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Abstract 

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

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

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

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

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

that could promote students' writing skills. 

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

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

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

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

comments', 'conferencing' and 'reformulation' were the most common forms of feedback used in 

responding to students' writing. The students reported that their writing teachers mostly used 'error 

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

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

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

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

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

identification' in descending order. 

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

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

xvu 



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

mean scores of the first and fmal drafts were found to be significantly different within the group 

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

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

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

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

improved significantly when they rewrote the originals suggests that rewriting improves students' 

writing significantly. 
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Chapter One 

General Background 

1.1. Background note on Ethiopia 

Ethiopia is an ancient country located in No rtheas t Africa. It was ru led by monarchy until 1974 

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

by one of the longest and bloodiest civi l wars in Africa. In this civi l war the military government 

was defeated by the opposition forces of the Ethiopian People's Revolutionary Democratic Front 

(EPRDF) leading to the formation of the then transitional government. 

Acco rdin g to the Royal Mail ... (1994/5), Ethiopi a is bordered by the Sudan, Kenya, Somalia, 

Eritrea and Djibouti . The central area is a vast hi ghland reg ion of volcanic rock formi ng a 

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

wh ich starts in Palestine runs down the Red Sea and di agonally through Ethiopia, Kenya and 

Malawi. The escarpments on either side of the country are steepest in the north where the terrain 

is very rugged. To the south, the landscape is generally fl atter and more suited to agriculture. 

Amharic is the officia l language, although about 80 other nati ve ton gues are spoken in various 

regions in the east and south of Ethiopia. English is the second official language. Chri stiani ty 

(Ethiopian Orthodox) is mainly practised in the north and Islam in the east and sou th of th e 

country (Roya l Mail International Business Travel Guide, 1994/5: 124). The present popu lation 

of Ethiopia is over 58 million ( 1996 census esti mate). 



1.2. English in Ethiopia and Ethiopian Education 

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

official language of international organizations, and the med ium of instruction from junior 

secondary school s all the way up to tertiary levels (Dejenie 1990). As Dejenie further ex plains, 

the hi story of English in Ethiopia is di rectly linked with the introduction of modern education 

into the country and Engli sh has played a significant rol e in the educational system of the country 

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

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

as the official language not on ly for the international organizations located in Ethiopi a ( such as 

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

also for some national organ izations such as the Ethiop ian Air Lines, the Commercial Bank of 

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

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

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

Simi larl y, Gebremedhin ( 1993) al so argues that the rol e of Engli sh is so important in Ethiopian 

education in general and institutions of higher learning in particular. To thi s effect, he ex plains 

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

wri tten in Engl ish. Under normal circumstances, as he further pinpoints, university students are 

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

tasks that in vo lve the use of both the language and the knowledge the students get from their 

reading sources . 
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Hailom ( 1993) also shows the significant role Engli sh has in Ethiopia in general and Ethiopian 

education in particu lar. He underlines that Engli sh has been playing an important role in th e 

country's efforts, particu larl y in the education sector. Haile Michael ( 1993) al so explains that the 

full-fledged introduction of the E ngli sh language into Ethiopia dates back to the beginning of the 

20lh century, when the first government school was opened in Addi s Ababa in 1908. English was 

then taught as a subj ect whil e French was used as a medium of instruction. The Ethiopi an 

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

some Ethiopians to learn European languages in order to main tain contact with European 

coloni al powers, and to access modern western knowledge" (McNab 1989:78 as quoted by Haile 

Michael 1993: 17). 

Starting from the first quarter o f the centu ry, therefore, Engli sh has played an important ro le in 

Eth iopia not onl y within the education system in the country, but also in business, government, 

and intern ationa l relations (Hail e Michael 1993: 17). Teshome (1995) also points out that the 

English language has assumed a significant ro le as a foreign language in Ethiopia for at least half 

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

position of Eng li sh language use in Ethiop ia is on a c line between EFL on the one hand and 

English 'Mother Tongue' on the other. This could be why Bender et a l. ( 1976) consider Eng lish 

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

English has a negligible number of native speakers in Ethiopia, but at present 
time it has a crucial position in education, commerce, governmen.t, and 
international communication, and from this poilll of view il can be regarded 
as a major Ethiopian language (Bender et al. 1976: 12). 
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As pointed out by the aforementioned and many other researchers, Engli sh has a signi ficant ro le 

in Ethiopia in general and Eth iopian education in particul ar. However, there is a lot of talk about 

the decl ine in the quality of Ethiopian educati on. Criti cs of the Eth iopian educati on system tend 

to attribute using Engl ish as a medium of instruction as one of the major causes fo r grow in g 

decl ine in the quality of Ethiopian education (Dejenie 1990, Gebremedhin 1993 , Hai lom 1993, 

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

quality of education in the country as a whole, the mere argument that using Engli sh as a med ium 

of instruction is excl usively responsible for the dec line in the quality of educati on sounds biased 

and politi call y moti vated (Hailom 1993) . There could be a number of factors for the dec line in 

the quality o f education in the country. Some of these factors , as Gebremedhin ( 1993) wri tes, 

quoting Rogers ( 1969) and Last ( 1983), inc lude the fact that, the educational system is not in 

harmony with the fu ndamental needs of the country. Moreover, it seems that the cou ntry cannot 

afford to prov ide the appropri ate funding and runn ing of the country's schools for the ever­

increasing number of children. Bes ides, as Gebremedhin notes, quoting Kehoe ( 1964) , the major 

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

qualifications, lack of appropriate teaching materials, and outdated teaching methodology in high 

schools. 

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

teaching that goes on in the c lassroo m. He underscores that one of these prob lems is the large 

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

of c lass practi ce and exercises done as well as the amount of indi vidual atten tion each student 

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

and other faci lities by dividing the student population in to two or three groups and mak ing the 

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

group spends in class is minimised, eventuall y leading to a lesser peri od al lotment for each 

subject. The other prob lem is that most teachers are not qualified for the teaching job and the in ­

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

as Dejenie argues , there is an acute shortage of teaching materials. Textbooks are in short supply 

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

Haile Michael ( 1993) al so airs similar views for the decl ine in the quality of education in 

Ethiopi a. He says that there are many factors which are respons ible for the dec line in additio n 

to the li ngui stic facto rs. He argues that lack of adequate reform in the educat ion system , which 

has been largely academic; and the rapid growth in student enrolment both at school , co ll eges and 

uni versity without a commensurate increase in financial and other resources are some of the 

major factors for the decline in the quali ty of education in Eth iopia (Haile Michae l 1993: 1-2) . 

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

position of Eng lish in Ethiopian education. The Ministry of Education has made the teach ing of 

Engl ish compul sory as of grade one for all schools throughout the country. This further sugges ts 

that Eng li sh will continue to remai n a very important language in Ethiopia in general and 

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

teaching of Engli sh so that it could facilitate the teac hing- learning process in Ethiopian 

educat ion. 
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To thi s effect, it is worthwhile to briefl y look at the effo rts being made by the Department of 

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

Engl ish in Ethiopia in general and the Ministry of Education in particular. 

1.3. The Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

The Department of Foreign Languages and Literature is one of the fo ur departments in the 

Institute of Language Studies (ILS) of the Addis Ababa University (AAU). The other 

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

Linguistics, and the Department of Theatre Arts. The ILS, as Haile Michae l ( 1993) writes, was 

set up in 1978 after the restructuring of the then Faculty of Arts, under which the departments 

then concerned with language studies, namely, Engli sh and Amharic Departments were 

admin iste red. The ILS was to act as both a teachin g and research unit in matters pertain ing to 

language studies (Haile Michael 1993:37). 

The main responsibility of the Department o f Foreign Languages and Literature is to train 

prospec tive teachers of the Engli sh language for senior secondary schools. The Department 

o ffers a number of courses to its trainees for three consecutive years. When the trainees reach 

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

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

senior essays, they will be awarded a B.A degree in Engl ish, which will qua li fy them to become 

Engli sh teachers in senior secondary schools. In addition , the Department trai ns those students 

who would become journali sts and publi c relations officers in various governmental and private 

organi zati ons throughout the country. One other major task of the Department is to teach service 
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courses in Engli sh to all first and second year students of the Addis Ababa University. The main 

objective of teaching these cou rses is to help first and second year students to improve thei r 

profic iency in Engli sh so that they might be able to function effectively in the ir academic studies 

(Haile Michae l 1993:49). The Department further oversees the activiti es of other fore ign 

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

The chairperson (head) of the Department is responsib le for overseeing the day-to-day acti vities 

(both adminis trati ve and academic) of the Department. The academic s taff ranging fro m 

g rad uate ass istant to professor a re responsible for teaching in the regul ar and ex tension 

programmes, and conducting research in areas pertinent to the teaching and learning of E ngli sh 

as a fore ign language. Moreover, the academic staff members serve in various committees 

formed to promote the academic exce ll ence of the Institute in general and the Department in 

particu lar. 

Further, the Department organizes workshops and seminars for its regul ar teaching staff and part­

time ins tru ctors to upgrade the ir teaching abilities and familiarize them with the current issues 

in Engl ish language teaching and in teaching methods. 

The Department of Foreign Languages and Literature has establi shed strong academic lin ks with 

the Ins titute of Education , University of London, and Lancaster Un ivers ity in The United 

Kin gdo m. The British Council finances the scho larships offered to the Departme nt. The links 

seem to have produced good resu lts. A number of academic staff members of the Department 

have completed their doctoral deg rees in Teaching Engli sh as a Foreign Language (TEFL) and 

s tyli stics and some other members are in th e pipe line. The writer of thi s thes is is o ne of the 

beneficiari es of these links . 
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2.1. Statement of the problem 

Chapter Two 

Introduction 

Writing is a skill through which, 111 most cases, the student has to prove to the teacher or 

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

over writi ng in academic setting (Mulamba 1993: I ). However, as Rivers (198 1) remarks, many 

co llege and uni vers ity students with four , five, even six years of study of another language behind 

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

(Rivers 1981 :291). This prob lem is obvious in the wri ting of our fres hman and sophomore 

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

and again to make out meaning or the teacher/reader has to put (77) on the students' essays and 

paragraphs to indicate to the student writer that what he/she has written makes no sense or not 

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

words, the problem is serious and multifaceted. The content of their writing is not sati sfactory. 

Their grammar is usually fau lty. Cohesion is, in most cases, non-existent. Words are usually 

either misused or misspelt. Stucients seem to have li ttle or no idea about mechanics. Students by 

and large seem not to have any idea about how to outline, how to organize ideas, how to 

summarize ideas, how to paraphrase ideas, how to make ' notes, etc. My sophomore English 

students told me that they had no idea as to how to write letters (personal or business) in Engli sh. 

It seems that they do not write in English outside of the classroom. In short, our stucients seem 

to have a great difficulty in writing intelligibly and effectivel y. 
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Who is to blame? Content area teachers lend to blame language teachers. Language teachers tend 

to blame students. Students attribute their prob lems to poor academic background and schools. 

Schools complai n about lack of good teac hers and teaching materi als. The vicious circle goes on. 

However, one thing is certain. The courses have failed to li ve up to the rationale for teach ing 

them. The rationale behind the teaching of Engli sh courses is that the courses would help the 

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

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

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

The reason is as Byrne (1988:25) remarks because "it is treated as a compendium to the lesson 

rather than as a worth wh ile learni ng activity in itself ". Moreover, writing entai ls a lot of time and 

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

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

language teachers either give very few written assignments or fail to correct and return them. As 

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

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

worth developing in the foreign language. Our problem, as Byrne furthe r notes, is how to do thi s 

in such a way that they make measurable progress through the performance of reali stic and 

relevant tasks (Byrne 1988 :7) . To thi s end , the Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

has been making strenuous efforts to improve the Engli sh proficiency of Engl ish majors in 

general and thei r writi ng skill s in particular. Ev identl y, writing courses such as Sophomore 

Eng li sh, Intermediate Engl ish and Advanced Composition are offered to English majors during 

their three years of training in the Department. However, students' Engli sh proficiency in general 
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and writing in particu lar does not seem to show encouraging progress. Many teachers of writing 

complain that these Engli sh majors have a serious problem in the central issues of compositi on: 

overall organization, signposting, information packaging and clarity of meaning (A ll wri ght 

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

co ll ected samples of) . Moreover, the researcher is well aware of the magnitude of the problem 

from hi s years of teaching writing courses and advising students with their seni or (4'h year) 

essays. What makes the situation more serious is that these English majors are going to become 

teachers of Eng li sh in the secondary school s. This impli es that they should have a reasonably 

high level of Eng li sh proficiency in general and writing in particular to be able to help their 

students develop writing skill s. 

Over the last several years writing has begun to receive more e mphasis in the ESLfEFL 

curri culum, and teachers of ESLI EFL are focusing on writing more often in their courses and 

programmes. At the same time, those responsible for evaluati ng the proficiency of students fo r 

whom Engli sh is a foreign/ second language have felt a need for more e ffici ent, valid and reliable 

ways of assessing communicative ability in writing (Jacobs et al. 198 1). To thi s end, it is worth 

noting the role of feedback in improving students' writing skil ls. Different theories of learning 

have their own ways of looking at feedback. For example, the behaviourist learning theory tends 

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

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

response, respectively. In a cogn itive view of learning, the function of feedback is not on ly to 

provide reinforcement, but to provide information which learners can use acti ve ly in modi fy ing 

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

pa rticu lar. Feedback provides the writer with information for rev ision in his/her work. As 

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

ways of assessing the quality o f the ir language performance. Without feedback on the ir 

performance, learners can th ink they have mastered something when they have not, can foss ili se 

in errors, become di scouraged or resent the effort they have put in (Cottera ll 1995:224). 

Similarl y, Soml1)ers ( 1982) underlines that without comments fro m their teachers or from their 

peers, student writers will revi se in a consisten tl y narrow and pred ictab le way. Without 

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

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

Genera ll y, as Chaudron ( 1988) reports, from the teachers' point of view, the provision of 

feed back, or "knowledge of results" (Annett 1969), is a major means by which to inform learners 

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

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

in terlocutors' utte rances, may constitute the most potent source of improvement in both target 

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

ca ll s for in vestigating the different feedback methods used in writing in genera l and students' 

writing in particu lar. 

To th is effect, thi s research attempts to explore two feedback methods (used in writing)---teacher 

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

Dheram ( 1995) notes that feedback seems to be as central to the process of teachi ng and learning 

as revi sion is to the process of writing. It is therefore important to develop an awareness of the 

nature and function of feedback so that teachers and learners perform the ir rol es effecti vely 

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

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

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

successful composition teaching and learning. Simi larl y, Chaudron ( 1984) underlines that only 

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

learners develop their sk ill s in effective writing. 

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

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

is what the teacher gives and what the students wou ld like to gel. Part of the problem li es in the 

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

focuses onl y on certain e lements in written output (e.g ., grammar and mechanics) and because 

it overemphasises negati ve points. Furthermore, comments are not structured enough to help 

writers develop their ideas (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990: 155). This implies that teacher feedback 

has certain drawbacks. One alternative approach to mi nimise these drawbacks could be to ask 

students to correct one another's papers. 
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Therefore, the main objective of thi s research is to compare the effect iveness of different 

feedback methods on students' writing revi sions. The specific objectives are to: 

( I) di scover what feedback methods are in fact used in writing at present, 

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

(3) compare the effectiveness of teacher versus peer feedback on students' writi ng revisions, and 

(4) suggest the feedback method/s that could promote students' writing skill s. 

2.3. Importance of the research 

Writing teachers (in Ethiopia) at large tend to avoid giving written ass ignments to their students 

for fear of the amount of work and time involved in correcting students' writ ing because of the 

large number of students in a class. This avoidance of written assignments has a considerable 

impact on the teach ing and learning process in general and developing writi ng ski lls in parti cul ar. 

As thi s research attempts to find out what feedback methods are in fact used at present in writi ng, 

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

methods used in writing, the results of this research could have the fo llowing pedagogical values: 

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

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

effecti ve in promoting students' writing skill s, and 

(2) the results could also prov ide a useful framework for future research. 
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2.4. Scope of the research 

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

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

coll ecti ng a large sample of essays from all groups that took Sophomore English during the two 

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

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

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

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

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

for the mai n study on four different topics . Thus, the data for this research was based on these 

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

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

studies. 

2.S. Definitions of terms and abbreviations 

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

of this research. 

S = student 

G = group 

0= draft 

N = number (of students) 

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

Y = value awarded by rater 2 (see correlation coefficient tables in Appendices M Gnd N) 

x, = value of 0, for G , 
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X2 = value of 0 2 for G , 

y, = va lue of 0 , for G2 

Y2 = va lue of O2 fo r G2 

cont. = content 

org. = organization 

lang. = language 

voc. = vocabulary 

mech. = mechanics 

par. = paragraph 

pars. = paragraphs 

contd . = continued 

TWE = test of written Engl ish (.I acohs et al. 1981) 

ESL = Engl ish as a second language 

TEFL = teachi ng Engli sh as a fore ign language 

LI = language one 

L2 = language two 

kebelie = the small est administrative unit of a town or city 

kireml = rain y season 

S. D = standard deviation 

to = t -observed 

t, = I-critical 
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2.6. Organisation of the thesis 

The thesis comprises seven chapters and bibl iography followed by a li st of tables and appendices 

whi ch include questionnaires , a li st of teacher/peer comments, sample essays and other relevant 

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

is fo ll owed by chapter two which out lines the problem, objectives of the research , importance 

of the research, scope of the research , defin itions of terms and abbreviations used in the thes is 

and organi zation of the thesis. Chapter three deal s with review of related literature and chapter 

fou r outlines the various research methods employed in thi s study. Chapter five shows the 

analysis and di scussion of the pilot study and chapter six is on the analys is and di scuss ion of the 

main study of thi s research. The last chapter, chapter seven, contains the conc lusion and 

recommendations of the thesi s. 
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Chapter Three 

Review of related literatUre 

Th is chapter has three parts. The first part attempts to review what literature has to say about 

writing skills. The second part deals with error correction and the last part attempts to address 

some important and relevant issues in feedback. 

3.1 Writing skills 

3.1.11Iltroductioll 

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

in particul ar. This is important because a teacher who is proficient in the language he/she teaches 

has confidence in hi s/her profess ion. As Murdoch (1994:254) points out, "For non-native English 

teachers , language proficiency will always represent the bedrock of the ir professiona l 

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

IllOSt essential c haracteri stic of a good language teacher. 

In line with thi s, writing, which is an integral part of language teaching and learning process, is 

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

struggling with language to get ideas down on paper is a valuab le aid to the learning process 

(Hedge 1988). Ri vers (198 1 :308) also points out that writing is a ski ll wh ich must be taught and 

practised. This is true at any level of learn ing, especially in co ll eges and universities where 

studen ts are required to prov ide writing tasks in various di sc iplines. 
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In the light of thi s, the main focus of thi s part wou ld be to show what the literature has to say 

about writing in general and developing writi ng sk ill s in particu lar. In order to ach ieve thi s 

purpose, the follow ing topics wi ll be explored in this part: the nature and purpose of writing, 

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

integration of skill s, and some general guide lines for developing writing skill s. 

3.1.2 The nature and purpose of writing 

3.1.2.1 Introduction 

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

and aims, etc. Writing, wh ich is an integral part of language, plays a major role to th is end. As 

White and Arndt ( 199 1: I ) indicate, "Through writing we are able to share ideas, arouse feel ings, 

persuade and conv ince other people. We are able to di scover and articu late ideas in ways that 

on ly wri ti ng makes possible." 

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

communicati on but also as a permanent record. Yet despite the power of writing as a permanent 

record, as a fo rm of express ion, and as a means of communicati on--- it has tended to be a much 

neglected part of the language programme, both in fi rst and fore ign or second language teach ing 

(White and Arndt 199 1). However, Raimes (1987) underlines that writing should not be seen as 

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

( 1987) and Rivers ( 198 1), writing can be used for learning other language skill s. But writing is 

by no means easy. Some appli ed linguists and theori sts say that wri ting is such a complex and 

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

perform ." Hence, the foll owing part attempts to explore the nature of writing at length. 

3.1.2.2 The nature of writing: why is writing difficult? 

To begin with , White and Arndt ( 199 1: 12) indicate, "We believe that there is no po int In 

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

most complex and demanding of all cogniti ve activi ties undertaken by human beings, .. . . " The 

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

( 1983) who explain that certain psychological , linguisti c, and cognitive facto rs make writ ing a 

complex and diffi cult di scourse medium for most people, in both native and second language. 

Furthermore, Widdowson (1983) points out that two tasks are involved in learn ing to wri te. On 

the one hand , the student-writer has to learn how to conduct a non-reciprocal interaction by 

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

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

transfer of info rmati on and reference to shared know ledge. 

It is not onl y that one has got to learn to write but al so, as Bell and Burnaby ( 1984) , c ited in 

Nunan ( 1989:36) , state: 

Writing is an extremely complex cognitive activity in which the writer is 
required to demonstrate control of a number of variables simultaneously. At 
the sentence level these include control of content, format, sentence structure, 
vocabulary, punctuation and letter fo rmation. Beyond the sentence the writer 
must be able to structure and integrate in/ormation into cohesive alld coherent 
pa rag mphs and texts. 
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It can be argued from what has been said above that wri ti ng is such a complex and demanding 

activity. On the one hand, the psychological, linguistic and cognitive factors invo lved in wri ting 

make wri ting demanding. On the other hand , the writer is expected to contro l a number of 

vari ab les at the same time in writing. In the li ght of thi s, it wou ld seem reasonable to further 

examine why writing is difficult for students in general and ESLI EFL students in parti cular. 

