-aj- (2 ;"Ld/"? :Sb 0 A.

wi, Tyeert”

Y



£ 5 G Ao R
G B2V

AU

AM”—”@“ 9 Leaand g £ngtie asgrortfun langug-

WwWe @m‘ g aclva ndag fm] Ceﬂ:miﬂ? 5}%-%74!9”1,{,‘2
theur @i deoctilocd oﬁﬂf@((a‘tb‘? e R
(CM" </ th M’Matﬁﬁjd 6? Lea 7,/2,2:1{]’ é'/lffi'"“ o1 ey

e
N 7 w 4 g - .' ? 1 JMC,Z @UO&T
With nteinatoemnal [&_’?L/L'f\f‘f} . f’,b;){,u,w\. Ca (L AL
(R GZ the tea el “ial> WC wae fomdi ‘?,uvu g;;[dntﬁc.d ﬁuh'j a@

awied (i 5/@)455& Cdince we Cinesd ﬁ,qﬁ:éwk ,;,LJ /(;Qﬁ/'z,niau}
“ ) : /
Q'\./Q C:&vb\ /JL'“/LPLLJ Wl ¢
PR ) =
qu C;a”’;:f; fﬂ:wt abizid, acl o4 LT f?‘pcrﬂmo ate ¢l
ﬁ‘ (/")&\, . ;',u,' R 7 27
YRS, wWe edfy wie and wnderdtand all o <
Centlnts

£ jg we 1tate’Cont ,-Mtt%a@_fwﬂ"

4716{;&[ advantase CZ" Ceain ;.?Hf Enalizh co A0 (oM munt
e it pamd wndetdtrand gevtiafn poopld > fcov 6
ng T8 S ANy 5455{,) b A /lijttC 9o ae Cae etd el K&]"/Zafah?."
< ) Vv
e ciie : /b& 5]3[6 v J/LJ( Y24 Cff-m, weorts Cul fune.,
A( T g 7 - . i " : -
Lo 2ds /LI qd, e tage o ¢ u;a%fu-/L§ gg,],c.)zli,? h @
.- &
LCViean (7 ry o W
v 7( / M”Ly“tfff’ (00 tace pacl (twcdido U (leéif?/fj
Gild T lac ﬂ“"”"vff GAl pe pacdets aCon(d.
e Foot ‘
o iy Ve ' !
> L UL vy ot 3G9 41y : i ; ; .
Ne co.2inm L/ ks /

ﬂ Fr gzréo} 1A, J



DECLARATION

[, the undersigned, declare tha' tais thesis is my original work and all sources

of materials used for this thesis h:ive been duly acknowledged.
Name: Getachew Teshome
Signature: //I“:’t

Place: ILS

Addis Ababa University
Date of Submission: .S JUNZ , 230%™
This thesis has been submitted for examination with my approval as the-

= -
—umversity advisor.

Name: Seime Kebede (Dr.)

Signature: "‘g_;;_)/\f\ e

___..J:fti

Date:




	MX-M464N_20220303_161304
	MX-M464N_20220303_161337
	MX-M464N_20220303_161454
	MX-M464N_20220303_161521
	MX-M464N_20220303_161541
	MX-M464N_20220303_161601
	MX-M464N_20220303_161629
	MX-M464N_20220303_161653
	MX-M464N_20220303_161740
	MX-M464N_20220303_161824
	MX-M464N_20220303_161902
	MX-M464N_20220303_162057