It seems that the difficulty in writing emerges largely from the nature of writing outlined above. 

To thi s end, Hedge ( 1988) remarks that the difficulty in writing might be for the same reasons 

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

their first language and this is partly to do with the nature of writin g. Writing is chall enging for 

ESLI EFL learners because, as White ( 1987) explains, it involves di scovering ideas , discovering 

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

Moreover, as White further states, it is a thinking process. Writing cannot be separated from 

th ink ing when students compose. 

The difficu lty of writing in Engli sh is further compounded by the fact that e ffective writing 

requ ires a number of things from the learners: a high degree of organization in the deve lopment 

of informati on; a high degree of accuracy so that there is no ambiguity of meaning; the use of 

complex grammatical dev ices for focus and emphasis; and a careful choice of vocabulary, 

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

matter and the eventual readers (Rosen 1981), as cited in Hedge ( 1988:5). 
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T hi s seems to be true of all kinds of writing because al l writing, no matter how humble, is 

consc ious ly created, and results fro m cognitive processes involving translation of non-linear 

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

when they write in English is wel l illustrated in White and Arndt ( 199 1) by comparing it with 

fl ying a craft : 

It is said that the two most critical and exacting manoeuvres injlying are 
taking off and landing, and the same is true of writing. A good beginning will 
attract the reader's attention; a good ending will send the reader away 
satisfied and stimulated. Less exciting, though no less important, than taking 
off and landing is the business of staying airborne. As a pilot has to keep the 
crq/i and its passengers safely in the air, so a writer has to keep the text 
.flowing and sustain the reader's interest ( White and Arndt 1991: 102). 

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

other reasons include the fact that writing in volves discovery, thinking, and requires a number 

of things from the learners. As Richards (1990: 100) argues, "Learning to wri te well is a diffi cu lt 

and lengthy process, one that induces anx iety and fru stration in man y learners." It might be fo r 

these reasons that, in most cases, most people tend to avoid writing. " ... writi ng is usual ly an 

irksome acti vity and an ordeal to be avoided wherever poss ible"(Widdowson 1983:34). This 

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

or avoid or re legate it to homework. 

3.1.2.3 The purpose of writing 

As most researchers and teachers of writing would agree, the follo wing questions are worth 

raising when we di scuss the purpose of writing: Who is my reader? What do 1 need to say? How 

call I make it clear to my reader? To thi s end, Hedge ( 1988) ex plains that it is a clear sense of 
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aud ience which enables a writer to select appropri ate content and express it in an appropri ate 

form and style. Similarl y, Hughey et al. ( 1983) point out that writers must have intent or purpose 

before meaningfu l communicati on can occur. The primary objective of writing is communication 

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

The idea of purpose is wel l illustrated by Widdowson (1983) who says that the writer shou ld 

know who he/she is writing to, what he/she is writing about and why he/she is writing. He further 

remarks that these are, after all , normal conditions fo r wri ting, and without them there can be no 

basis for interaction. The wri ter cannot negotiate anyth ing unless, as Widdowson argues, he/she 

knows who he/she is negotiating with and for what purpose and unless he/she knows the 

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

conditions are not provided , then the business of putting words on a page hecomes not a soc ial 

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

reali zation of lingui stic rules for communication. If the student does not recognize writing as a 

fundamentall y interacti ve enterprise, then he/she will be forced to produce tex t which has no 

derivation from discourse: a piece of language ex isting in iso lation for its own sake. Production 

of text for its own sake is not writing as a communicative activity but simpl y an exercise in 

lingui stic composi tion (Widdowson 1983: 44). However humble the writing might be, there is 

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

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

purpose. Moreover, the process of wri ting is a valuable learning tool for students in first as well 

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

worth teaching and practi sing. 
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3.1.2.3.1. General purposes 

Di fferent researchers and theori sts suggest that writing could be used for a num ber of reasons. 

For example, Innscher (1972) gives the fo ll owing reasons for writing: (a) Writing is an important 

means of communication. (b) Writing frequently reveal s to us that what we kn ow and feel or 

what we may think we know but cannot verbali ze. (c) Writing is al so a means of organi zing 

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

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

reasons. More specificall y, writing could be used as a valuable teaching and learning too l. In 

other words, writing can be used for pedagogical purposes . 

3.1.2.3.2. Pedagogical purposes 

Byrne ( 1988) points out the follo wing as pedagogical purposes of writin g: (a) to prov ide for 

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

ev ide nce that they are making progress in the language (c) ex posure to the fo re ign language 

th rough more than one medium, espec iall y if skill s are properl y integrated, appears to be more 

effecti ve than re lying on a single medium alone and (d) writing provides variety in classroom 

ac ti viti es, serving as a break from oral work. At the same time, it increases the amount of 

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

fo rmal and informal testing. S imil arl y, Raimes ( 1987) indicates that teachers ask their students 

to write for the purposes of re inforcement, training, imitation , communication, fluency and 

learnin g. Moreover, Hedge ( 1988) notes that writing can be used to assess and di agnose the 

prob lem areas students have in language learn ing. 
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In addition , it is important to reali ze that language proficiency would be incomplete and 

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

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

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

student practice in manipu lating structural variants and in selecti ng and combining lex ical 

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

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

communication in general and teach ing and learning process in particu lar. To this effect, different 

researchers and theorists have pointed out that writing has a good number of reasons and writing 

presupposes a reader and a purpose and underlined that language proficiency is incomplete and 

ineffecti ve without the ahility to write proficiently. Thus, it is worthwh ile for writing teachers to 

real ize the nature and purpose of writing and help their students accord ingly. 

3.1.3. Writing in LI versus writing in L2 

3.1.3.1 Introduction 

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

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

line with thi s ,' Byrne (1988) says: 

We should not assum.e, however, that they (L2 learners) are proficient at 
writing in their mother tongue, or that they already possess the n.ecessary 
organizational skills for writing effectively. Nor should we assume that the 
ability to write in the mother tongue can be transferred to the foreign 
language, althou.gh sOI/l.e global transfer, as with reading ability, often seems 
10 take place (Byrne 1988:5-6). 
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White and Arndt ( 199 1 :3) also remark , "People in their nati ve language though they may have 

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

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

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

researchers and theorists) would make the argument more tangib le. 

3.1.3.2 Research findings 

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

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

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

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

their coll eagues to learn from first language theory, practice, and research and to apply effect ive 

Ll techniques to L2 writing instruction. Since that time, second language writing teachers have 

begun to conduct the ir own investi gations of L2 writing processes and of the use of process­

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

second language writing process studies distinguished between effectiveness and ineffectiveness 

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

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

revealed no signifi cant differences between Ll and L2 subjects. Zamel (1982) also found that 

competence in the compos ing process was more important than lingui stic competence in the 

ability to write proficientl y in English. She found that the writing processes of her L2 subjects 

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

writing instruction might also be effecti ve for teaching L2 wri ting. 
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Zamel's (1983) study of six advanced (un iversity) L2 students provided more support to a theme 

that was developing among L2 writing studies---that L2 writers compose li ke LI writers. She 

had two types of subjects---skill ed and unski ll ed. The skilled L2 writers in her study revi sed more 

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

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

process, and saved editing until the end of the process---all writing strateg ies si mil ar to those of 

skill ed L I writers, as described in LI writi ng process studies (e.g. Pianko 1979, Sommers 1980). 

Zamel's ( 1983) unski lled L2 wri ters rev ised less and spent less time writing than the skill ed 

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

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

study. Zamel maintained that the ski ll ed writers in her study "clearly understand what writi ng 

entail s," whereas the unskilled writers did not. 

Raimes ( 1985b) has al so offered more information on unskil led L2 writers. Her "unskil led" 

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

finding in L2 writing research" (Kroll (ed.) 1990:44). Moreover, Rai mes noted that the subjects 

paid less attention to revising and editing and they seemed to reread the ir work to let the idea 

germinate. Furthermore, whereas Zamel ( 1982, 1983) pointed out simil arities in the writing 

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

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

subjects wrote more, exhi bited more commitment to the writing task, produced more content, and 

paid less attention to errors than Perl's subjects. Raimes ( 1987) concluded that L2 writers were 

26 



different fro m LI writers in that L2 writers, "did not appear inhibited by attempts to ed it and 

co rrect the ir work". 

Before Raimes , L2 researchers had underscored the li keness between L I and L2 writers, both 

skilled and unskilled. Raimes agreed that li keness certainly ex isted , bu t di fferences between L I 

and L2 wri ters as well , and for thi s reason, Raimes ·suggested "the adaptati on rather than the 

wholesale adoption of LI writi ng instruction" (Kro ll (ed.) 1990:45). 

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

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

two processes. These differences have not yet been full y examined in second language writing 

process research, hut snme studies have begun to ex plore differences between LI and L2 writers, 

have inc luded consideration of the rol e of first language in second language writing, have 

compared LI and L2 writing processes, and have investi gated the influence of LI writing 

processes on L2 writing processes. 

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

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

basis of new hypothesis rather than intelferes with wri ting in another language," and she impli ed 

that fundamental Ll composing processes were appli ed to L2 compos ing. In additi on, Lay 

( 1982:406) who analyzed the compositions of four adult Chinese-speak ing L2 students, poin ted 

out two things: ( I ) when there were more nati ve language switches (compared to the same essay 
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without nati ve language switches), the essays turned out to be of much better quality in terms of 

ideas, organization and detail s and (2) certain topics induced more nati ve language switches. 

Martin -Betancourt ( 1986) also anal yzed the protoco ls of Puerto Ri can college students and 

conc luded that L2 writing process was simil ar to the LI process, with the excepti on of two 

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

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

problem of inadequate vocabul ary among her L2 subjects and commented that thi s was also a 

problem for L I wri ters . 

Cumming (1987) reported that hi s subjects tended to use their first language for generating 

content for the writing tasks they were given . He observed that the unski lled writers consisten tl y 

used LI to generate ideas, the sk ill ed writers used LI for both generating content and checking 

style, parti cul arl y wi th regard to di ction. Moreover, Campbe ll ( 1990), in Kroll (ed .) (1990), 

ex plored both the products and the compos ing processes of LI and L2 students to compare the 

way in which they incorporated information from reading into the ir academic writing. He found 

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

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

L2 although di fferences have been noted in some instances. The point worth noting here is that 

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

language writi ng teachers and researchers, it shoul d not be presumed that the act of writing in 

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

that more research works and explorations should be conducted to estab li sh more dependable 

and valid gu iding theories and principles. 

3.1.4 Different approaches to ESL writing instruction 

3.1.4.1 Introduction 

Different applied lingu ists and theorists have come up with different writing approaches at 

different times for teaching writing both to LI and L2 learners . The past efforts to establish the 

best method were. as Zamel (1987) notes. based on the fau lty assumptions that there was a best 

method. The objective situation is , however, different. As Raimes (1983:5) remarks, "There is 

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

as there are teachers and teaching styles, or learners and learning styles." This clearly shows that 

there are quite a large number of approaches used in teaching wri ting in ESLIEFL classes. It 

wou ld be difficult to discuss all of them here. Thus, the focus of thi s section wil l be to highlight 

the major approaches used in ESL writing. 

3.1.4.2 The controlled composition 

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

the oral approach to language teaching. According to thi s approach, language is speech and 

learning is hab it formation. The approach was highly influenced by the ideas of structural 

linguistics and behaviourist psychology. Hence, for thi s approach , language is primaril y speech 

and writing should serve the rol e of reinforcing oral patterns of language (S il va 1990: 12- 13). The 

main concern of thi s approach is, as Sil va ( 1990) explains, formal accuracy and correctness and 
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as much as poss ible to avoid errors that are caused by the interference of first language. It c laims 

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

language behav iour. The instructi onal methodology focuses on the learning of vocabulary and 

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

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

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

ass igned by the teacher. 

This approach pays little or no attention to the complexity in volved in writing. The important 

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

3.1.4.3 Current-traditional rhetoric approach 

Around the mid-sixties the controlled composition approach was fe lt inadequate on the grounds 

that ESL students needed to produce extended di scourse in wri ti ng (S il va 1990: 13).This meant 

that writing in volved much more than the abi li ty to mani pulate linguistic structures and it was 

felt necessary to bridge the gap between controlled and free writing. The current-trad it iona l 

rhetoric was thus meant to serve thi s purpose. 

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

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

devices. Paragraph development employs techniques li ke illustration, exemplification, 

comparison, contrast, class ification, definition, and cause and effect re lationship . The other 
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important focus was essay development. As Silva ( 1990: 13) notes, essay development is 

"actuall y an ex trapolation of paragraph principles to larger stretches of discourse." Essay writing 

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

introduction, body and conclusion. The major forms of di scourse are narration , exposition , 

description and argumentation. This approach has been dominant in American Engli sh rhetori c 

(Silva 1990, Bander 1978). 

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

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

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

writing is academic and the teacher is the reader and evaluator. The current-traditional approach 

is still widely used in ESLIEFL writing material s and class rooms (Silva 1990: 15). 

3.1.4.4 Communicative approach 

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

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

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

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

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

as "communicative competence". In Hymes' view, as cited in Richards and Rodgers (I986:70),"a 

person who acquires communicative competence acquires both knowledge and ability for 

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

learning process. 

3.1.4.4.1 Learning 

The knowledge about the language and the abili ty to use the language (communicative 

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

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

makes in the classroom. The learners must take the responsibility for thei r learning if mean ingful 

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

argument more explicit: 

It is now widely accepted that education must be ultimately concerned not 
just with teaching but with learning. One consequence of this is that what 
happens in the classroom must involve the learner and must be judged in 
terms of its effects on him. Another equally important consequence is that 
learning becomes to a large extent the learner's responsibility. The teacher 
can help, advise and teach; but only the learner can learn (Morrow 1981:63). 

The best way to learn any skill would be to practi se it. To become a good dri ver the best way is 

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

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

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

to language teach ing---you learn to do by do ing. "Onl y by practis ing communicative activi ties 

can we learn to communicate" (Morrow 198 1 :64). 
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3.1.4.4.2 Purpose and audience 

Another aspect that communicati ve approach stresses in the teaching and learning process is the 

purpose of writing and aud ience for it. According to Raimes ( 1983c:8), student writers are 

encouraged to behave like rea l writers in real li fe and to ask themselves two cruc ial questi ons 

about pu rpose and audience: 

Why am I writing this? 

Who will read it? 

This can be put into use in the classroom. As Byrne ( 1988) expl ains, the teacher can devise 

situations which allow students to write purposefu ll y: for example, they can write to one another 

in the classroom or use writing in role-play situati ons. Thus, they can practi se the language and 

at the same time learn from each other. 

3.1.4.4.3 Level of operation 

Another feature worth mentioning about communicat ive approach is that it "emphasizes 

operation at levels above the sentence" (Johnson 198 1). This is particularl y important because 

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

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

students can correctly use the ski ll s of cohesion and coherence in the ir writing. 

The relevance could be more clear if we consider th is in relati on to the situation in Addis Ababa 

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

during their stay in the University. For example, our degree students who do Sophomore English 

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

semester. Moreover, almost all hi story, geography , biology, chemistry, sociology and literature 

courses entail writing intelligible tex ts for lab. reports, term papers, different examinations and 

4'h year senior essays. Thus, this calls for emphas is on producing in telligible and effective 

paragraphs and essays in writing at all leve ls. 

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

communicative approach encourages language learners to develop their language skill s through 

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

3.1.4.5 Product approach versus process approach 

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

process approaches. 

3.1.4.5.1 The product approach 

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

of composition , that is the letter, essay, story and so on. The wri ti ng teacher who subscribes to 

the product approach will be concerned to see that the end product is readable , grammatically 

correct and obeys di scourse conventions relating to main poin ts, supporting detai ls and so on. 

The focus in class wi ll be on copying and imitation, carryi ng out sentence expansions from cue 

words and developi ng sentences and paragraphs from models of various sorts. Moreover, Nunan 

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

process---what it is that the learner is expected to be able to do as a fluent and competent user 

34 



of the language. 

3.1.4.5.2 The process approach 

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

fro m a very different perspective, focusing as much on the means whereby the completed text 

was created as on the end product itse lf (Nunan 1989). Similarl y, Zamel ( 1982) states that the 

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

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

linear fa shi on , what it is that one wants to say. White and McGovern ( 1994) write that the 

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

process. (b) The writing process is more sati sfying when it is shared and di scussed with others 

at each stage. (c)Your academic writing wi ll rapidly improve when you try to look at your own 

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

the wri ter darts to and fro among various processes to create a sensible, readable and meaningful 

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

not on ly as a writer but also as a criti c of hi s own work. 

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

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

think about and move them on to new ideas. Writing is an acti vity which goes through a nu mber 

of stages before it becomes a linear product. To thi s effect, White and Arndt ( 1991 :6) poi nt out 

that writing passes through the stages of generating, focusing , structuri ng, drafting, evaluating 

3S 



and reviewing though they insist that there is no fixed order. The first three are the stage of pre-

writing and the fo urth one is the stage of writing and the last two refer to the stage of rev ision. 

3.1.4.5.3 Criticisms 

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

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

White and McGovern (1994) have thi s to say: 

The limitation of a product-oriented approach is that it often focuses on what 
(the product) at the expense of how (the process). It is rather like showing an 
appren.tice potter a finished piece of pottery without demonstrating the 
throwing of the pot on the wheel and the various processes of decorating, 
glazing and firing which result in the final product (White and McGovern 
1994: I ). 

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

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

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

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

function of writing is to produce texts for teachers to evaluate, not to communicate meaningfull y 

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

evaluation. 

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

Nunan ( 199 1 :87) writes, "While the process writing added a valuable new dimension to language 

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

shortcomings of the process approach as foll ows: 
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(a) The process approach confines children largely to narrati ve forms and that thi s represents a 

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

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

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

The unfettered writing process approach has been just as the traditional high 
school research paper. Writing without structure accomplishes as little as 
writing a mock structure ... {studentsJ need structure, they need models to 
practice, they need to improve even mechanical skills, and they still need time 
to think through their ideas, to revise them, and to write for real audiences 
and real purposes (Rodrigues 1985:26-7). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

studies in LI composition instmction , which made a persuasive criticism of pure process writing 

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

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

conclusion has been mirrored in the research of Horowitz (1986a, 1986b), Long (1985, 1992), 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.1.4.6 English for academic purposes (EAP) 

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

socialization into the academic community---not as humani stic therapy" (Horowitz I 986c). The 

focus is on the expectations and demands of the academic discou rse communi ty---an audience 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sk ills in particu lar. Thus, teachers in general and writing teachers in particular wou ld like to use 

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

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

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

themselves and investigate the relationship between teaching and wri ting development in thei r 

own classrooms. 

38 



3.1.5 Integration of skills 

3.1.5.1Introdllction 

T raditionall y, language has four major skill s---speaking, listening, reading and writing. If 

language is the sum of these skill s, then , it is not diffi cult to imagi ne that these language 

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

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

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

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

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

presupposition of another. As Hughey et al. ( 1983) and Rivers (1981) remark , it is not poss ible 

or even advisable t.o teach one skill in isolation from the others . When a teacher lectures 

(speaking), the students listen (listening) and take notes (writing) , ask questions (speaking) and 

read (reading) further to develop and understand the lecture notes better. Th is might show how 

the four language skill s are integrated in a classroom situation. In other words, in the teaching 

and learning si tuati on, one language skill can be used to reinforce another skill. To this effect, 

Byrne ( 198 1) argues that integration usuall y means reinforcemen t. Language introduced and 

practi sed in one sk ill area (often speak ing) is reinforced through practice in another (often 

writing) . Sim il arl y, White and McGovern ( 1994) explain that the reading units students do 

prepare students to recognize and analyze the vari ous rhetorical function s and patterns of 

organi zat ion found in academic writin g. 
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In the light of this, the next section of this part wil l attempt to show how speech and writing, 

listening and writing, and reading and writi ng could be integrated in the teaching and learning 

process. 

3.1.5.2 Speech and writing 

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

lingui stic ski ll s to help them explore and get started with their ideas on a given topic or to al low 

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

fo llowing tech niques can be used to integrate the teaching and learning of speech and writing. 

3.1.5.2.1 Brainstorming 

Brai nstorming lets students work together in the classroom in smal l groups to say as much as 

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

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

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

writing ass ignment is based on---a readi ng, tex tbook topic, personal experience, or an 

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

activity, with students producing relevant vocabulary, making comments, asking questions, and 

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

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

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

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

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

3.1.5.3 Listening and writing 

3.1.5.3.1 Dicto-comp 

The dictation technique is fami liar to most ESL teachers. There are, however, alternatives to thi s 

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

not broken into segments. Students li sten to the passage two or three times. Then they pick up 

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

meaning of the passage more than to the form of indi vidual words or the structure of the 

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

what they have written down. After they have assembled everyth ing they can remember, they 

li sten to the passage again, make revisions and then check their grammar, spelling and 

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

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

blackboard (ib id .: 76-77). 

3.1.5.3.2 Note-taking 

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

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

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

material for students: dialogue to li sten to , arguments to overhear, and speeches to react to. 

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

3.1.5.4 Reading and writing 

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

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

their writing. especially if the problem of the students is lack of ideas. From our own experi ence 

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

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

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

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

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

enabl es them to expand these ideas as they work to develop fluency in the language. As they 

search for evidence to support a point of view or position on an issue, then read ing skill s are 

enhanced. Through reading, their writing ski ll s are reinforced. 

The idea of integration of ski ll s in general and writing and reading in particular is widely 

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

communication calls for an approach which brings lingui stic skill s and communicative abilities 

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

particul ar skill or ability, its effecti veness will often require the learner to make reference to other 

aspects of hi s communicative competence. The learner's goal is essentiall y to acqui re a 
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communicative competence in the language or an abil ity to interpret discourse, whether the 

emphas is is on productive or receptive behaviour. From thi s, it seems to fo llow that any approach 

di rected at achieving the desired goal should avoid treating the different ski ll s and abi lities that 

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

to know how to do is to compose in the act of wri ting, comprehend in the act of reading, and to 

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

language learning is to develop the underl ying interpreting abi li ty, then it wou ld seem reasonable 

to adopt an in tegrated approach to achieve it (Widdowson 1978 : 144). 

W hi te ( 198 1) and Johnson ( 198 1) also emphas ize the relationshi p between the reading and 

writing skill s. Moreover, Smith (1982), cited in Hughey et al. ( 1983 :4 1) writes, "Writing is 

learned by wri ting, by reading---and by perceiving oneself as a writer. ... " This suggests that 

reading can enhance the development of writing ski ll s. Th is is part icu larly important in a 

class room situation where students need to develop their language profic iency in general and 

writing skill s in particular. The fo llowing ideas found by Stotsky (1983), cited in Kroll (ed.) 

(1990:88), further suggest that reading and wri ting ski lls are interdependent: 

(a) Better wri ters tend to be better readers 

(b) Better writers read more than poor writers 

(c) Better readers tend to produce more syntact icall y mature writing than poor writers. 

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

classroom-based research shoul d be conducted at vari ous levels to confirm or refute these 

findin gs . 
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In sum, in thi s section, the attempt has been to see how language skill s support and reinforce each 

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

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

these sk ill s effective ly in various combinations depending on the nature of the interaction. In 

writing c lass, too, by giving students opportuniti es to talk, read , write and evaluate together, 

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

3.1.6 Developing writing skills: some guidelines 

3.1.6.1 Introduction 

It was reported earlier that writing is such a complex and challenging skil l to perform. However 

difficult wri ting might be, it is immensely important in language teach ing and learning process. 

Thus, the releva nt" question would be---How can language learners in general and second or 

fo re ign language learners in particular develop their writing skill s? 

To thi s effect, this part attempts to suggest some ways in wh ich students in general and ESU 

EFL students in particul ar may improve their writi ng skills. For the sake of convenience the part 

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

and unskilled writers and their pedagogical implications and the second section suggests some 

general guideli nes that cou ld enhance the improvement of writing skill s . 

3.1.6.2 Skilled versus unskilled writers 

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

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

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

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

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

techniques , as developed by successful language learners, should be identified so that th is 

knowledge could then be applied to the unsuccessfu l learner in helping him/her 'how to learn'. 

In the light of th is, Zamel ( 1982) cites studies which show that less skilled writers tend to focus 

on the mechanics of writing and are inhibited by their concern fo r fo rmal correctness. They are 

also less able to anticipate the li kely problems of the reader. She fu rther states that in the process 

terms, skilled writers are much more aware of writing as a recursi ve activity in volving revi sions 

of success ive drafts of one's texts , during which one's ideas might change, necess itating the 

rewriting of whole chunks of text. Unski lled writers, on the other hand, tend to li mit themselves 

to teacher-generated rules and modifications of lex is. 

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

skil led writers spend time planning the task, whi le unskilled writers spend li ttle time planning 

and , in consequence, are confused when they begin . At the drafti ng stage, sk illed writers write 

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

sentence and paragraph level. Unski ll ed writers spend little time reviewing what they have 

written , review onl y short segments of text, and are concerned principally with vocabu lary and 

sentence formation. Finally, at the revi sion stage, skilled writers revise at all leve ls of lex is, 

sentence and di scourse, review and revise throughout the composing process, and use revisions 
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to clarify meaning, whi le unskilled writers do not make major revi sions in the direction or focus 

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

of grammar, spelling, punctuation and vocabu lary . 

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

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

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

Paribakht 1976). 

3.1.6.3 Some guidelines for developing writing skills 

In thi s section , some general guidelines which cou ld foster writing sk ill s are suggested. 

3.1.6.3.1 Interests 

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

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

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

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

community of writers. 

3.1.6.3.2 Role 

Another feature worth mentioning when we talk about developing writing sk ill s is that students 

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

because once they have understood the place of writing in language learning, the students can 

46 



work persiste ntl y to achieve their goal s irrespecti ve of the chal lenges involved. To thi s effect, 

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

world", and students need to be encouraged to be lieve that they wil l never attain full literacy in 

the ir second language until they have achieved competence in writing. Writing competence 

refl ects overa ll achievement in language, and learners who have developed the abi li ty to 

communicate e ffecti vely in the written medium of a language have indeed made the language 

their own (Hughey 1983:37). 

3.1.6.3.3 C hallenges 

Knowing the role of writing alone is not enough. Students should a lso know the chall enges 

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

many di versions, side lanes, and circular walks wri ters must take before they arrive at their 

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

itse lf, is a voyage of di scovery." Students generall y tend to forget thi s aspect of wri ting and 

attempt to write linearl y, which in most cases could result in fai lure. 

3.1.6.3.4 1rirne 

Another important poin t worth mentioning is time. As White and Arndt ( 1991 :3) remark, "Time 

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

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

all the skill s, writing is the one which most needs and benefits from time. Hence, writing teachers 

shou ld devote class room time to writing. 
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3.1.6.3.5 Content and meaning 

It seems that most writing teachers tend to focus on form in writing. But students' writing could 

improve if as much attention is given to meaning as form is. As White and Arndt ( 199 1 :3) poin t 

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

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

as long as thi s knowledge of the language is not complemented by the abi lity to compose 

meaningfull y, it is unlikely fo r students to write effectively. 

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

students cou ld improve their writing skill s. Accordingly, it has outlined some notable differences 

between ski lled and unski lled writers and their pedagogical implications, and also indicated some 

general guidelines, wh ich could enhance the development of writing ski ll s. It is worth reali zing 

that students' writing skills woul d improve if these guidelines are persistentl y app li ed in the 

teachi ng of writi ng skill s. 

3.1.7 Conclusion 

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

and developing writing skill s in particu lar. 

In line with th is, thi s part has exami ned the nature and purpose of writing, and indicated that 

writ ing is such a complex and demanding acti vi ty that it is challengi ng both for first and second 

or foreign language learners; and there are a number of reasons for writing and wri ting 

presupposes a reader and a purpose. Next, comparing writing in LI with Writing in L2 , thi s part 
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has indicated that there are similarities between writing in Ll and writing in L2 although 

differences have been observed in some instances. Then, different approaches to writing have 

been reviewed and it has been found out that all writing approaches have their merits and 

demerits. However, they cou ld be integrated and used to develop the writing sk ill s of students. 

Moreover, more classroom-based research should be conducted to in vestigate the relationship 

between teaching and writing sk ill s development. 

As to integration of skills, it has been shown that language ski ll s can be integrated to support and 

reinforce each other both in our everyday interaction and in a teaching and learning situation. In 

developing writing skills part, it has pointed out the differences between skilled and unskilled 

writers and their pedagogical implications, and some general guidel ines which could help 

students to improve their writing sk ill s. 

As a whole, this part has attempted to outline some important issues in writing and more 

spec ifically issues pertinent to the development of writing skill s in an ESLfEFL context. 

3.2. Error correction 

3.2.llntl'oductioll 

There seem to be two different attitudes towards the mistakes or errors learners make in the 

course of their learn ing a new language. Non·ish (1983) explains that "probably most teachers 

regard mistakes as undesi rable, a sign of failure either on the students' part to pay attention to or 

to 'listen properly', or else on the teacher's patt to make his meaning clear or to give the students 

sufficient time to 'practi se' what they have been taught." The second attitude, as Non·ish ( 1983: I) 
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further notes , is that "making mistakes can indeed be regarded as an essential part of learning." 

Similarly, Corder ( 1974) points out that in the fi eld of methodology there have been two schools 

of thought in respect of learners' errors. Firstly the school which maintains that if we were to 

achieve a perfect teaching method the errors would never be comm itted in the first place, and 

therefore the occurrence of errors is merely a sign of the present inadequacy of our teaching 

techniques. The phi losophy of the second school is that we li ve in an imperfect worl d and 

consequently errors will always occur in spite of our efforts. Our ingenuity should be 

concentrated on the techniques for deal ing with errors after they have occurred (Corder 1974:90-

9 1). Du lay et a!. ( 1982), who go fo r tol erance towards errors, also say that "". making errors is 

an inev itable part of language learni ng. People cannot learn language without fi rst systematicall y 

committing errors" (Dulay et a!. 1982: 138). 

These opposing views could be associated with the behaviourist theory of learn ing, which tends 

to equate feedback wi th positi ve or negati ve reinforcement, and the cogniti ve theory of learni ng, 

which suggests that the function of feedback is not on ly to provide reinforcement, but to provide 

information which learners can use active ly in modifying their behav iours (Chaudron 1988: 133-

34) . 

As language teachers, the view we advocate could influence the teaching and learning process. 

To th is effect, Bmtram and Walton ( 199 I) remarked that how we react to mistake is part of our 

whole vision of what a language is, what learn ing is , and what a teacher is (Bartram and Walton 

199 1 :5). If we regard errors as undesirable, we tend to look for perfection and accuracy and lump 

errors together irrespective of their gravity. This could be reflected in our evaluation of students' 
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writing. This approach, which tends to treat "serious" and "Iess serious" errors similarly, might 

lead to hes itancy among learners to say or write anything in a foreign language for fear of 

appearing foo li sh (Norrish 1983: I). A number of L2 researchers, as Chaudron ( 1988: 135) 

reports, have poin ted out that many teachers ' attempts to "correct" learners' erro rs are in fact 

ambiguous, mis lead ing, and potential ly incons istent. However, if we support the second view, 

tolerance towards errors, we are like ly to make a distinction between errors that hinder 

communication and those that do not and treat them accordingly. 

To th is end, this part will attempt to highlight the types of errors, error grav ity and the variolls 

approaches to error correction in the teaching and learning of writin g. 

3.2.2 Types of errors 

Error refers to any deviation from a selected norm of language performance, no matter what the 

characteristics of the dev iation might be (Dulay et al. 1982, Norrish 1983, James 1998). 

Researchers distinguish between errors caused by factors such as fatigue and inattention 

("performance" factors, Chomsky 1965), and errors resu lting from lack of the rules of the 

language ("competence" factors, Chomsky 1965). In some of the second language literature, as 

Corder ( 1967) reports, performance errors have been called "mistakes" while the term "errors" 

was reserved for the systematic deviations due to the learner's still-developing knowledge of the 

second language ru le system. James ( 1998) also makes a distinction between mistakes and error 

as follows: James (1998:238) explai ns that mistakes are self-correctable with the benefit of 

feedback: knowers have to tell the learners that they are wrong, but no more. They do not have 

to specify in what respect. However, as James fu rther notes, if self-correction is sti ll imposs ible 
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despite provision of simple factual feedback without specification of the nature of the deviance, 

then we have a case of error proper. The deviance springs from ignorance. The learners are not 

told simply that there is ill -fonnedness, but also the nature of this ill -formedness (James 

1998:239). 

On the other hand, Norrish (1983) makes a distinction between "mistakes" and "lapses". He 

explains that a mistake is a failure on the part of the learner to use the correct form consistently. 

For example, a learner might say: '1 must go to school' (correct) sometimes and '1 must to go to 

school' (incorrect) some other time. This inconsistent deviation is what Non'ish call s a mistake. 

On the other hand, he argues that lapses are neither errors nor mistakes, but they are wrong usage 

which can occur due to lack of concentration , short of memory, fatigue etc. He remarks that 

native-speakers suffer lapses/slips in the same way as learners of the language (Norrish 1983: 8). 

The distinction between error and mistake is further elaborated by Johnson ( 1988) as foll ows: 

we might begin by asking why is that students get things wrong. There are at least two reasons, 

as Johnson suggests. One is that the student either does not have the appropriate knowledge, or 

has some fal se knowledge. He or she may say that the student's interlanguage knowledge is 

faulty. The result is what Corder (1981), as cited in Johnson (1988), call s an error. There is, 

however, a second reason for a student getting something wrong. It may be a lack of process ing 

ability. That is to say it is not hi s or her 'knowledge' that is at fault here; it is his or her ability to 

'perform his or her competence' in difficult operating conditions. The resu lt is what Corder 

(1981), as cited in Johnson ( 1988), cal ls a mistake (Johnson 1988:90). 
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On the other hand, errors can be class ified into 'local' and 'global' depending on how seriously 

they impede communication. G lobal errors, as reported in Burt and Kiparsky ( 1974) and Dulay 

et al.( 1982), are errors that affect overall sentence organization significantly and hinder 

communication. Because of the wide syntactic scope of such errors, Burt and Kiparsky (1974) 

labe lled this category "global". The most systematic global errors, as reported in Dulay et al. 

(1982) include: 

- wrong order of major constituents 

e.g. Engl ish language use many people. 

- missing, wrong, or misplaced sentence connectors 

e.g. He will be ri ch until he marry. 

- missing cues to signal obligatory exceptions to pervasive syntactic rules 

e.g. The students' proposal looked into the principal. 

- regularization of pervasive syn.tactic rules to exceptions 

e.g. We amused that movie very much. 

Local errors are errors that affect single elements (constituents) in a sentence. Local errors do not 

usuall y hinder communication sign ificantly. These include errors in noun and verb inflections, 

articles, aux iliaries and the formation of quantifies. Since these errors are limited to single part 

of the sentence, Burt and Kiparsky (1974) labelled them local. The global and local distinction, 

as Burt and Kiparsky (1974:73) argue, is a relative notion; something that is global in one 

sentence may become local when that sentence is embedded in a bigger sentence. Moreover, the 

di stinction can be extended to the classification of errors in terms of those that sound more "un­

Engli sh" to a li stener or reader than others. For example, let us compare: 
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Why like we each other? and Why we like each other? 

Both of these can be understood without too much trouble, Burt and Kiparsky's judges found that 

the first more "un-English" than the second. The most compelling explanation for this difference 

seems to be that the first version violates the typical Subject-Verb-Object order in English, while 

the second does not (Dulay et al. 1982: 191-2). 

3.2.3 Error gravity 

It is important to cons ider two basic ideas regarding error gravity: seri ous versus less serious 

errors and nati ve versus non-native views on error gravity. A number of researchers and theorists 

use these dichotomies in their research. To this effect, James (1977), in hi s study of error 

gravities, collected some one hundred errors committed by foreign learners of English, learners 

from many parts of the world. He selected 50 items, which fell into ten categories 

(transformations, tense, concord, lexis (noun), lexis (adjective), lexis (preposition), lexis (verbs) , 

negation, articles and order). The fifty items were presented in randomized order in questionnaire 

form to two groups of EFL teachers, 20 native and non-nati ve to: (a) underline the mistake (b) 

write a correction and (c) show how serious he/she considers the mistake by wri ting a number---

0, 1,2,3, 4,5---'5' means that the mistake is very serious, 'I' indicates that the mi stake could be 

eas ily excused, and '4' , '3', '2' show intermediate degrees of seriousness. The findings of thi s 

study suggest that non-native judges tend to mark more severely than native speakers do. 

Moreover, the study.has found out that the error categories most stigmati zed by the non-native 

are those of case and lex is, whereas the nati ves most resent errors in tense and concord . This 

confirms Richards's ( 197 1), as cited in James ( 1977: 122), belief that native speakers are fussy 

about verb morphology, and suggest that nati ve speakers tolerate lex ical errors more readil y than 
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non-natives do. Another find ing reported in this study is that the error-types considered most 

serious were, in descending order: transformations, tense, concord, case, negati on, art icles, order. 

The last three positions, the least serious errors, are filled by the lex ical errors. 

FUlt her, a similar research was conducted by Hughes and Lascaratou ( 1982). They found in their 

study of the seriousness of 32 errors made by Greek-speaking students of English in their 

penul timate year of high schoo l. This study revealed that the three groups, comprising thirty 

judges (ten native-speaker teachers of Engl ish, ten Greek teachers of Engli sh, ten educated 

Engli sh native-speakers who were not teachers), differed in their assessment of the relative 

seri ousness both of individual errors and categories of errors. In judgi ng the seri ousness of errors, 

the Greek teachers made reference to the basicness of the ru les infringed, wh ile the non-teachers 

depended almost exclusively on the criteri on of intelligibility. Reflecting the fact that they were 

both native-speakers and trai ned teachers, the Engli sh teachers based their judgements on both 

criteria, but showed some preference for that of intell igibi li ty (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 

180). 

The assessment of students' language production, as Hughes and Lascaratou ( 1982) po int out, 

wri tten or spoken, should be consonant with teaching objectives. If a primary objective is the 

development in students of communicative competence, then the assessment of work must be 

carried out with reference to its effecti veness in communication, i.e. to its intelligibi li ty. Th is is 

not to undervalue accuracy. It is still recognized that for some purposes (such as the work of a 

translator or a language teacher) near perfect accuracy may be necessary. What is clear, however, 
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is that for success ful communication, accuracy is more importan t in some lingui stic elements 

than in others, and that marking should reflect thi s (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 180). 

Davies (1983) also, as reported in James ( 1998:233), made a direct comparison between the error 

gravity of 43 Moroccan EL3 teachers and 43 non-nati ve speakers of Engli sh. It was found out 

that the latter were much more tolerant of errors. A similar research work was conducted by 

Santos (1988). The researcher, as reported in James (1998:229-230), compared the ratings given 

by Engli sh native speakers and Japanese nonnati ve speaker professors of two students' essays, 

one with LI Japanese, the other Korean. Two new variables that Santos introduced are the raters' 

academic di scipline (science versus humanities) and the professo rs' age (o lder versus younger). 

The results show that the nonnative speaker professors were more severe in their judgement than 

the native speaker professors; older professors were less irritated than younger ones; and that 

professors of social science and humanities were more lenient than those of phys ical sc ience. 

James (1998:206-226) points out that error gravity in volves a number of criteria, among which 

are: irritation , frequency, intelligibility and noticeability. The first two criteria are briefly 

discussed below. James ( 1998) notes that the first to use the term 'irritation ' to refer to one aspect 

of I inguistic nonconformity (error) was Johansson (1975), observing that error can 'affect the 

relationship between the speaker and the listener (e.g. make the li stener tired or irritated or draw 

away his attention from the contents of the message' (1975:25). Another poss ible effect is to give 

the impression of the speaker as apathetic or even surly. His observation , as James (1998) further 

notes , led Johansson to carry out research to identify which types of error are the most irritating. 
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His results suggested that word-order errors are the least irritating, complementation errors the 

most irritating, with concord errors occupying the middle ground: 

e.g. Word order: Not a single mistake they have made (wrong)lhave they made (correct). 

Concord: Your new boss want you to resign (wrong)/ wants you to resign (correct). 

Complementation: They prevented him to receive the award (wrong)/from receiving (correct) 

(James 1998:222). 

The claim to be able to establish an irritation scale has, however, been challenged notably by 

Albrechtsen, Henriksen and Faerch (1980), as reported in Vann et al. ( 1984: 428) and James 

(1998:222), who assert 'All errors are equally irritating ... one shou ld not expect to be able to 

establish a hierarchy of errors with respect to irritation ' (1980:395). This view seems to be 

implausible in the sense that errors which hinder communication between the producer and 

receiver of the message could be irritating. 

Moreover, James (1998 :209-211) has the following to say about frequency in relation to error 

gravity . James notes that frequency is a quantitative measure and its use presupposes that we 

know what and how to count relevant incidences of error. When we say that frequency is a valid 

index of the gravity of an error, we can mean several things. We might have in mind the 

corre lation identified by Olsson ( 1977:31), cited in James ( 1998), between number and 

seriousness of errors they commit are equall y cavalier towards the enormity of some of these 

e rrors. 
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James (1998) explores three areas in relation to frequency: production frequency, frequency of 

use and error density. Production frequency is the number of times that a particular learner 

commits the error in question. For example, let us consider the case of three learners who all need 

to use the target language construction 1 want you to drive six times. Learner A gets it wrong six 

times, each time saying or writi ng *1 want that you drive . Learner B produces *1 want that you 

drive and * 1 want you drive three time each. Learner C produces three times * 1 want that you 

drive and three times *1 want you to drive. The difference between the three lies in their 

consistency. Some judges might say that A is 'at least' consistent and give his error a low error 

gravity rating; that B is not onl y always wrong but shows versati li ty in hi s wrong-doing, which 

is very serious; and that C really knows the target language but makes mistakes 50 per cent of 

the time. 

Frequency of use, on the other hand, refers to how frequently a certain word or sentence is used 

by the native speaker in that particular language. For example, the sentence We want more money 

may be more frequent than What we want is more money, or the verb drive may be less frequent 

than go. The argument here is that having communicati ve competence in a language depends in 

part on 'knowi ng' the relative frequencies of use of its forms. It may be further argued that the 

validity of weighting the error grav ities on the grounds that the learner has had more exposure 

to the frequent forms , and therefore more opportunity to notice and acquire them . 

The third area is error density. It is calculated by counting how many different errors occur per 

unit of text, while production frequency is a measure of how many times the same error is 

repeated over say one hundred words of text. High error density presents the li stener-reader wi th 
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a greater problem than production frequency, since when a particular error has been encountered 

once or twice, one has learnt to accommodate it, and to make adjustments in one's readings. After 

a fourth or fifth encounter with the error, one no longer notices it. Not so with text having a high 

error density, since each new error, coming in quick succession one after the previous one, 

presents a new problem, to which one cannot apply the same solution as the previous problem. 

One has to make a success ion of different calcul ations. Though each particular error may per se 

be a straightforward one, the problem is the variety of errors. The overall effect or cumulative 

effect is dire . 

3.2.4 Correcting errors 

The term "correction" , according to James (1998) , is used in three senses: (a) feedback (b) 

correction and (c) remediation. Feedback refers to informing the learners that there is an error, 

and leav ing them to di scover it and repair it themselves. In the broadest sense, it is tel ling the 

learners whether their utterance or understanding is ri ght or wrong. When we do correcti on, as 

J ames further explains, we do more than say it is wrong. We also indicate in what ways, 

describing the nature of the wrongness. And when we do remediation, we do indeed carry out the 

contrastive and error anal yses that explain why the error was committed in the first place (James 

1998:236-237). 

The idea of correcting elTors in the teaching and learn ing of a second/foreign language seems to 

be indisputable in the sense that teachers fee l that it is their duty to do so and students expect 

feedback frolll their teachers. The underlying question in correcting errors is: Which errors 

should be corrected? Different researchers and theorists have different views as to which errors 
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should be co rrected. One school of thought claims that all errors shoul d be corrected--­

comprehensive correction of errors. The second school claims that on ly errors that impede 

communication should be corrected. Each school has its own plausible arguments to put forward. 

To thi s effect, thi s part attempts to explore these opposing views in detai l, as reported by Lalande 

( 198 1 :45-47), as fo llows: 

According to Lalande (1981 ), in recent years the foreign language teaching profession has 

directed considerable attention to communicative competence. An important adjunct to 

discussions of communicative competence is the disti nction between errors that render an 

attempted communication incomprehens ible and those that do not. Teachers of foreign languages 

found that they could make their task eas ier by correcting on ly the errors that hinder 

communication. Teachers who have emphasized communicative competence have also favoured 

selective correction of elTors. After all, they felt, it was impossible to embrace the fonner without 

the latter. Those who advocate selecti ve correction of errors emphaticall y say that total 

correction of errors does not produce effective resul ts. To th is effect, Hendrickson ( 1978) 

underlines that the most serious errors which inhibit communication, appear frequent ly, or 

sti gmatize the learner shou ld be corrected. He further notes that correcting every error is counter­

producti ve to learning a foreign language. Therefore, teachers need to create a supportive 

classroom envi ronment in which their students can feel comfOltable about express ing their ideas 

and feelings freely without suffering the threat or embarrassment of hav ing each one of their oral 

and written errors corrected (Hendrickson 1978 :396). Ri vers ( 1964) takes a similar stance: "If 

uninhibited speech or writing is our final goal, then much practice in speaking or writing without 

the inhibiting censori ous figure of the teacher looming larger is essential. " George ( 1972) also 

60 



suggests that the correction of al l local errors is excessive, likely to arouse antagonism from 

students and waste time. Similarly, Chastain ( 1976) writes, "The constant correction of errors 

can onl y have negative results." Moreover, Lantolf ( 1977) and Rivers ( 1976) emphasize that if 

the language programmes are to emphasize communication, teachers wi ll have to develop a 

greater tolerance to error than they disp layed to the present and if the teacher tends to be too 

criti cal of every small error, the group or individual may percei ve the task as an impossible one. 

However, Lalande ( 198 1) has strongly argued against what he call s the "trad itiona l" method of 

se lective error correction. He points out the problems associated with thi s method as fol lows: 

( I ) It implies that the methods and techniques successful in developing oral skill s can be 

transferred to writi ng skill s: thus, it fai ls to take into accou nt the fu ndamental lingui stic and 

pedagogic differences underlying the two language systems: (2) It suggests that the correction 

of written errors invol ves public embarrassment. That is s imply not so. Correction of written 

errors is generally a private, confidential transaction between the instructor and the student. (3) 

Neutral or positive responses to student efforts do not necessarily destroy motivation for learning 

the foreign language. Vigi l and Oller ( 1976) also have argued that as long as the affective quality 

of the feedback students receive is predominantl y positi ve, any negati ve content is not li kely to 

do any harm. Lalande re iterates that students do not become demorali zed even if messages 

conveyed to them are not predominantly positive or neutral. 

Ri vers and Grittner, as c ited in Lalande ( 198 1), have argued, in favour of selective correction of 

errors, that one of the primary reasons for developing foreign language writing sk ill s is to 

re in force what has been learn t. Lalande argues that the same logic can be used to argue that 
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leaving written errors uncorrected reinforces incorrect grammatical structures. Furthermore, 

unless students receive comprehensive feedback on the qual ity of their writing in a foreign 

language, their attainment of li ngui stic competence may be inhibi ted . After all , La lande 

questions, if teachers are not to make students aware of local errors in either spoken or written 

statements, then when is the necessary feedback to be provided? 

Fore ign language teachers have an obligation to provide honest, comprehensive assessment of 

their students' linguistic competence and they can best fulfill that obligation by providing total 

feedback on written errors. As Ludwig ( 1979) has observed, "Freedom to express oneself does 

not imply that error is tolerated, or worse, ignored. Feedback is essenti al if students are to refine 

their concept of the target language." 

There is another noteworthy if less cogent reason for correcting all errors in the students' writing: 

if communication is more than a mere exchange of information, then comprehens ibility may not 

be the on ly criterion for correction of errors. Grammatical and orthographic errors may seriously 

impede the efforts of writers who wish to gain the respect of the ir readers as we ll as to 

communicate a particular need or des ire. Although the same arguments have been applied to 

speaking, they become even more cogent when the communicator cannot resort to non verbal 

devices such as an engaging manner to offset the deleterious effects of incorrect grammar and 

spelling. In sum, wri ting errors may seriously jeopardize the social, personal , or professional 

relationships the indi vidual wishes to establ ish. Lalande ( 1981) emphaticall y argues that the 

trad itional strategies and correction policies applied in foreign language teaching ignore the 

dist inction between spoken and written language. Written exercises in the foreign language 
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classroom, li ke writing in general, ought to demand excellence of grammatical and orthographic 

expression. The standards for written ass ignments should challenge students to meet higher 

standards of clarity, precision, and correctness than do those of spoken language. Judging 

competence in writing involves determining not only whether a message has been communicated 

but also how we ll. 

The notion of selecti ve error correcti on lacks, according to Lalande (198 1), adequate theoretical 

justification for its opposition to total error correction of written errors. Moreover, it has failed 

to address the issue of fossilization: if teachers subscribe to a policy of selective correction of 

written errors, they may be allowing those errors to become permanent, thereby hindering their 

students' progress towards linguistic competence. Total correction of written errors, on the other 

hand, he lps retard the fossilization process , as Lalande underlines. 

As Lalande further remarks, the fear on the part of proponents of the "traditional " view of 

se lective error correction that total correction of errors demoralizes students is based on 

specu lation. He declares that research has witnessed that comprehensive correction of written 

errors does not result in student demoralization to any significant degree. On the contrary he 

warns that the evasion of comprehensive error correction could be committing a pedagogical 

error of a global sort. 

Different researchers and theori sts suggest what they reckon to be a breakthrough to mitigate this 

contentious argument about error correction. For example, Brumfit ( 1980) argues that it is both 

unnecessa ry and educationa ll y undesirable for correction to be a routine in which the teacher 
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checks and assesses students' work. He suggests that all written work should be corrected: (a) 

as soon as poss ible after the written exerc ise has been completed, and (b) by the students 

themselves , working usuall y in groups of varying size, with the teacher overseei ng the process 

by moving from group to group, and keeping a general check by glancing (but no more) through 

students' books in private at regular intervals (Brumfit 1980:9- 10). The assessment of students' 

language production, as Hughes and Lascaratou (1982) also point out, written or spoken should 

be consonant with teach ing objectives . If a primary objective is the development in students of 

communicative competence, then the assessment of work must be carried out with reference to 

its effecti veness in communication , i.e. to its intelligibi li ty. Thi s is not to undervalue accu racy. 

It is still recogni zed that for some purposes (such as the work of a translator or a language 

teacher) near perfect accuracy may be necessary (Hughes and Lascaratou 1982: 180). 

3.2.5 Conclusion 

This part has attempted to show types of errors, error grav ity and the diffe rent views and 

approaches to e rror correction in writing. For some educators---those who advocate 

comprehensive error correction---all errors are equally serious. They tend to lump errors together 

irrespective of the ir gravity. For others---those who advocate selective correction of errors---some 

errors are more seri ous than others and they should be dealt with accordingly. They beli eve that 

only errors that impede communication significantly should be corrected. Both schools seem to 

have their own plausible grounds for their arguments. The researcher would support se lecti ve 

correction of errors. As reported earlier, our main target in error correction should be errors that 

impede communication. Errors that hinder communicati on significantly should be corrected first 

and the less serious ones should/could be corrected in the students' success ive drafts. It is 
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imperative to note that correcting every error could discourage the learner and moreover it could 

be tiring and boring for the marker/reader. Thus, teachers should focus on errors that hinder 

communication and later correct en'ors that are less serious in the subsequent drafts of students' 

writing. However, it is important to note that our views and approaches to errors in 

second/foreign language in general and writing in particular should be consistent wi th the 

underl ying objectives of teach ing and learning a language. 

3.3. Important issues in feedback 

3.3.1 Introduction 

As Jacobs et al. ( 198 1) explain , there is a growing awareness that learners need to develop 

proficiency not only in the more frequently emphasized skill s of speaking, li stening and reading, 

but in the writing Engli sh as well. Thus over the last several years writing has begun to receive 

more emphasis in the ESL curriculum, and teachers of ESL are focus ing on writing more often 

in their courses and programmes. At the same time, those responsible fo r evaluati ng the 

proficiency of students for whom English is a foreign or second language have felt a need for 

more efficient, valid and reliable ways of assess ing communicative ability in wri ting. To this 

effect, it is worth noting the importance of feedback. Feedback provides the writer with 

information for rev ision in hi s/her work. As Cotterall ( 1995) points out, in order to assume 

greater control of their learni ng, learners need ways of assessing the quality of their language 

performance. Without feedback on their performance, learners can think they have mastered 

something when they have not, can foss ilize in errors, become discouraged or resent the effort 

they have put in (Cotterall 1995: 224). 
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Moreover, Dheram ( 1995) remarks that feedback seems to be as central to the process of 

teaching and learning as revision is to the process of writing. It is therefore important to develop 

an awareness of the nature and function of feedback so that teachers and learners perform their 

roles effectively. The central idea in feedback is that the response students receive from their 

writing teachers becomes a dialogue in which teacher and student negoti ate meaning (Murray 

1985). Reid ( 1994) also emphasizes that responding to students ' texts is central to successful 

composition teaching and learn ing. In addition, Chaudron ( 1984) underlines that onl y by means 

of feedback, receiving information about the effects of their writing on readers, can learners 

develop their skill s in effective writing. However, according to Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) , 

recent survey work has suggested that there may be a misfi t between feedback teachers provide 

on compositions and learners' interests---that is , between what the teacher gives and what the 

students would like to get. Part of the problem lies in the nature of the teacher's feedback, which 

is unclear, inaccurate, and unbalanced---because it focuses only on certain elements in written 

output (e.g., grammar and mechanics) and because it overemphasizes negati ve points. 

FUlthennore, comments are not structured enough to help writers develop their ideas (Cohen and 

Cavalcanti 1990: 155). 

Thus , thi s part of the literature wi ll attempt to explore feedback in general and its effects on 

students' writi ng in an EFLIESL context in particular. Moreover, it wi ll introduce the ESL 

composition profile, a scoring guide developed by Jacobs et aL( 198 1) and used by some 

ESLIEFL writing researchers. 
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3.3.2 Feedback 

3.3.2.1 Introduction 

According to Keh ( 1990), feedback is a fundamental e lement of a process approach to writing. 

It is inpu t from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for 

revis ion. In other words, it is the comments, questions, and suggestions a reader gives a writer 

to produce 'reader-based prose' as opposed to 'writer-based prose' (Keh 1990: 294). 

Chaudron (1988) reports that from the language teacher's point of view, the provision of 

feedback, or "knowledge of results" (Annett 1969:26), is a major means by which to in form 

learners of the accuracy of both their fo rmal target language production and their other classroom 

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

utterances, and involvement in repairing their interlocutors' utterances, may constitute the most 

potent source of improvement in both target language and other subject matter know ledge. Yet 

the degree to which this information in fact aids learners' progress in both target language 

development (or in subject matter content) is still unknown (Chaudron 1988: 133). 

However, we reali ze that feedback is quite useful and relevant in the teaching and learn ing 

process. As Ferri s ( 1995:34) explains, whatever a parti cular teacher's orientation(s) toward 

responding to student writing, it is clear that teacher's response is important to both instructor 

and students. Hence, the important issues and relevant questions worth raising when we provide 

feedback are: Who should give feedback? When should feedback be given? Where should be 

the foc us in feedback? Which forms of feedback should be used in responding to students' 

writing? Should we use praise or criticism in feedback? and What do the learners say/ feel about 

67 



teacher feedback? Each of these issues and questions will be discussed below. It is important to 

note that some ideas discussed under error correction (above) cou ld reappear in feedback 

(below). This overlapping seems to be unavoidable because feedback and error correction are 

close ly related and as Horner (1988:217) notes, error correction is a widely used means of 

providing feedback in language classrooms. 

3.3.2.2 Who should give feedback? 

Research that contrasts the effectiveness of peer and teacher feedback has been conducted at all 

levels. Several of the studies with native speakers show that there are no signifi cant differences 

in writing abi lity when the teacher feedback is compared with peer feedback (Berger 1990). Of 

these, as Chaudron ( 1984) and Berger (1990) report, Pierson (1967), working with ninth graders, 

Putz (1970) and Pfeiffer ( 1981), studying college freshmen, found no significant differences 

between students receiving various peer evaluation feedback and equivalen t groups receiving 

teacher feedback. 

On the other hand, other L I , as Chaudron ( 1984) and Berger ( 1990) note, studies have found that 

groups experiencing peer evaluation improved more than control groups with teacher evaluation, 

espec ially Ford (1973) and Karengianes, Pascarella, and Pflaum ( 1980), who worked with college 

freshmen and low-achieving tenth graders, respectively. However, Berger ( 1990) remarks that 

because different methods of peer feedback and teacher evaluation were used in each study , and 

other techniques such as indi viduali zed instruction and teacher conferencing were employed 

concurrently, it is difficult to generali ze from this evidence. The first study of this nature with L2 

learners was by Partridge ( 1981), as Chaudron (1984) reports. Over a semester in one class, 
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Partridge either had students [N = 17] exchange papers for peer feedback, or she provided teacher 

feedback, with the treatment varying over time so that all learners experienced both treatments. 

T -test comparisons between a sampling of originals and rewrites on six different essay topics 

showed that the teacher feedback contributed to greater improvement. Partridge also reports the 

results of her questionnai re on students' attitudes towards peer feedback, to show that the students 

were more positive about giving feedback than receiving it, that is, they recogn ized the benefits 

of the practice for them to improve in revision ski ll s and to recognize other means of expression, 

but they "doubted the quality and accuracy of their peers' corrections and comments" (Partridge 

1981: 60), as reported in Chaudron ( 1984: 4). 

In another L2 study, Chaudron ( 1984), using the ESL composition profile, investigated the effects 

of teacher and peer feedback on ESL learners' revision in their work. According to this study, the 

two methods of feedback are equall y effective in improving students' writing. Building on 

Chaudron's study, as Berger ( 1990) reports, Zhang and Halpern ( 1988) and Zhang ( 1985) added 

proficiency level and type of writing improvement as variables, as we ll as se lf-feedback. The 

results of both studies indicated no effect of any of the variables on discourse quality. In the 

Zhang and Halpern study, grammatical/mechanical accuracy was better with teacher feedback 

at both the intermediate and advanced levels. However, teacher feedback was not significantl y 

more effective than peer feedback in correcting grammatical problems in the second study, 

although it was more effective than self-feedback (Berger 1990). The results of three of these 

four L2 studies thus favoured teacher over peer or self-feedback. But as more stud ies were 

completed, it became evident that other factors such as proficiency level and area of writing 

being analyzed probably had an effect on the results (Berger 1990: 23) . 
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In another L2 study, Wongsothorn (1994), using the ESL composition profile and TOEFL TWE 

scores for marking, conducted research in institutes of higher education, in Bangkok, Thai land, 

and found teacher feedback to be suitable and effective. Another recent L2 study which has 

examined the effects of peer versus self-feedback was conducted by Berger (1990). The subjects 

of thi s study were 54 multilingual ESL students at Groomont College, San Diego. Data for the 

research were collected from drafts of two student essays, writing questionnaires , and feedback 

evaluation forms. The results suggest that peer feedback is more effective than self-feedback in 

number and types of revisions students make and that more students prefer peer feedback (Berger 

1990: 21). 

3.3.2.3 When to give feedback? 

There may be disagreement as to when feedback should be given. In a large-scale survey of 

feedback in L I writing, teachers were seen to favour giving feedback during the writing process, 

whereas the students preferred their teacher to respond to the final version (Freedman 1987). A 

review of L1 writing research found that teacher feedback was most effective if it was both 

focused and followed by subsequent student revision (Hi llocks 1986). A review of the research 

literature on the process of revision wou ld suggest that currently, teacher feedback is not seen to 

have much effect on subsequent student writing (Fitzgerald 1987). 

In trying to address the issue of feedback, many LI researchers determined that until they knew 

what students actually did as they wrote, in other words, what thei r writing process was, it would 

be useless to try and design an optimal feedback model (Emig 1967, Murray 1968). Thus much 

of LI writing research began to examine the writing process of students. At the same time, 
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researchers wanted to learn how good writers differed from poor writers. Studies revealed that 

good writers rev ised content more than form (Perl 1979, Sommers 1980, Faigley and Witte 

1981). In a study that examined the effect of between-draft comments, Beach ( 1979) found that 

comments on a single dimension of content were effective and such comments may be more 

helpful than ones that are verbose or scattered throughout the paper. These findings led to the 

suggestion that teachers should focus on content more than form and provide content feedback 

between initial and final drafts of papers. 

Although research results lead to some questions about the usefulness of feedback on writing, 

teachers report that students want feedback. Consequentl y, teachers feel obliged to provide it. 

Because students want feedback and teachers feel obl iged to give it, the question remains when 

du ring the writing process it should be provided. Ziv's (1984) article on the effect of her 

categorized responses to the work of fo ur of her freshmen allows us to see at least the direction 

these students would take based on her notations. Her research shows that when the teacher 

intervenes as the student is writing and revising, the fina l product shows improvement over the 

intermediate drafts. Similarly, Frankenberg-Garcia ( 1999: 100) argues that the best moment fo r 

responding to student writing is before any draft is completed and Freedman's ( 1987) findings 

also reveal that intervening during the writing process helps student writers to improve. 

3.3.2.4 Where to focus in feedback? 

Much of the confli ct over teacher response to written work has been whether teacher feedback 

should focus on form (e.g., grammar, mechanics) or content (e.g. , organization, amount of detail) 
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(Fathman and Whalley 1990). Griffin ( 1982) notes that the major question confronting any theory 

of responding to student writing is where we should focus our attention. 

Whi le the debate continues over where the focus of feedback shou ld be (Horowitz 1986, Si lva 

1988, Zamel 1985), nearly all researchers agree that attention must be paid to both content and 

form (Taylor 1981 , Krashen 1984). Raimes (1983a) suggests that teachers should look at as well 

as errors in structure and focus on linguistic features after ideas have been full y developed. 

Researchers like Lalande ( 1982) and Robb et at. (1986), on the other hand , found that writing 

accuracy does increase with teacher feedback that gives the location of grammar errors. Further, 

grammar feedback by the teacher in Fathman and Whalley's (1990) study had more effect on the 

correction of grammatical errors than content feedback did on the improvement of the content 

of student rewri tes. This might be due to the fac t that the content feedback was not text spec ifi c 

and was more general than the grammar feedback that identi fied spec ific grammar errors. 

3.3.2.5 Which feedback forms should be used ... ? 

This refers to the different feedback forms (mediums) a teacher or a reader uses to communicate 

hi s comments to the student writer. These forms mai nl y include erro r identification, writing 

comments, conferencing, taped commentary, and reformulation. Each of these has its own 

advantages and disadvantages. For example, if we take error identification, since the reader uses 

a shorthand of 'correcting codes' written in the margins or above the error, it could be time-saving 

and easy to use. The problem with error identification is that the 'correcting codes' could be 

ambiguous and confus ing because different advocates of thi s fo rm tend to suggest different codes 

for the same language features . For example, Byrne ( 1988: 125) suggests S for spelling; whereas 
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Non'ish ( 1983:75) suggests Sp for spell ing. The other problem with this form of feedback might, 

as All wri ght ( 1988) argues, be that it focuses on the surface errors in spelling, lex is, syntax and 

punctuation and overlooks the central issues of composition: cohesion, content , signposting and 

clarity of meaning. However, Brumfit ( 1980) remarks that if errors are identified and left to the 

students for correcting, the students can benefit from group di scussion that arises wh ile correcting 

errors and thi s could help the learners to develop oral fluency amongst other advantages of error 

identification. 

Another form of feedback is writing comments. Writing comments seems to be the most common 

form used by classroom teachers when they respond to students' writing. The obvious 

disadvantage of writi ng comments is that it is time-consuming and taxing. Moreover, it is quite 

doubtful that students read these comments and use them in their revisions. Teachers might think 

that they have done their job properly by writi ng all kinds of errors they come across in student 

papers. But Keh ( 1990) suggests that teachers should distingui sh between 'high order' and 'low 

order' concerns when giving written comments and keep in mind that students cannot pay 

attention to everything at once. This form of feedback could be effective, as we can tell from our 

own experience both as students and teachers, if the comments are c lear, genuine, relevant and 

specific to the work of the students and if the teacher/reader suggests some helpful strategies 

(Zamel 1985) the student writer cou ld use to rev ise hi s/ her work. Conferencing, another form 

of feedback, as Keh ( 1990) notes , seems to have a number of advantages: first, it enables the 

teacher and the student to come face to face with each other. The teacher is a 'l ive' aud ience, and 

he/she is able to ask for clarification, check the comprehens ibility of oral comments made, help 

the writer to sort through problems, and assist the student in deci sion-making. Thus, the teacher's 
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role can be perceived as a participant in the writing process rather than as a grade-giver. Next, 

compared to writing comments, conferencing also allows more feedback and more accurate 

feedback to be given in a relati vely shorter period of time. The problem with this form might be 

that it is demanding and time-consuming. Besides, some students might be reluctant to confer 

with their teachers due to their low Engli sh proficiency and/or shyness although the problem 

could be overcome by encouraging students and explaining to them the benefi ts of conferenc ing. 

As regards taped commentary, it can be used with advanced students by givi ng remarks on a tape 

recorder (Hyland 1990). It may help the students to improve their li stening skill s, especially if 

the teacher is a native speaker or has a near-native proficiency in English. It allows more detail ed, 

natural , and informative remarks wh ile increasing teacher-student rapport (Hyland 1990). The 

problem with thi s form is that some institutions would be hes itant to use it because it incurs 

money and students may not have tape recorders of thei r own. The other fo rm of feedback used 

in providing feedback to student writers is reformulation. Reformulation is, as Allwright (1988) 

defines, an attempt by a native writer to understand what a non-native wri ter is trying to say and 

then rewrite it in a form more natural to the native writer. The rewriting may necessitate making 

changes of many kinds and at all levels, as Allwright (1988) further explains. It sounds 

interesting but its feasibility is quest ionable, especially in an EFL contex t where writing is, in 

most cases, exclusively taught by non-nati ves and the students' English proficiency is incredibly 

low and there are no native speakers of English in the class. Further, its effectiveness could be 

undermined, as Zamel ( 1985) writes, by the fact that writing teachers tend to misread student 

texts, are inconsistent in their comments and write contradictory comments. 
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3.3.2.6 Praise or criticism? 

Most teachers would like to see their students' writing improve and students find teacher 

feedback useful in helping them to improve their writing (Ferris 1995: 33). Teacher feedback can 

be effecti ve, as Zamel (1985) underlines, if teachers respond to students' writing as genuine and 

interested readers rather than as judges and evaluators. This might help student writers to 

apprec iate receiving comments and use them in their revisions. From our own experi ence, both 

as students and teachers, we can te ll that students wou ld like to be encouraged for the ir success 

and achievements and are also, in most cases, prepared to accept constructive criti cism. Ferri s 

(1995:49) suggests that teachers should not abandon constructive criticism but should place it 

side-by-s ide with comments of encouragement. 

In a nutshel l, praise and criticism can be effective in feedback if students are praised and 

encouraged for their success and are duly criticized for the weaknesses in their writing. This is 

crucial because research has shown that a balance between criticism and praise may be the best 

means of encouraging quali ty writing (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990: 174). 

3.3.2.7 Students' reactions to teacher feedback 

The idea of dealing with what students think about teacher feedback is central in the teaching and 

learning process as a whole and writing in particular because the efforts teachers make could bear 

fru it when the learners are interested, moti vated and appreciate them. Thus, thi s part aims at 

exploring students' reactions to teachers' responses as presented in Ferris ( 1995): 
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Several different studies have surveyed and/or interviewed EFLI ESL writing students to obtain 

their feedback on feedback (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994). These studies have pursued two 

general, related lines of inquiry: (I) studies of student preferences regarding teacher feedback 

(Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994, Leki 199 1, Radecki and Swales 1988) and (2) studies of student 

response to feedback they have already received (Cohen 1987, Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990, 

McCurdy 1992). In the first group of studies, students have been asked about the type(s) of 

feedback they prefer to receive (both form and substance). Although the earlier two studies (Leki 
, 

1991, Radeck i and Swales 1988) found that the students generally preferred extensive comments 

on grammar rather than content, the more recent study (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994) reported 

a more complex finding: foreign language students paid more attention to form , whereas ESL 

students were as interested in teacher feedback on con tent as they were in sentence-level 

comments and corrections. The authors suggest that t.his result may be due to the fact that 

whereas foreign language students use L2 writing as a form of language practice, ESL students 

must use their writing sk ill s for all their academic endeavours (i.e. , beyond the language 

cl assroom). 

In the second group of studies, students were asked about their perceptions of what their teachers 

actually focused on in responding to student essays and to discuss their own subsequent actions: 

Did they reread their papers when retu rned? Did they pay attention to their teachers' comments? 

What strategies did they use to apply their teachers' feedback to subsequent assignments? Did 

they have trouble understanding any teacher commentary, and if so, what did they do to resolve 

these problems? The earli est of these studies (Cohen 1987) reported rather discouraging findings: 

Although most of the students claimed to reread their papers and attended to their teachers' 
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comments, a full 20% did not. Further, the students in general reported "a limited repertoire of 

strategies fo r process ing teacher feedback." Most students claimed that they merely "made a 

mental note" of their teachers' feedback. Cohen (1987) concludes that hi s results "suggest that 

the activity of teacher feedback as currently constituted and reali zed may have a more limited 

impact on the learners than the teachers would des ire". 

Two studies fo llowing Cohen's (1987) research (Cohen and Cavaicanti 1990, McCurdy 1992) 

reported more positive results: The students in general were happy with the feedback they 

received, claimed that they paid attention to it, and found it helpful. Although McCurdy's study 

found that the students reported a variety of problems in understanding the ir teacher's feedback, 

they also utili zed a great variety of strategies (e.g. , ask ing the teacher for help, looking up 

corrections in a grammar book) to reso lve difficu lties and respond to the teacher feedback. 

Of all the previous studies of L2 student reactions to teacher feedback, on ly one (Hedgcock and 

Lefkow itz 1994) was carried out in contexts in which revision and multiple drafting were 

consistently required. It makes sense that student attention to and preferences regard ing teacher 

feedback would differ in a pedagogical setting in which multiple drafting is required: Because 

students must rethink and revise prev iously written essay drafts, they are more li kely to pay close 

attention to their teachers' advice on how to do so than in a situation in which they are merely 

receiving a graded paper wi th comments and corrections to apply to a completely new essay 

assignment. Along these lines, Leki ( 199 1), who found that students had very strong preferences 

for extensive error COITection on their papers, suggested that "a follow-up questi onnai re at the end 

of a semester of writing using a process , a multiple-draft approach might have been useful in 
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order to see if students' attitudes toward error are changed by an approach which does not 

emphasize error." 

Ferris ( 1995) reported that ESL writing students in general take their teachers' feedback quite 

seri ous ly and pay a lot of attention to it. Students pay more attention to the feedback on earli er 

drafts. The results, therefore, can be argued to support the suggestions of Ll and L2 researchers 

(e.g., Hillocks 1986, Leki 1990, 1991 ) that teacher feedback on preliminary drafts of student 

work may be more effective than responses to final drafts. However, these findings should not 

be interpreted as indicating that students find teacher commentary on final drafts unnecessary 

because a convincing majority of them al so said that they reread all or most of their teachers' 

comments on their final draft. 

3.3.2.8 Related local research works 

It seems that not much work has been done locall y (in Ethiopia) on feedback both at M.A and 

Ph.D levels. However, the following M.A works appear to be relevant to the present study. Thus, 

Mammo ( 198 1) in his study of error correction, identified and class ified the errors in the 

composition of 89 3'd and 4th year students of Advanced composition II. The errors were based 

on 157 essays written for the course. A total of 3204 errors were identified and categori zed into 

grammar, style, spelling, punctuation, handwriting and unclassifiable errors . Another relevant 

work was done by Teshome ( 1985). In thi s research on error gravity, he attempted to show the 

contrasts in reactions of four groups of judges: nati ve and non-native speaker teachers of Engli sh, 

non-teaching nati ve speakers of English and Ethiopians teaching subjects other than English. 

These four groups judged the seri ousness of sixty errors, mostly made by 3rd year students in the 
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Institute of Languages Studies at the Addis Ababa Universi ty (AAU). The resul ts of thi s study 

show that the three groups of teachers were more tolerant of errors than the non-teaching nati ve 

speakers of Engl ish. The native speaker teachers of English were more lenient than the two non­

native teachers (of English and other subjects), wh ile the non-teaching native speakers were the 

most lenient. The two groups of nati ve speakers (teaching and non-teaching) of Engli sh reacted 

to the errors more uniformly than the other two non-native speaker teachers (of English and other 

subjects), as reported in the study . 

As regards feedback , two research papers seem to be worth mentioning. The first paper is 

Wondwosen's ( 1992) M.A thes is. T hi s work aims at f inding out how much of the classtime is 

spent on the provi sion of feedback , what type of feedback Grade I I teachers use and to see if 

there ex isted a regular pattern in the reactions of teachers. The st.udy has shown that teachers on 

average spend 29.2 % of the classtime on the provis ion of feedback. The research has also 

identifi ed 539 occurrences of positive feedback and 336 of negati ve feedback. The most 

frequen tl y used types of positi ve feed back were simple praise, confi rmation and positi ve 

repetition . Among the various types of negative feedback, as the researcher further reports, 

teachers most frequently used interruption and simple reproof. However, teachers showed much 

agreement between themselves in the use of positive explanation and several answers so licitation 

without clues. In the negative feedback also they (teachers) showed much agreement in the use 

of repetition with no change, as indicated in the study. 

Another research on feedback is Getnet's ( 1994) M.A thesis. This study attempted to investigate, 

describe and analyze the responding behaviour of Sophomore Engli sh teachers of Add is Ababa 
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University (AAU) to student writing. An investigation was made on what features of writing the 

instructors focus on while providing feedback; at what stage they intervene to give feedback, how 

their students react to the feedback given to them, as pointed out in this research paper. Analysis 

of the data from these sources revealed that, as it is further shown in thi s work, whi le providing 

feedback, Sophomore English teachers concentrate on low order concerns and rarely or never 

attend to high order concerns. It was also pointed out that instructors respond after students 

complete their writing tasks, and not before they begin to write or as they write. It was also 

observed, as the paper further notes, that the instructors often use a narrow range of feedback 

technique such as direct correction of errors and students also employ very few strategies in 

handling feedback. 

Another piece of research work worth mentioning is Yonas' ( 199/)) M.A thesis on teaching 

writing as a process. This thesis aimed at finding out the ways the writing sk ill s are taught in the 

first year classes at the Addis Ababa University and the effectiveness of the writing tasks in the 

College English in reshaping the students' perception about their writing ski ll s. The researcher 

reported that the students' perceptions about writing abilities changed significantly. However, 

as the researcher further pointed out, the students did not show prominent changes in spec ific 

writing skills such as planning and reviewing. 

3.3.3 The ESL composition profile 

This part attempts to introduce the ESL composition profile, a holistic scoring guide developed 

by Jacobs et al. ( 1981) and used in ESL composition evaluations, including the present study. 

80 



3.3.3.1 Approaches to composition evaluation 

There are two basic approaches to composition evaluation , holistic and frequency-count marking 

(Cooper 1977). In holi stic evaluations, readers base their judgements on their impress ion of the 

whole composition ; in frequency-count marking, readers ("scorers" in this case) tally or 

enumerate certain elements in the composition , such as: the number or type of words, clauses, 

T-units , cohesive devices, misspelled words, misplaced commas, or sentence errors. The latter 

method is highl y objective (little judgement is involved, on ly counting or li sting of certain 

occurrences) and therefore also highl y reliable; not so certain is its validity, however, because 

a composition evaluated by a frequency-count method has been judged not for its communicative 

effect, but for its number or kinds of elements. A number of researchers have provided empirical 

evidence that such counti ng methods do not predict very accurately teachers' intuitive judgements 

of the quality of student writing (Mellon 1969, Jurgens and Griffin 1970, Nold and Freedman 

1977, Evolaetal. 1980). 

Holistic evaluation, on the other hand, is far more subjecti ve, depending as it does on the 

impress ions formed by the readers. Such subjectivity in reading was long thought undes irable, 

but in fact thi s characteristic of holi stic evaluation has to be considered a strength , rather than a 

weakness of the approach , for reasons which have been noted by Oller ( 1979b): 

It has long been supposed that subjective ratings were less accurate than 
more objective scoring methods. However, as we have seen repeatedly, 
subjective judgements are indispensable in decisions concerning whether a 
writer has expressed well his intended meaning and, of course, in 
determining what that intended meaning is. There is no escape from 
subjective judgement in the interpretation of normal expression in a natural 
language (Oller 1979b: 393). 
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In spite of (or perhaps because of) thi s subjectivity, holistic evaluations have been shown capable 

of producing highl y reliable assessments. Intuitively it would seem that composition scores based 

on holi stic responses from readers who attend to the writer's message must be more valid than 

those based on frequency-count methods, which at best pay only lip service to writer's meaning 

and ideas. As Cooper (1977) puts it, "Holistic evaluation by a human respondent gets us closer 

to what is essential in communication than frequency counts do" (Cooper 1977:3). 

3.3.3.2 What is the ESL composition profile? 

Profile = (Latin) pro = forward +.filare = to draw a line and meaning literall y "a side view," was 

chosen deliberately in order to convey the main purpose of the profile as an evaluation guide: to 

provide a side view, an outline, of an ESL writer's success at composing or "putting together" the 

main elements of written discourse into a connected, coherent piece of writing that communicates 

effecti vely. 

The profile grew out of a serious need for an efficient and reliable means of evaluating the large 

number of compositions written as part of the Engli sh proficiency test (the Michigan Test 

battery) required of all new international students admitted to Texas A&M Univers ity or its 

Engli sh Language Institute. The test compositions had been evaluated by ass igning scores in four 

areas: content (50%), structure (25%), vocabulary (20%), and mechanics (5%). The profil e 

started with thi s basic scheme, but developed into an evaluation system which could be used 

easily and reliabl y, with a minimum of training, by a large number of relatively inexperienced 

readers, some lay readers from the community bu t mostly instructors or graduate teaching 

ass istants in the English Department or the English Language Institute. Since Follman and 
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Anderson ( 1967) had earl ier concluded that the unrel iability in composition evaluations results 

primaril y from differences in the academic and experiential backgrounds of the readers, the 

profile needed to ensure that the readers, coming from such different orientations to teaching and 

evaluating Engli sh, wou ld focus primarily on the communicati ve, rather than mechanical aspects 

of the compositions and wou ld app ly the same qualitative standards to each paper. For thi s reason 

the system of weighted components, mastery levels and criteria descriptors was devised to focus 

readers' attention on important aspects of the compositions and to define the standards fo r each 

mastery level. 

The profi le contains five component scales, each focusing on an important aspect of composition 

and weighted accord ing to its approx imate importance for written communication : content (30 

poin ts) , organization (20 points), vocahulary (20 points), language use (25 points), and mechanics 

(5 points). The total weight fo r each component is fu rther broken do wn into numerical ranges 

that correspond to four mastery levels: excellent to very good, good to average, fa ir to poor, and 

very poor. The profile's mastery levels and the associated shorthand criteria thus provide a well ­

defined standard and an interpreti ve framework for all readers as they read a compos ition and 

judge its communicative effectiveness (for details see the ESL profile fo rm in Appendix Q). 

3.3.3.3 How does the profile work for holistic evaluation of composition? 

Unlike some holi stic evaluations in which readers base their judgements on a single first 

impression of the quality of a composition, readers using the profile in effect do five hol isti c 

evaluations of the same composition, each from a slightl y different perspective on the whole. 

Thi s is an important difference since readers sometimes tend to va lue onl y one aspect of a 
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composition when using a purely impressionistic approach, yet it is on ly through a writer's 

successfu l production, integration and synchronization of all these component parts of a 

composition that an effective whole is created. The profile asks readers to peer at the composition 

through as many wi ndows as possible in arriving at their judgements of quality. 

During an evaluation, readers will generally read each composition twice, once to form an overall 

first impression of whether the writer has delivered a clear, complete message and again to focus 

on aspects of the composition that may have influenced that first impression either positively or 

negati vely, or that might cause the reader to form a different impress ion of the writer's 

communicative effectiveness. In the first reading, readers attend only to the message: Are the 

writer's ideas readil y apparent, appropriately sequenced to move the reader along, and adequately 

developed to convey a complete picture to the reader? Based on the ini tial response to the paper, 

readers then identify descriptors in the content and organization components wh ich most 

appropri ately describe the wri ter's overall effect on the reader and ass ign a score from the 

associated mastery level of these two components. During the second readi ng, readers try to 

verify their first impression by asking: Is the communicative effort more or less effective than 

originally thought? Does the writer use the syntactical , lex ical and mechanical elements of the 

language to deliver the message clearl y and unambiguously, or is mastery of these elements such 

that expectations are not fulfil led and the reader must halt, stumble, backtrack or ponder in a 

search for the writer's meaning? Based on thi s second reading, readers then identify the most 

appropriate descriptors in vocabu lary, language use and mechanics and ass ign a score for each 

component. 
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The five component scales thus intended to be regarded as five different wi ndows or viewpoin ts 

from which to judge the writer's overall communicative effect. Very often what a reader sees 

fro m each window will be the same and the score awarded to each component will ind icate 

approx imately the same mastery level in all aspects of the composition, suggesting that each cog 

in the machinery of discourse is interacting approximately with other elements and contributing 

its fair share to the smooth, efficient operation of the communication process. In other cases, the 

view from some wi ndows on the whole may be s light ly di fferent and the po in ts at which 

communication breaks down or speeds up will be highl ighted, suggesting that some elements in 

the discourse process are carrying more or less than their necessary load in the communicative 

effort. In any case, the components should be evaluated o nl y for their contribution to the total 

communicati ve effect: how successful is the writer in pulli ng together all of the elements of 

wri tten discourse into a connected, coherent piece of writing that communicates effectively? 

The profil e total score thus provides a highl y reli able estimate of a writer's proficiency and can 

be used with confidence--- in combination, of course, with scores from any other compositions 

or other language tests the student has taken---by the test administrator who must consider 

whether a student's writing ability is sufficient for a pa rticular communicati ve purpose. This total 

score can range from 100 (maximum) to 34 (minimum), a range chosen so that the raw 

(unequated) composition test score could eas il y be used in conjunction with the Michigan Test 

battery, wh ich produces equated scores over approx imately the same range ( Jacobs et al. 1981: 

29-33). 
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3.3.3.4 Conclusion 

The main focus of this part was to highlight what the li terature has to say about feedback in 

general and the effects of feedback on students' writing in an ESLIEFL context in particular. To 

this end , thi s part has raised and di scussed a number of impOitant issues and questions pertinent 

to feedback. Moreover, it has introduced the ESL composition profile(see Appendix Q), a holi stic 

scoring guide developed by Jacobs et al. ( 1981 ) and used by some ESUEFL writing researchers, 

including this study . 
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4.1 Introduction 

Chapter Four 

Research methodology 

This chapter attempts to di scuss the research methods used to col lect data for the pilot and the 

main studies of this research. Before discussing the various research methods used to col lect data 

both for the pilot and the main studies, it wou ld be worth noting the objectives of thi s research. 

Thus, the general objective of thi s research was to compare the effectiveness of different 

feedback methods on students' writing revi sions. The specific objectives were to: (a) di scover 

what feedback methods are in fact used in responding to students' writing at present (b) find out 

what students feel about the different feedback methods used in writing (c) compare the 

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

feedback method/s that could promote students' writing skill s. 

4.2 Research methods 

To achieve the general as well as the specific objectives mentioned above, the following research 

methods were used both in the pilot and the main studies of this research. 

4.2.1 Orientation 

At the beginning of the study (pi lot/main), the students were oriented on the objectives of the 

research and detai ls of the procedures to be followed during the study and they were provided 

with all the re levant information they might need to know during th is study. 
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Thus, they were informed that this research was geared towards finding out the effectiveness of 

teacher and peer feedback in Sophomore English classes. They were also informed that the 

research would be conducted for the whole semester (16 weeks) and during thi s time they would 

complete two questionnaires and write four essays (with one first and one final drafts) on 

different topics. The subjects were also encouraged that they should relax and work cooperatively 

both with their teacher and fel low students for the success of the research. Further, they were 

informed that they would be split into two equivalent groups for the sake of convenience to 

conduct the research and thi s division would be done randomly and it would not affect their 

overall performance and grades at the end of the semester. The researcher also attempted to give 

answers to any fears and doubts the students rai sed during the orientation. 

4.2.2 Impromptu essay 

At the beginning of the study, the students in both groups (Group I and Group 2) wrote an 

impromptu essay of about 200-300 words in 30 minutes on the same topic designed for thi s 

purpose. The main aim of the impromptu essay was to find out students' ability to communicate 

in writing. All in all , thirty students in the pilot and twenty-six students in the main studies 

wrote the impromptu essay. The results of the impromptu essay were analyzed and discussed in 

chapter five for the pilot study and chapter six for the main study. 

4.2.3 First questionnaire for students 

The students in both groups completed the first questionnaire for students. The main objective 

of this questionnaire was to find out students' opinions about their own writi ng practices and 

preferences for types of feedback. The students in both groups completed thi s questionnaire in 
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class . All the students completed and returned the questionnaire. The results of the fi rst 

questionnaire were analyzed and discussed in chapter fi ve for the pilot study and chapter six fo r 

the main study. 

4.2.4 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

A questionnaire was designed and distributed to writing teachers to find out their opinions about 

their students' writing and the forms of feedback they (teachers) usually used in responding to 

their students' wri ting. All the teachers completed and returned the questionnaire both in the pilot 

and the main studies. The results of the questionnaire for teachers were analyzed and di scussed 

in chapter five fo r the pilot study and chapter six fo r the main study. 

4.2.5 Student essays 

In addition to the impromptu essay discussed above (4.2.2), the students wrote essays on three 

other different top ics with one first draft and one final draft both in the pilot and the main studies . 

For details see 4.2.5 .1 and 4.2.5.2 below. 

4.2.5.1 Comments on first drafts 

The students wrote three essays in each group (one first draft and one final draft for each of the 

essays) in all , as part of their Sophomore English (FLEn 20 I ) writing course, for one semester 

(16 weeks). The fi rst drafts of the essays were read and commented on by the teacher for Group 

I and by peers (in pairs) fo r Group 2 until both the teacher and peers read and commented on 

three different first drafts of essays each in the two groups during the study. The students were 
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expected to write an essay of about 350 words , in about 1"2 hours (seventy-five minutes), each 

time during the study. 

The students were al so required to write final drafts for each essay topic after they had received 

written comments on their first drafts from the teacher or peers. The teacher and peers wrote 

comments on the first drafts of Group I and Group 2, respectively, and returned the papers to 

the writers. Both the teacher and peers used 'General criteria for evaluating writing' (see Appendix 

0) suggested by Lefevre and Dickerson (1981), and 'Peer evaluation criteria' (see Appendix P) 

which they recei ved before reading their peers' essays. According to the 'General criteria for 

evaluating writing', the teacher/peers would give feedback on content and organization before 

focus ing on language use, so that the task does not become overwhelming for the students. It is 

usually heli eved to he· useful to avoid correcting all grammatical and spelling errors, since the 

idea is to give a clear message to students that they should concentrate on content and express 

their thoughts clearly. In some cases, the grammar may be so convoluted that what the student 

has written is not comprehensible. In such case, the comments which the teacher/peers 

makes/make should be oriented towards the meaning rather than the faulty grammar (Chenoweth 

1987:27). Both the teacher and peers need to remember that the comments we put on early drafts 

should encourage the student writers further, to 'help them clarify their purposes and reasons in 

writing their specific text' (Sommers 1982). 

4.2.5.2 Evaluating drafts 

After the peers had written their comments, the teacher (researcher) read the comments written 

by the peers to make sure that, as much as possible, no ambiguities and inaccuracies in comments 
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given by the peers before the first drafts along with the comments were returned to the student 

writers. All the comments were given on separate sheets of paper, which were provided during 

the peer evaluations. The comments were written on separate sheets of paper to reduce the 

possible bias on the part of the readers/ raters (evaluators of both first and final drafts), who could 

be influenced by the comments of the teacher and peers. The student writers, presumably, 

incorporated the comments provided by the teacher and peers and rewrote their essays. After the 

students had rewritten their essays , both the first and the final drafts were col lected and shuffled 

before the essays were handed to two raters/readers, who read and evaluated all the papers out 

of 100 points according to Jacobs et al. (1981) ESL composition profile holistic scoring guide : 

content = 30 points, organization = 20 points, language use = 25 points, vocabulary = 20 points, 

and mechanics = 5 points. The two readers selected for thi s purpose were experienced writing 

teachers of similar academic qualifications. The first and fina l drafts were given different codes 

before they were given to the readers for marking. The results of both drafts were recorded 

separately on progress sheets prepared for thi s purpose for each student writer. Besides, the 

results for each writing component (content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics) 

for each student writer were also recorded separately to see the progress, if any, each student 

made in each of the components in addition to the overall composition writing skills during the 

study. Then, t-tests were conducted to determine any significant differences between teacher and 

peer feedback and a matched I-lest research procedure was used to find out if there was any 

significant difference between the first draft and the final draft of the same essay for the same 

group. Moreover, the students' writing revisions (first draft versus final draft) were analysed for 

each of the essays to find out wh ich comments and/or whether the students had incorporated (i nto 

their essays) the comments suggested to them by the teacher/peers. Further, the teacher/peer 
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comments were counted and categori zed and the corre lation coefficient (I') was used to find out 

if the values awarded to the students by the two raters for the same essays wou ld correlate or not. 

4.2.6 Training 

The students (in Group 2) had practised evaluating essays written by other Sophomore Engli sh 

students before they actuall y embarked on evaluati ng their peers' essays written for this study. 

Thus, the students practi sed evaluating (in pai rs) three different essays written by the previous 

Sophomore English students in the first two weeks of the study. They were provided with a 

checkl ist that would help them to know what specific points to look for when they read the essays 

(see Appendices 0 and Pi. This was done to help them to acquire some confidence and 

experience in responding to their peers' writing in the study. 

4.2.7 Second questionnaire for students 

A second questionnaire was administered to all the students in Group I and Group 2 near the 

end of the study to discover, if and in what ways, the different feedback treatments used in this 

study might have influenced their attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in 

particular. All the students completed and returned the questionnaire. The results of the second 

questionnaire were analyzed and di scussed in chapter five for the pi lot study and chapter six for 

the main study. 

4.3 The ESL composition profile 

As pointed out earlier in chapter three, the ESL composition profile contai ns five component 

scales, each focusing on an important aspect of composition and weighted accord ing to its 
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approximate importance for written communication : content (30 points) , organi zation (20 

points), vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points), and mechanics (5 points) . The total 

weight for each component is further broken down into numerical ranges that correspond to four 

mastery levels: excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor, and very poor. The profi Ie's 

mastery levels and the associated shOlthand criteria thus provide a well -defined standard and an 

interpretive framework for all readers as they read a composition and judge its communicati ve 

effectiveness (for details see the ESL composition profile form in Appendix Q). 

Un li ke some holistic evaluations in which readers base their judgements on a single first 

impression of the quality of a composition, readers using the profi le in effect do five holi stic 

eva luations of the same composition, each from a slightl y different perspective on the whole. 

This is an important difference since readers sometimes tend to value only one aspect of a 

composition when using a purely impress ionistic approach, yet it is onl y through a writer's 

successful production, integration and synchronization of all these component parts of a 

composition that an effective whole is created. The profi le asks readers to peer at the composition 

through as many windows as possible in arri ving at their judgements of quality. During an 

evaluation, readers wi ll generall y read each composition twice, once to form an overall fi rst 

impression of whether the writer has delivered a clear, complete message and again to focus on 

aspects of the composition that may have influenced that first impression either positively or 

negatively, or that might cause the reader to form a different impress ion of the writer's 

communicative effectiveness. In the first reading, readers attend only to the message: Are the 

writer's ideas readily apparent, appropriately sequenced to move the reader along, and adequately 

developed to convey a complete picture to the reader? Based on the initial response to the paper, 
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readers then identify descriptors in the content and organization components which most 

appropriately describe the writer's overall effect on the reader and ass ign a score from the 

associated mastery leve l of these two components. During the second read ing, readers try to 

verify their first impression by asking: Is the communicative effort more or less effective than 

ori ginally thought? Does the writer use the syntactical , lexical and mechanical elements of the 

language to deliver the message clearly and unambiguously, or is mastery of these elements such 

that expectations are not fu lfil led and the reader must halt, stumble, backtrack or ponder in search 

for the writer's meaning? Based on thi s second reading, readers then identify the most appropriate 

descriptors in vocabu lary, language use and mechanics and assign a score for each component. 

The five component scales thus intended to be regarded as five different windows or viewpoints 

from which to judge the writer's overall communicati ve effect. Very often what a reader sees 

from each window wi ll be the same and the score awarded to each component will indicate 

approx imately the same mastery level in all aspects of the composition , suggesting that each cog 

in the machinery of discourse is interacting approximately with other elements and contributing 

its fair share to the smooth, efficient operation of the communication process (Jacobs et al. 1981: 

29-33). 
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5.1 Introduction 

Chapter Five 

The pilot study 

The pilot study had two main objectives : (a) to try out the various research tool s selected to 

co ll ect data fo r thi s research and (b) to use the results of the pilot study as a springboard for 

conducting the main study of th is research. To thi s effect, two questionnaires and four essays for 

students and a questionnaire for writing teachers were designed and administered during the pilot 

study. Then, the results of the questionnaires and essays fo r students and the questionnaire for 

writing teachers were analyzed and di scussed to see, based on the results of the pilot study, what 

the direction of the mai n study wou ld li kely be. It should be admitted that in some cases the 

di scussions of the pilot and the main studies may look similar. This in fact happened because 

some results of the pilot study which were largely similar to the results of the main study were 

analyzed and discussed in th is chapter because it was fe lt that doing so would reinforce and 

enrich the results of the main study. However, the results of the pilot study were largely provided 

in the appendices. 

5.2 First questionnaire for students 

5.2.1 Introduction 

A twenty-item questionnaire was des igned and administered to twenty 2"d year students at the 

start of the semester in the pi lot study. All the students completed and returned the questionnaire. 

The main objective of thi s questionnaire was to find out students' opinions about their writing 

practices and preferences for fo rms of feedback. The students reacted positi vely to all the 
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questions except that some students fai led to adequately respond to Question 8. This question 

was on whether there were teacher comments the students did not understand. It was fou nd out 

that 50% of the students did not respond to this question. Hence, Question 8 was dropped in the 

main study of this research. Further, Question 19 was on ranking the language skill s according 

to their level of impoltance. In fact the students responded positi ve ly to thi s question , but some 

writing teachers said that it would be difficult to talk about one language skill being more 

impoltant than another language skill. The teachers' comment was accepted and Question 19 was 

dropped in the main study of thi s research . The questions and results of the first questionnaire 

for students are given in Appendix A. However, some results which were believed to reinforce 

the results of the main study were analyzed and discussed as fol lows: 

5.2.2 Results of the first questionnaire for students 

The questions and results of the first questionnaire for students are given in Appendix A. 

5.2.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This part attempts to analyze and di scuss some of the results of the first questionnaire for 

students in the pilot study. 

5.2.3.1 Teacher feedback 

This pmt summarizes the results of three questions (in the first questionnaire for students) wh ich 

focused on the rol e of teacher feedback in improving students' writi ng. Question 1 was on how 

much of the essay students read when they got back it back from their wri ting teacher. Question 

2 was on how many of the teacher corrections the students gave thoughtful attention to and 
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Question 17 was on how much the students benefited from the teacher comments (see Questions 

1,2, and 17 in Appendix A). The results show that the majority (65%) of the students repo rted 

that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back from their teachers. Further, most of 

the students (70%) reported that they gave a lot of thoughtfu l attention to the teacher corrections. 

The majority of students (85%) also said that they benefited immensely from the teacher 

comments they received before they wrote the final drafts. The students reported the following 

reasons (paraphrased) as to why the teacher comments were useful: 

• I did not make similar mistakes in my subsequent essays. 

• The comments helped me to improve my essay. 

• The comments helped me to know my problem areas. 

The resu lts of these three questions suggest that students paid due attention to the teacher 

comments and used the comments to improve their writing. The results further indicated that 

teacher feedback is relevant and plays a useful role in language teaching and learn ing in general 

and writi ng in particular. Thus , it may be argued that writing teachers should be prepared to 

respond to their students' writing not onl y because it their duty to do so but also students expect 

comments from their teachers to reappraise their work and improve their success ive drafts and 

essays. One likely reason on the part of the writing teacher for not giving feedback to hi s/he r 

students is that the studen ts may not use the comments and improve their writing. This attitude 

seems to undermine the basic role of feedback in the sense that the teacher tends to predict the 

outcome of hi s/her comments before the comments are given to the student writers. It was noted 

that as far as the comments are clear, objective and relevant to the object of the comments , 

students seem to be prepared to use the teacher comments and improve their writing . In sum, 
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teacher feedback can play its role, i.e. promoting students' writing sk ill s provided that the writing 

teacher reali zes that feedback is usefu l and relevant in writing classes and provides feedback that 

is straightforward, objective and pertinent to students' writing. 

5,2.3.2 Peer feedback 

This part (see Question lOin Appendix A) focuses on how much students li ked the peer feedback 

used in their wri ti ng classes. The resu lt of this questi on shows that the majority of students (73%) 

reported that they I i ked peer feedback "very much" . 

The resu lt would help the writing teacher to reali ze that students like peer feedback and peer 

feedback can be used along with the teacher feedback in respondi ng to students' writi ng. It was 

fou nd out that writing teachers do not commonly use peer feedback in writing cl asses. The 

majority of writi ng teachers who filled in the questionnai re for writing teachers for thi s study 

reported that they used peer feedback "sometimes". They may have their own plausible reasons 

to limit peer feedback to 'sometimes'. But, peer feedback can be used more often provided that 

writing teachers rea lize that it can playa useful role in writing classes and are prepared to support 

and encourage their students. Students may be hesitant and less cooperati ve until they realize that 

peer feedback is useful and can play an important role in writing classes. However, th rough time 

students may realize that peer feedback has a lot to contribute in enhancing their abil ity to read 

and comment on their peers' writing and their communicative skill s, especially if the students 

work in pairs or groups. 
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5.2.3.3 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Questi on II in Appendix A) focuses on find ing out whether the students produced 

pre liminary drafts before they wrote final drafts. Thus, (see the foll owing table) , the majority 

students (70%) reported that they produced preliminary drafts before they wrote final drafts. 

Yes No 

14 6 

Writing preliminary drafts seems to be useful because it may give the students the opportunity 

to be critics of their own writing when they revise their writing and they can also incorporate the 

teacher comments suggested to them during the preliminary drafts and improve their final drafts. 

5.2.3.4 Practices versus preferences 

This part focuses on the major forms of feedback usuall y used by writing teachers in responding 

to thei r students' writing (see Question 13 in Appendix A) versus what forms of feedback students 

would like to have (see Question 14 in Appendix A ). The resul ts show that the majority of 

writi ng teachers used 'error identification', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in descending 

order. However, most of the students said they would prefer 'writing comments', 'confe renc ing', 

'reformulation', and 'el1"Or identification' in descending order. The students reported the following 

reasons (see Question 14 in Appendix A) for choosing these form s of feedback: 

• helps me to know my errors (writing comments) . 

• helps me to identify my errors (e rror identification). 

• helps me to improve my writing (writing comments). 

• face to face discussion with my teacher helps me to know my errors (conjerencing). 
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• can discuss my problem areas with the teacher (conferencing). 

Thus, there seems to be a mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students would 

like to have. Writing teachers usually tend to use a fo rm of feedback they reckon to be useful in 

responding to their students' writing. It is evident that teachers know from experience which form 

of feedback is more effective in responding to students' writing. Thi s does not mean, however, 

that writing teachers should ignore the preferences of their students. Students could be interested 

in a certain form of feedback without reali zing its effectiveness. It may be important that the 

writing teacher intervene and explain whether the form of feedback the students claim to be 

interested in is effective or practical in their writing classes. For example, students may say that 

they would like to have 'reformulation ' in their writing c lasses. It may sound pompous and 

interesting, but the main question is: Is it effective? Or is it practical? Students could opt for a 

form of feedback without realizing that it is effective or practical. Thus, teachers should help 

their students to see which forms of feedback are effective and helpful and why, i.e. the writing 

teacher should explain to their students the pros and cons of each form of feedback before 

attending to what forms of feedback his/her students wou ld like to have. After the teacher's 

explanation, students may agree with the teacher's choices or insist on their preferences. 

5.2.3.5 Strategies 

This pmt (see Question 7 in Appendix A) focu ses on what strategies the students used when they 

received teacher feedback in their writing classes. Thus, it was repOited that 50% made a mental 

note of the teacher comments, 25% wrote down points to consider for revision or for future use, 
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10% rewrote the essay incorporating the teacher comments, 10% referred to other papers and 

rewrote the essay and 5% did nothing. 

It may be argued that the majority of students used teacher feedback in one way or another to 

improve their writing. These resu lts may suggest that teacher feedback is useful because it seems 

to help students to reappraise their work and improve on it. 

5.2.3.6 Self-rating 

This part (see Question 20 in Appendix A) focuses on finding out how the students rated their 

writing abil ities. The results of thi s question show (see the table below) that the majority of 

students (80%) rated their writing skill s as "good" or "fair", 10% as "excellent" and 10% as 

"poor". 

excellent good fair poor 

2 9 7 2 

However, this self-rating seems to be improbable because if we examine the raw scores they 

received for their first and final drafts vis-a vis the ESL composition profile (a holi stic scoring 

guide used to evaluate students' essays in this research) scores would put the majority of the 

students in the category of "fair to poor" writers , not in the categories of "excell ent" or "good" 

writers. To illustrate thi s argument fut1her, it wou ld be worth comparing the students' raw scores 

with the ESL composition profile scores suggested for different categories of wri ters (exce llent­

very good, good-average, fair-poo r and very poor).Thus, the ESL composition profile holistic 

scoring guide suggests that 100-90 points (excellent to very good), 85-72 points (good to 

101 



average) , 67-51 points (fair to poor) and 50 points and below (very poor) out of 100 points. In 

this study, out of the 70 essay drafts, 16 essay drafts (23%) received 73-68, 54 essay drafts (77%) 

rece ived 67-55 out of 100 points. The results suggest that the majority of students are in the 

category of "fair to poor" and a few of them are in the category of "good to average". Moreover, 

it was noted that the majority of students had difficulties in writing clear and coherent paragraphs 

and essays during thi s study. Hence, it can be argued that the students' self-rating and their actual 

writing performance seem to disagree. This implies that by and large some students 

overestimated the ir writing abilities. 

All in all , the results of the first questionnaire for students revealed the actual practices in writing 

classes in general and what students feel about teacher feedback and their own writing practices 

in particular. The results also helped the researcher to improve the questions anciuse them in the 

main study. 

5.3 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

5.3.1 Introductioll 

A seventeen-item questionnaire was designed and distributed to six writing teachers in the pilot 

study. The main objective of this questionnaire was to find out writing teachers' comments about 

the various questions used in thi s questionnaire and then based on the writing teachers' comments 

to reshape and use them in the main study of thi s research. The teachers, on the whole, reacted 

positively to the questionnaire except that two of the respondents expressed their reservation 

about Questioll 4, "Rank the four language skill s according to their degree of importance for 

English learners in Eth iopia." These two respondents remarked that all language skill s are equall y 
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important fo r Engli sh learners in Ethiopia and it would be very diffi cul t to talk about one 

language skill being more important than another language skill . The ir comment was accepted 

and Question 4 was dropped in the main study. The questions and results of questionnaire fo r 

writing teachers are given in Appendix C. However, some results of thi s questi onnaire which 

were felt to strengthen the results of the main study were anal yzed and di scussed below. 

5.3.2 Results of questionnaire for teachers 

The questi ons and results of questionnaire for teachers are given in Appendix C. 

5.3.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This part attempts to analyze and di scuss some of the results of the questionnai re for writing 

teachers in the pi lot study. 

5.3.3.1 Area of focus 

This part (see Question 4 in Appendix C) attempts to show the area of focus in teacher feedback. 

Thus, the majority of teachers (four out of six) reported (see the table below) that they focused 

on all writing components when they read their students' first drafts because al l the components 

are equall y important and two teachers (out of six) reported that they foc used on content and 

organi zation alone. 

content organi zation lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

2+4 2+4 4 4 4 
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It may be argued that all writing components are useful to write effective ly. However, writing 

components like content and organ ization may have to be given a priori ty in writing the first 

drafts and the other components like grammar, lex is and mechanics may be handled in the later 

stages of writing. This is important because for one thing students will have the opportuni ty to 

concentrate on meaning alone in the first draft and this may make the burden of composing less 

severe and further the fact that they treat the writing components systematicall y could enable 

them to write more purposively and effectively. 

5.3.3.2 Practices 

This part (see Questions 5 in Appendix C) shows the forms of feedback usuall y used by the 

writing teachers and why they used them. Thus, the majority of teacher respondents reported that 

(see the following table) they usually used 'error identification' and 'writing comments' when they 

responded to their students' writing and some respondents reported that at ti mes they used 

error identification writing comments conferencing 

6 6 2 

'conferencing'. The following reasons (see Question 6 in Appendix C) were given by teachers for 

using the above forms of feedback: 

• The comments help the students to identify thei r errors (error identification). 

• The comments help the students to improve their writing (writing comments). 

• The students can see their problem areas (writing comments). 

• The students can discuss their problems with the teacher (conferencing) . 
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5.3.3.3 Peer feedback 

This part (see Questions 14- 16 in Appendix C) tries to find out if the teachers used peer feedback 

and how much their students liked the peer feedback used in their writing classes. The majority 

of teachers reported that they used peer feedback in their writing c lasses. Most of them said that 

they used it 'sometimes' and some others reported 'often '. Further, they said that most of their 

students liked peer feedback "very much ". 

These results agree with the responses of students to the same questions in the first questionnaire 

for students. These results may suggest that peer feedback seems to be popular amongst student 

writers and can be used more 'often' in responding to students' writing along with the more 

common teacher feedback . 

5.3.3.4 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Questions 12 and 13 in Appendix C) attempts to find out if the students produced 

pre liminary drafts before they wrote the final drafts and when the teachers in tervened to give 

comments in the ir writing classes. The majority of teachers said that their students produced 

preliminary drafts before they wrote the final drafts . Moreover, the teachers said that they 

intervened during the first drafts and provided comments. It may be argued that writi ng 

pre liminary drafts wou ld he lp student writers to be criti cs of their own writing and writing 

teachers can a lso intervene during the preliminary drafts and provide the ir students with 

comments that can help them to improve their writing. 
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5.3.3.5 Students' writing performance 

This part (see Question 17 in Appendix C) attempts to find whether the teachers would think their 

students' writing was satisfactory for their leve l or otherwise. Most of the teachers said (see the 

fo llowing table) that their students' writing pelformance was 'satisfactory' for their level although 

a few teachers said it was not. The results largely seem to agree with students' self-rating in 

writing skill s. As reported earlier, most of the students said that their writing ski ll s were "good" 

or "fair". 

Yes No 

5 

However, if we compare the raw scores they received for the various essay drafts they wrote for 

this study with the scores suggested by the ESL composition profile (excellent to very good, good 

to average , average to fair, fair to poor and very poor), it can argued that most of the students 

would be in the category of "fair to poor", not "good to average" as they tend to claim (see 5.2.3.6 

above). The possible explanation for the discrepancy between students' self-rating and thei r 

actual writing performance could be that some students overestimated their writing abi li ties. 

On the whole, the results of thi s questionnaire for teachers c lued the actual writing practices in 

general and what forms of feedback are in fact used in writing classes and what teachers would 

think about the writing practices of their students in particular. Further, the resu lts enabled the 

researcher to reshape and use the questionnaire in the main study. 
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5.4 Student essays 

5.4.1 Introduction 

This part attempts to analyze and di scuss the results of the impromptu essay and three other 

major essays used to generate data for the pi lot study in addition to the questionnaires . The 

students wrote one impromptu essay and three other essays with one first and one final drafts 

during the pilot study. The main purpose of the impromptu essay was to find out the students' 

ability to communicate in writing. The other three essays were aimed at finding out if responding 

to stude nts' first drafts using teacher feedback or peer feedback would make any difference in 

improving students ' writing rev isions. 

The topics selected for the pilot study were believed to be topics which were fami li ar to students 

and topics which they could easil y understand and write about. The topic selected for the 

impromptu essay (Two most common student hobbies at the Addis Ababa University) are 

connected with their experiences in the University. The other three topics (The most memorable 

person in my life, Family life in my kebelie , and How J would like to spend my summer (kiremt) 

vacation) seem to be connected with their personal experiences and practices in the com munity. 

As Sommers (1992:30) remarks, writing on top ics they are fami li ar with will give students the 

opportunity to bring their life and their writing together. Further, the topics would call for using 

different forms of discourse in writing essays. For example, the first topic (The most memorable 

person in my life ) would be more a narration although elements of description cou ld come in as 

necessary. The second topic (Family life in my kebelie) calls predominantl y for expos iti on and 

other forms like description and argument can be used depending on how the topic is approached. 

The third topic (How J would like to spend my summer (kiremt) vacation) entai ls argu ment and 
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exposition. The writer can show hi s/her readers what hi s/her plans are and then argue why he/she 

has chosen those plans for the vacation. In all, the topics seem to entai l all the discourses and 

their combinations. The students also remarked near the end of the pilot study that the topics 

were straightforward, relevant and fairly easy to understand and write essays on (classroom 

discussions). 

All in all, the students produced 2 10 essays during the pilot study. Of these 210 essays, 70 essays 

(of 10 students) were randomly selected and analyzed in the pilot study. The mean score of each 

essay was computed for each group and compared using a t-test research procedure to find out 

if there was any significant difference between the mean scores of the two independent groups 

(Group I and Group 2) at different levels of significance (0.05 and 0.0 I) for each of the essays. 

Further, the mean scores of the first and final drafts were also compared using a matched t-test 

research procedure to find out if the mean scores of the first drafts were sign ificant ly different 

from the mean scores of the final drafts within the groups at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance. 

Moreover, the comments provided by the teacher to Group I and by peers to Group 2 were 

counted and classified into different categories (category of comments) and students' 

responses/reactions to the teacher/peer comments were also analyzed and classified into different 

categories (types of responses). Further, the correlation coefficient (I') of the values awarded to 

the student writers by the two raters was computed for three of the essay drafts (as a sample) 

produced during the pilot study. Thus , the results of the essays between the groups and with in 

the groups and the different writing components, the categories of comments, students' responses 

to the teacher/peer comments and the correlation coefficient (r) were analyzed and di scussed as 

fo llows: 
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5.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the essay results 

This part attempts to analyze and discuss the results of the essay drafts between the two groups 

and within the groups in the pilot study(see Appendix .1). 

5.4.2.1 Between the groups (first drafts) 

The mean score for the impromptu essay was (65%) for Group I and (66%) for Group 2. These 

two mean scores were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of sign ificance using a I-Iesl research 

procedure to find out if they were significantly different. The resu lt shows that the mean scores 

of the two groups are not significantly different. Furthermore, the mean scores of the first draft 

of essay one (62%) for Group I and (6 1 %) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels 

of s ign ificance to find out if the two means were significantly different. The result shows that 

the two mean scores are not significantly different. Then, the mean scores of the first drafts of 

essay two (62%) for Group 1 and (6 1 %) for two group were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels 

of significance to find out if they were significantly different. The result shows that the two 

mean scores are not significantly different. Further, the mean scores of the first drafts of essay 

three (62%) for Group I and (62%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of 

significance to find out if the two mean scores were significantl y different. The result shows that 

the mean scores of the two groups are not significantl y different. 

5.4.2.2 Between the groups (final drafts) 
I 

I Furthermore, in addi ti on to comparing the mean scores of the impromptu essay and the first 

drafts of the three essays , the final drafts of the three essays of the two groups were also 

compared to find out if the mean scores of the final drafts of the three essays of the two groups 
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were significantly different. Thus, the mean scores of the final drafts of essay one (65%) for 

Group I and (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance and the 

result shows that the two mean scores of the two groups are not signifi cantl y different. Next, the 

mean scores of the final drafts of essay two (64%) for Group I (64%) for Group 2 were 

compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of signi ficance and the result shows that the two mean scores 

are not significantly different. Then, the mean scores of the fina l drafts of essay three (65%) for 

Group I and (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of signifi cance and the 

result shows that the mean score of the final drafts of the two groups are not significantly 

di ffe rent. 

5.4.2.3 Within the groups (first drafts versus final drafts) 

In addition to comparing the mean scores between the two independent groups, i.e. Group I and 

Group 2 the mean scores of the essays (fi rst drafts versus final drafts) were compared within each 

group (using a matched t-test research procedure) to find out if the mean score of the first draft 

was significantly different from the mean score of the final draft of the same essay for the same 

group for each of the three essays. To thi s effect, the mean score of essay one for the fi rst draft 

(62%) and the mean score of essay one for the final draft (65%) for Group I were compared at 

0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the mean scores of the first draft 

and the final draft of essay one for Group I are significantly different. Similarly, the mean scores 

of the first draft (6 I %) and final draft for essay one (65%) for Group 2 were compared at 0 .05 

and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two means are significantly different. 
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Further, the fi rst (62%) and final (64%) drafts of essay two for Group I were compared at 0.05 

and 0 .0 I levels of signifi cance and the result shows that the two mean scores are signi ficantl y 

different. The mean scores of essay two for the first draft (61 %) and the fina l draft (64%) for 

Group 2 were also compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the 

two mean scores are significantly different. Likewise, the mean scores fo r the first draft (62%) 

and the final draft (65%) for essay three for Group I were compared at 0 .05 and 0.0 1 levels of 

significance and the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly different. Finally, 

the mean scores for the first draft (62%) and the fina l draft (65%) for essay three fo r Group 2 

were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the resul t shows that the two mean 

scores are signifi cantly different. 

The fo llowing table summari zes the results of the essay mean scores between and with in the two 

groups discussed above. 

T bl 5 S a e . 1: f b ummary 0 mean scores ( etween an WIt 111 t d . h· he groups) 

Group Essay first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu 65 -
2 Impromptu 66 -
I 1 62 65 

2 I 61 65 

I 2 62 64 

2 2 6 1 64 

I 3 62 65 

2 3 62 65 
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5.4.3 Writing components (see Appendix J: Essay results of the pilot study) 

Each essay draft (first and final) was evaluated by marking fi ve writing components according 

to the ESL composition profile scoring guide: content, organization, vocabulary, language use 

(grammar) and mechanics. The main objective of thi s part was to compare the mean scores of 

the ind ividual components of the first and final drafts of the same essay to find out if the students, 

bes ides the whole essay, improved the individual components as they rewrote their essays. Thus, 

the mean scores of the first and fin al drafts for each of the writing components were computed 

and the results show that the mean scores of the final drafts for each of the writing components 

were by and large higher than the mean scores of the first drafts of the writing components. 

5.4.4 Teacher/peer comments 

After the students wrote the first drafts of the ir essays, they were provided with comments which 

they were expected to use and rewrite their essays in thi s pilot study. Thus, thi s part deals with 

two sections: the fi rst section (categori es of comments) attempts to identi fy and categori ze the 

teacher/peer comments, the second section (types of responses) attempts to find out what the 

students (in both groups) did with the teacher/peer comments (e.g. used the comments as 

suggested to them, used the comments but not as suggested to them, ignored the comments, etc.) 

they received during the pilot study. A complete list of the teacher/peer comments the students 

in both groups received during the pilot study is given in Appendix G. 

5.4.4.1 Categories of comments 

This section attempts to identify and categori ze the teacher/peer comments the students in both 

Group I and Group 2 rece ived during the pilot study. The table (Table 5.6) which shows the 
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categories of teacher/peer comments is gIven in Appendix K. However, the results of the 

teacher/peer comments were analyzed and discussed as fol lows: 

5.4.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the teacher/peer comments 

In the pilot study, Group I (teacher feedback) received 54 comments for the three different essays 

they produced and Group 2 received 50 comments for the same number of essays. The comments 

the students received were identified and classi fied into five categories (content, organization, 

language use, vocabulary and mechanics). The comments by and large focused on meaning 

(content and organization) rather than mechanical and grammatical errors. About 6511 04 (62.5%) 

of the comments were on the first two categories of content and organization , which were 

concerned with meaning on a more global level than the sentence level. The emphasis seemed 

to be similar in both the teacher and peer comments. The other categories of comments 

( language use, vocabu lary and mechanics) received about 391104 (37.5%) of the comments. 

These latter categories (language use, vocabulary and mechanics) are generall y believed to affect 

communication less severely in writing although they are quite useful for producing effective 

writing. However, comments were provided on these categories too when it was fe lt that 

grammatical and/or mechanica l errors wou ld affect the meaning of the sentence or paragraph. 

In Group 1, about 34/54 (63%) comments dealt with meaning and organization and 20/54 (37%) 

dealt with grammatical, lex ical and mechanical enol's. Similarly, 3 1/50 (62%) dealt with meaning 

and organization and 19/50 (38%) dealt with the grammatical, lexical and mechanical errors in 

Group 2. What each category (content , organization, language use, vocabulary, mechanics) wou ld 

refer to is provided in Appendix P. 
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5.4.4.3 Conclusion 

The fac t that most of the comments were on content and organization may imply two things: 

First, content and organization are perceived as being the most important components in writing. 

Second , these two areas were the most challenging components for our students. This could be 

verified from the responses of the students to the questionnaires during the pilot study. Most 

students reported that organization was the most difficult writing component. Further, if we look 

at the cO l11ments (see Appendix G) students received for their essays, the most cOl11mon 

comments (paraphrased) could be summarized as follows: 

• Your essay lacks a clear main idea. 

• Your essay lacks a clear direction. 

• Your sentences are not clear to the reader. 

• Your pars. are not coherent. 

• Your par. is incol11plete. 

• Your par. is not well developed. 

• Your par. is not well organized, etc. 

These coml11ents may show how problematic and chall enging organization and content are for 

student writers. This is not to suggest, however, that the other components are easy or not useful 

for the students. It is onl y to indicate that organi zation and content seem to be relatively more 

problemati c and challenging to student writers and they seem to require more attention and 

efforts than the other writing components in wri ting classes. Moreover, the students gave thei r 

assessments about the teacher/peer comments (in classroom discussions) they recei ved during 

the pil ot study. The students largely agreed that the comments were useful and he lped them to 
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see their prob lem areas. However, some students commented that at times the teacher/peer 

comments were repetitive. The other comment was that some teacher/peer comments were not 

clear enough and thi s caused difficulty to understand what the comment was about. Further, some 

students complained about negative teacher/peer com ments. They said that some comments 

lacked 'fairness'. Some students also said that the comments fa iled to suggest strategies for 

revisi ng the final drafts. The remarks put forward by the students were by and large useful and 

effort s were made to consider them in the main study of thi s research . 

5.4.4.4 Types of responses 

Thi s section presents the responses/reactions of the students (in Group I and Group 2) to the 

teacher/peer comments (whether the students used the comments as suggested to them , used but 

not as suggested to them, or ignored the comments, etc.) they rece ived during the pilot study. 

This section contains the responses of students to teacher comments in Group I and the responses 

of students in Group 2 to peer comments. The tables (Tables 5.7 and 5.8) which show the various 

responses of the students to the teacher/peer comments are given in Appendix K. 

5.4.4.4.1 Type of responses (Gl) 

This part analyzes and discusses the responses/reactions of the students in Group I (teacher 

feedback) to the teacher comments they received on the first drafts of their essays during the pilot 

study (see Tab le 5.7 in Appen.dix K). 

Bes ides putting the teacher/peer comments into vanous categories, the type of responses 

(reactions) of the students to the teacher/peer comments was also analyzed in the pilot study. The 
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results show that the students reacted in different ways to the comments they received fro m their 

teacher/peers during the pilot study. In Group I (teacher feedback), some comments (52%) were 

used by students as suggested by the teacher, and other comments ( 15%) were al so used but not 

as suggested by the teacher. In some cases, part of the text that was object of the comment was 

removed ( 11 %), and some comments (11 %) were 'ignored' and other comments (11%) were 

'praise'. The overall resu lt shows that the students utili zed (78%) of the comments and ignored 

(11 %). This suggests that students by and large used the comments suggested to them by their 

writing teacher and improved their writing. The resu lts suggest to the wri ti ng teacher that 

students wou ld utili ze the comments they receive from their wri ting teachers and thus writi ng 

teachers should provide comments to their students in writing classes. 

5.4.4.4.2 Type of responses (G2) 

This part analyzes and discusses the responses/reactions of the students in Group 2 (peer 

feedback) to the peer comments they received on the first drafts of their essays during the pilot 

study (see Table 5.8 in Appendix KJ. 

In Group 2 (peer feedback) , some comments (44%) were used as suggested by peers , and some 

other comments ( 16%) were also used but not as suggested by peers. In some cases, some 

students removed part of the text that was the object of comment ( 12%), and some comments 

( 16%) were ignored and (12%) were 'praise'. On the whole, the students uti li zed 72% of the 

comments and ignored 16% of the comments in Group 2. 
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5.4.4.4.3 Summary of the students' responses (Gl and G2) 

The situation seems to be similar in both groups except that the peers (Grou p 2) gave more 

'praise' to their peers than the teacher (in Group I). This could be for the fact that they evaluated 

their peers ' essays in comparison with their own writing performance and they were more content 

wi th the first drafts than the teacher. M oreover, the students ignored comments suggested to them 

by their peers more in peer feedback (Group 2) than in teacher feedback (Group I). The poss ible 

explanati on for thi s could be that some students argued when they received the peer comments 

that their work was correct/perfect as it was and hesitated to accept and incorporate the comments 

suggested to them by their peers. Further, some students seem to have overestimated their writing 

abilities and they were not prepared to acknowledge that their actual writing performance was 

in d isagreement w ith their perception about their writing abiliti es. As in the teacher feedback. 

students used most of the comments (72%) and ignored ( 16%) of the comments suggested to 

them by their peers in the pi lot study. This may suggest that peer feedback can be used along with 

the more common and trad iti onal teacher feedback in responding to students' writing. 

5.4.4.4.4 Conclusion 

All in all , in spite of differences in training, experience and confidence between the teacher and 

student readers, teacher feedback and peer feedback seem to be equall y effective in responding 

to students' wri ting. However, it may be argued that peer feedback can be he lpful and effective 

in responding to students' wri ting if student writers are trained and e ncouraged by their writing 

teacher. The researcher could notice that our students' main problem was not that they couldn 't 

read and provide comments. Thei r main problem was largely lack of experience and confidence. 

It could be observed that as the research went on the students gained more experience and 
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confidence in responding to their peers' writing. Thus, near the end of the pilot study most 

students were more comfortable and confident in providing comments to their fellow students. 

5.4.5 Correlation coefficient (r) 

As reported earlier, during thi s study two raters of simi lar qualifications marked the students' 

essays out of 100 points according to the ESL composition profile scoring guide procedures. This 

part, therefore, attempts to find out the resu lts of the corre lation coefficient (1') of the three essay 

drafts selected as a sample of the seven essay drafts (first and final) the students produced during 

the pi lot study, i.e. to find out if the values awarded to student writers in Group I and Group 2 

by the two raters for the same essay drafts wou ld corre late or not. To this end, three essay drafts: 

Impromptu essay, Essay 2 (D I ) and Essay 3 (D2) were randoml y selected from amongst the 

seven drafts (first ami final ) produced by the students in both groups during the pilot study. The 

correlation coeffic ient (r) of these three essay drafts were computed and the results show that I' 

= 0.88 for Impromptu essay, I' = 0.90 for Essay 2 (D I) and r = 0.93 for Essay 3 (D2). Thus, it can 

be argued from the results of the correlation coefficient (1') of the three essay drafts that the values 

given by the two raters to the student writers for the three different essay drafts correlated 

positively and the results sign ify that the rating was reliab le (see Appendi.x M for details). 

5.5. Second questionnaire for students 

5.5.1 Introduction 

An e ighteen-item questionnaire was des igned and di stributed to twenty 2"d year students just 

before the end of the semester during the pilot study. All the students completed and returned 

the questionnaire. The main objective of the second questionnaire for students was to find out, 
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if and in what ways, the different feedback treatments used in the pilot study might have 

influenced students' attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in particu lar. Two 

questions (Quest ions 8 and /7) which were used in the pilot study were dropped in the main 

study. Question 8 was on whether the students understood the teacher comments or not and 

Question 17 was on ranking the various language skills according to the ir degree of importance. 

Question 8 was dropped because 50% of the students fail ed to respond to it and Question 17 was 

dropped because some writing teachers remarked that it wou ld be difficult to talk about one 

language skill be ing more important than another language ski ll. The questions and results of the 

second questionnaire for students are given in Appendix E. But, some of the resu lts of thi s 

questionnaire which were beli eved to reinforce and consolidate the results of the main study of 

thi s research were analyzed and di scussed below. 

5.5.2 Results of the second questionnaire 

The questions and resu lts of the second questionnaire for students are given in Appendix E. 

5.5.3 Analysis and discussion of the results ( Group I versus Group 2) 

The main results of Group I (teacher feedback) and Group 2 (peer feedback) were analyzed and 

discussed as follows: 

5.5.3.1 Teacher/peer feedback 

This part (see Questions 1,2,9, 10 and 15 in Appendix E) focuses on the questions which were 

re lated to the role of teacher/peer feedback in improving students' writing. The responses of 

students to each of these questions were analyzed and di scussed as follows: To begin with , 
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Question 1 was on how much of the essay students read when they got it back fro m their teacher. 

The results show that 85% of the students in Group I (teacher) reported that they read all or most 

of the essay when they got it back from their teacher and 75% of the students in Group 2 (peer) 

reported that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back from thei r peers. Question 

2 was on how many teacher/peer corrections the students attended to. The resu lts show that 80% 

of the students in Group I said that they attended to all teacher corrections and 70% of the 

students in Group 2 reported attending to all peer corrections. Question 9 was on how much the 

students liked the teacher/peer feedback they received during the pi lot study. The results show 

that 75% in Group I said they liked teacher feedback "very much" and 65% in Group 2 also said 

they li ked peer feedback "very much". Question fO was on whether the students benefited from 

the preliminary drafts they produced before they wrote the final drafts. The resu lts show that all 

the students in Group I said that they benefited from the prel iminary drafts and 80% of the 

students in Group 2 said that they benefited from the preliminary drafts the produced before 

wri ti ng the fi nal drafts. Question f 5 was on whether the teacher/peer comments helped the 

students to improve thei r essays. The results show that all the students in Group I reported that 

the teacher comments helped them to improve their essays and 80% of the students in Group 2 

said the peer comments he lped them to improve their essays. 

It may be argued that the results by and large show that teacher/peer feedback is a useful activity 

in wri ti ng classes. The results further verify that students want feedback to reappraise thei r work 

and improve on their writing. The fact that the majority of students reported they liked the 

teacher/peer comments "very much" would suggest that peer feedback and teacher feedback can 

be used side by side in writing classes . 
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5.5.3.2 Strategies 

Thi s part (see Question 7 in Appendix E) focuses on the strateg ies students used when they 

received teacher/peer feedback during the pilot study. The results show thaI 20% (20% in Group 

I and 20% in Group 2) made a mental note of the teacher/peer comments, 5% (5 % in Group I 

and 5% in Group 2) wrote dow n points to consider for rev ision or for future use, 70% (80% in 

Group I and 60% in Group 2) rewrote the essay incorporating the teacher/peer comments and 

5% (5 % in Group I and 5% in Group 2) referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

The results may suggest that the students tend to use the teacher/peer comments in one way or 

another to reshape their writi ng. These results may furt her strengthen the argument that feedback 

is useful in writi ng classes. The results would encourage writing teachers to provide feedback in 

their writing classes and to use peer feedback along with the more common teacher feedback in 

their writing classes. 

5.5.3.3 Preferences 

This part (see Question 12 in Appendix E ) focuses on the prefere nces of students for forms of 

feedback. The results show (see the fo llowing table) that 80% of the students in Group I sa id 

they would prefer 'writ ing comments', 10 % said 'error identification' and 10% sa id 

'conferencing'. [n Group 2, 60% said 'writing comments', 20% said 'error identification', 10% said 

'conferencing' and 10% said 'reformul ation '. 

error identification writing comments conferenc ing reformulation 

3 14 2 I 
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These results show the students in both groups largely tend to prefer the same forms of feedback. 

It can be argued that wri ti ng teachers should try to find out what forms of feedback their students 

would like to have and why their students would like to have them and then attend to the 

students ' choices accordingly. This is because some students could hes itate to use teacher/peer 

comments imposed on them against their preferences. The effect of imposition could undermine 

the role feedback could play in fostering improvement in writing classes. As pointed out in the 

discuss ion of the results of the first questionnaire for students, teachers and students should 

discuss and find out which forms of feedback could be more effective and helpfu l in thei r writing 

classes. It is useful to evaluate all forms of feedback on thei r meri ts and demerits before choosing 

and using them. Writing teachers have the responsibili ty and moral duty to ex pl ain to thei r 

students the feedback forms that they reckon to be relevant and effective in their writi ng classes 

so that their students might reali ze that what is more important regarding feedback is which 

fo rms of feedback are more effective in helping students to improve their writing skill s. If the 

students could negotiate the forms of feedback that are effecti ve in their writing classes , the 

dispute between the actual practi ces and the preferences of the students could be overcome. To 

this end , Ferri s ( 1995) writes that teachers should take time early in the term (semester) to 

explain their overall philosophy of responding as we ll as specific strategies they will use to 

students. They (teachers) can reinforce this by discussing general trends in their responses with 

the class and by allowing class ti me for students to ask questions and react to teacher feedback 

each time a marked draft is returned to the students (Ferri s 1995: 49). 
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5.5.3.4 Self-rating 

Thi s part (see Question 18 in Appendix E) foc uses on how the students rated their writing 

abi lities. The results show (see the fo llowing table) that 80% of the students in Group I rated 

their writi ng ski ll s as "good" and 20% as "fair". In Group 2, 70 % rated their wri ti ng ski ll s as 

"good " and 20% as "fair" and 10% did not respond. 

exce lle nt good fair poor no response 

0 15 4 0 I 

Although the majority of students felt that their ski ll s in writing compos itions were "good" , their 

actual writing performance and their self-rating seem to vary. It was found out from the results 

of the ir essays that most of the students were either 'fair' or 'poor' writers, not 'good' writers as 

they tend to claim. The di screpancy between their writing performance and their self-rating could 

occur probably because some students overestimated their writ ing ab ilities (see 5.2.3.6. above). 

5.6 Summary of the pilot study 

5.6.11I1troductioll 

The pi lot study had two objectives: (a) to tryout the research tools (by method of tri angul ation) 

and (b) to use the results of the pilot study as a stepping stone for conducting the mai n study of 

th is research. To this end, two questi onnaires and four essays on d ifferent topics for students, a 

question naire for writing teachers were used for one semester ( 16 weeks) in two groups selected 

for the pilot study. Some questions which the students fa il ed to respond to adequate ly and other 

questi ons which some writing teachers remarked to be controversial were dropped in the ma in 

study. Regard ing the essay topics the students remarked that the topics were fai rl y easy and 
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relevant to their li ves. Their remarks were accepted and the same essay top ics were used in the 

main study of thi s research. However, some students raised the difficulties they had with the 

teacher/peer comments during the pilot study. This issue was discussed in class near the end of 

the pilot study and the student comments were found to be useful (see 5.4.4.3 above). The data 

co ll ected by using these different methods were analyzed and some results wh ich were felt to 

reinforce and enrich the main study were briefly discussed in the pilot study. It was also believed 

that the results of the pi lot study would help to indicate the directi on of the main study. Thus, the 

fol lowing summary would focus on the main results of the first questionnaire for students, 

questionnaire for writing teachers , student essays and second question naire for students. 

5.6.2 First questionnaire for students 

The main objective of the first questionnaire for students was to find out students' opinions about 

their writing practices and preferences for types of feedback. The resu lts of the first questionnaire 

fo r students revealed that the students would largely consider their writing abilities "good" or 

"fair". However, the students' self-rating seem to be improbable when their actual writing 

performance and their self-rating are compared according to the ESL composition profile scoring 

guide (see 5.2.3.6 above) . The possib le reason for the di screpancy between students' se lf-rating 

and writing performance could be that some studen ts overestimated their writing abilities. As 

regards thei r preferences for forms of feedback, it was found out that the majority of students 

would prefer 'writing comments' 'conferencing' and 're formul ation' in descending order in 

contrary to 'error identi fication', wh ich is reported to be commonly used by writing teachers. On 

the other hand, it was reported that writing teachers used 'error identification', 'writing comments' 

and at times 'conferencing' in descending order in responding to students' writi ng. Thus, the 
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results suggest that there is a mi smatch between what the teachers do and what the students 

would li ke to have. 

5.6.3 Questionnaire for writing teachers 

The main objective of thi s questi onnaire was to find out the form s of feedback teachers usuall y 

use in respondi ng to their students' writing and what teachers thin k about their students' writing 

practices. The results of questi onnaire for teachers revealed that writing teachers mostly used 

'error identification', 'writing comments' and at times 'conferencing' in their writing classes. T his 

practice, however, seems to d isagree wi th what students would like to have . Students, as 

reported earlier, would prefer 'writing comments' , 'conferencing', 'error identification ' and 

'reformulation' in descending order. Regarding teachers' perception about the ir students' wri ting, 

it was fo und out that most w ri ting teachers would thin k that their students' writi ng was 

'satisfactory' for their level and some teachers said not sati sfactory. The result by and large seems 

to agree with what students said about their writing abilities---"good" or "fair". 

5.6.4 Student essays 

In addition to the questionnaires, an impromptu essay and three other major essays were used in 

the pi lot study to generate data fo r the pilot study. The main objecti ve of the impromptu essay 

was to find out students' ability to communicate in writing. The other th ree major essays were 

used to fin d out if responding to students ' first drafts by using teacher o r peer feedback wo ul d 

make any di fference in improving students' writing rev isions. The essay results show that 

irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher versus peer) used in responding to students' wri ting, 

the mean sco res of the essays of the two groups were not signi ficantl y different. However, 
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students' writing improved signifi cantly as they rewrote the originals. Thus, it may be argued that 

the essay results suggest that teacher feedback and peer feedback are equall y effective in 

responding to students' writing and students tend to improve their ori ginals significantl y when 

they rewrite their essays. Hence, teacher and peer feedback can be used side by side in writing 

classes. 

5.6.5 Second questionnaire for students 

On the other hand , a second questionnaire for students was administered near the end of the pilot 

study. The main objective of the second questionnaire for students was to find out, if and in what 

ways, the different feedback treatments used in the pilot study might have influenced students' 

attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in particular. The results of the second 

questionnai re for students revealed that the teacher/peer feedback the studen ts received and the 

writing they did during the pilot study seem to have influenced their perceptions about writi ng 

in general and feedback in particular. For example, 50% of the students made a mental note of 

the comments in the first questionnaire for students, but 20% made a mental note of the 

comments in the second questionnaire for students. Moreover, onl y 10% reported that they 

rewrote their essays using the teacher comments suggested to them in the first questionnaire fo r 

students. However, 70% said that they rewrote their essays incorporating the comments suggested 

to them by the teacher/peers in the second questionnaire for students. Further, 55% of the 

respondents ranked speaking as the most difficult language skill and 35 % ranked writing as the 

most diffi cult language skill in the first questionnaire for students at the start of the pi lot study. 

Neverthe less , the same students (65 %) ranked writing as the most difficu lt language ski ll and 

onl y 30% ranked speaking as the most difficult language skill in the second questionnaire for 
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students. The reason for the change in perceptions could be that the students had experi enced 

how painstaking and recursive writing was during the pi lot study and reacted accordingly. 

The other change noted in the pi lot study was students' preferences for forms of feedback. In the 

first questionnaire for students, 15 % preferred error identifi cation , 35% preferred writing 

comments, 23% preferred conferencing and 19% preferred reformulation and 8% did not 

respond. This picture seem to have changed in the second questionnaire for students. Thus, 15% 

preferred error identification , 70% preferred writing comments, 10% preferred conferencing and 

5% prefen'ed reformulation. It may argued the students' preferences for these forms of feedback 

changed after they received some orientation on what each form of feed back was and the 

advantages and di sadvantages of each of these forms of feedback . 

5.6.6 Conclusion 

It may be inferred from the results of the preceding research tools (questionnaires and essays) that 

the results of the two groups ( Group I and Group 2) are largely simi lar. However, it was 

observed that students seemed to be more comfortable with teacher feedback more than peer 

feed back. One poss ible reason fo r thi s could be that some students (in Group 2) did not seem 

to have confidence in thei r peers' abi lity to read and respond to the ir wri ti ng in the beginning of 

the study. This doubt basicall y seems to emerge fro m the belief that the teacher 'knows best' and 

he/she is the exclusive source of knowledge and everybody else in the class is there to learn from 

the teacher. The other reason for their doubt could probably e merge from their perception about 

the inabi li ty of some of their peers to read and prov ide useful and relevant comments. Whichever 
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the reason might be , it could have a negati ve effect on the ro le peer feedback could play in 

responding to students' writing. 

However, the situati on seems to have considerabl y changed as the study went on. Some students 

who were dubious about the effecti veness of peer feed back in the beginning of the pilot study 

seem to have gained more confidence in their peers' comments. They could see fo r themselves 

that their peers could read (in pairs) and provide relevant and useful comments. This experi ence 

suggests that wri ting teachers should do their level best to change thei r students' biased views and 

attitudes towards their fellow students and estab li sh in students' mind that the teacher is not the 

so le source of feed back and learn ing in the classroom. It may even be argued that the teacher's 

main responsibil ity should be to mon itor and guide the learner towards a conducive envi ronment 

in which the learner can learn on his/her own and in coll aboration with other fe llow students. As 

Morrow ( 1981 :63) writes, "The teacher can help, advise and teach; but on ly the learner can 

learn ." Or as Reid (1994:285) remarks, the teacher is " ... a fac i I itator and a member of the 

classroom community. "Thi s is not, however, to undermine the role the teacher can play in the 

teaching and learning process. The argument is that students can learn from each other and can 

help each other so long as the teaching-learning environment is favourab le to do so. 

5.6.6.1 The first objective: trying out the research tools 

As reported at the beginn ing of thi s chapter, the first objective of the pi lot study was to tryout 

the various research methods selected to conduct the main study of thi s research. To this effect, 

the vario ll s methods (question naires and essays) designed for thi s research were tri ed out and 

some questions which were found to be unsuitable fo r one reason or another in the pilot stucly 
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were either excluded or dropped during the main study of this research. For example, twenty 

questions were designed and administered in the first questionnaire for students in the pilot study. 

However, two questions (8 and 19) were dropped in the main study. Question 8 (see Appendix 

A) which was on whether the students understood their teachers' comments or not was dropped 

from the first questionnaire for students because a large percentage of the students failed to 

respond to it and Question 19 (see Appendix A) which was on ranking the language sk ills 

according to their degree of importance was dropped from the first questionnaire for students 

because some writing teachers remarked that it was difficult to talk about one language sk ill 

being more important than another. Similarly, Question 4 (see Appendix C) which was on ranking 

the language ski ll s according to their level of importance was dropped from the questionnaire for 

teachers because some teachers who completed the questionnaire for teachers in the pi lot study 

said that it was difficult to talk about one language skill bei ng more important than another and 

all language skill s are equall y important in the teaching and learning of Engl ish in Eth iop ia. As 

regards the essay topics (see Appendix 1), the same topics that were used in the pilot study were 

also used in the main study because at the end of the pilot study those students who participated 

in the pilot study remarked (in c lass discussions) that the essay topics were fairly easy and 

relevant. So, it was felt that there was no need to change the essay topics in the main study. 

However, some students said that they had some diffi culties with some of the teacher/peer 

comments during the pilot study. The students' complaints and comments were accepted and 

considered in the main study of thi s research. All in all , the results of the pilot study enabled the 

researcher to assess the effecti veness of the various research tools used in the pilot study and 

reshape and use them in the main study of the research. 
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5.6.6.2 The second objective: using the results of the pilot study as a ... 

The second objective of the pilot study was to use the results of the pilot study as a stepping stone 

for conducting the main study of thi s research. To thi s effect, the resul ts of the pilot study 

indicated that irrespecti ve of the method of feedback used in treating the two groups (Group I 

and Group 2) selected for thi s study, there was no significant difference between the writing 

performance of the two groups (teacher feedback versus peer feedback). However, the resul ts 

were interesting because it was largely unexpected that the writing performance of the two groups 

would be similar. The unexpected results of the pilot study motivated the researcher to conduct 

the mai n study and see what the results wou ld be in the main study. In short, the results of the 

pilot study could motivate the researcher to conduct the main study and reinforce the results of 

the main study. 
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6.1 Introduction 

Chapter Six 

The main study 

The main objecti ve of thi s chapter was to address the general as well as the specific objectives 

of thi s research. The general objecti ve of thi s research was to compare the effecti veness of 

different feedback methods on students' writing revisions. The specific objecti ves were to: (a) 

discover what feedback methods are in fact used in responding to students' writing at presen t (b) 

find out what students feel about the different feedback methods used in writing (c) compare the 

effecti veness of teacher versus peer feedback on students' writing rev isions, and (d) suggest the 

feedback method/s that could promote students' writing sk ill s. To achieve these objecti ves, based 

on the results of the pilot study, two questionnaires and four essays for students and a 

questi onnaire fo r writing teachers were des igned and administered to collect data for the main 

study. Then, the resul ts of the questionnaires and essays fo r students and the questionnaire fo r 

writing teachers were analyzed and di scussed as fo llows: 

6.2 First questionnaire for students 

6.2.1 Introduction 

Based on the results of the first questionnaire for students used in the pi lot study, an eighteen­

item questionnaire was designed and distributed to twenty-six 20
" year students in the main study 

of thi s research. All the students completed and returned the questi onnaire. The main objecti ve 

of thi s questionnaire was to find out students' opinions about their writing practi ces and 
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preferences for types of feedback. T he resu lts of the firs t questionnaire for students were 

analyzed and di scussed as fo ll ows: 

6.2.2 Results of the first questionnaire for students 

T he questions and the results of the first questionnaire for students are given in Appendix B. 

6.2.3 Analysis and disclIssion of the results of the first questionnaire 

The resu lts of the first questionnaire for students were analyzed and discussed as follows: 

6.2.3.1 Teacher feedback 

This part deal s wi th the results of questions that focused on the role of teacher feedback in 

improving students' writing. Thus, Question J was on how much of the essay the students read 

when they got it back from their teachers. The results show (see Question I in Appendix B) that 

the majority of the students (65%) reported that they read all or mos t of the essay when they got 

it back from their teacher and 31 % read some of it. Question 2 was on whether the students gave 

thoughtful attention to teacher corrections. The majority of students (65%) said that they gave 

thoughtful attention to all or most of the teacher correcti ons and o thers (35%) reported that they 

attended to some or few teacher corrections (see Question 2 in Appendix B). Question 16 was on 

whether the teacher comments helped students to improve their writ ing. Most students (85%) 

reported that the teacher comments they received before writing the final drafts helped them to 

im prove the ir wri ting skill s (see Question 16 in Appendix B). 
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These results suggest that students largely used the teache r comments to improve their writing. 

The results may further verify the argument that teacher feedback is useful and re levant in writing 

c lasses. DiFferent researchers have reported that teacher comments that students receive while 

producing their preliminary drafts he lp students to improve their writing. To thi s end , Fathman 

and Whalley ( 1990: 186) argue that students make more improvement when Feedback is given 

than when it is not. Moreover, Jordan ( 1997: 172) reports that there is some evidence that students 

find teachers' feedback useful in helping them to improve their writing. 

6.2.3.2 Area of focus 

This part Focuses on the areas that teacher comments focused on when they were responding to 

students' writing and the areas that students gave a lot of attention to when they received teacher 

comments. Thus, Question 3 was on the writing components that the teacher comments foc used 

on when responding to their students' wri ting. The resu lts show that (see Question 3 in Appendix 

B) most of the teacher comments dealt a lot with language use, organization , content, mechan ics 

and vocabulary in descendi ng order. Question 4 was on how much attention the students gave 

to the teacher comments involving the various writing components when they received teac her 

comme nts. The results show that (see Question 4 in Appendix B) the students gave a lot of 

attention to comments that dealt with language use, organization, content, vocabulary and 

mechanics in descending order. 

The results revealed that the teachers largely focused on language use in their feedback and 

students also Focused on language use when they were using the teacher comments. The resul ts 

are similar to what students reported about the same question in the pilot study, i.e. both the 
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teacher and students foc used on language use (grammar) more than the other writing 

components. T hi s could happen probably because some writing teachers and students might have 

the impress ion that language learning largely means learning its grammar. However, this does 

not seem to be the case. The primary functi on of language is communicati on. Communication 

largely focuses on meaning and content. For meaning we need well organi zed ideas. This is not, 

however, to undermine the role grammar pl ays to write effecti ve ly. As Zamel ( 1987: 183) 

remarks , students should learn from their teachers and fe llow students that the issues of content 

and meaning must be addressed first and that language is of concern onl y when the ideas to be 

communicated have been delineated. Simil arly, Chenoweth ( 1987) suggests that students ' focus 

should be directed first to content and later to structural errors. Thus, the area of pri ori ty should 

be meaning and content in writing the first drafts and the question of grammar, lex is and 

mechanics should be dealt with in the later stages of writ ing. 

6.2.3.3 Level of difficulty 

Th is part tr ies to show the wri ting components and language skill s that were reported to be 

chall enging For students in thi s questi onnaire. Thus, Question 6 was on ranking the vari ous 

writing components according to their level of difficulty (see Questi on 6 in Appendix B).The 

results show that the students ranked the writing components according to their level of di fficulty 

as organ ization, mechanics, content, vocabul ary and language use in descendi ng order. On the 

other hand, Question 17 was on ranking the language skill s according to their level of di fficulty. 

The resul ts show (see Questi on 17 in Appendix B) that the students ranked the language sk ill s 

accord ing to their level of di fficul ty as speaking, writing, li stening and read ing in descendi ng 

order. 
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These results agree with the writing teachers' and students' ranking of the writing components 

and language skills according to thei r level of difficu lty in the pilot study. It may be argued that 

ranking the writi ng components and language sk ill s according to their levels of difficulty could 

help the language teachers in general writing teachers in particular to give due attention and time 

to areas which students find to be more challenging so that students may master these areas of 

difficulty and use them effectively in their writi ng. 

It is usuall y argued that writing is a complex and recurs ive activity. As Richards ( 1990: 100) 

remarks, "Learning to write well is difficu lt ... , one that induces anxiety and frustration in many 

learners." Simi larl y, the difficulty in vo lved in writing is expressed by Widdowson (1983). He 

notes, "In my experience wri ting is usual ly an irksome activity and an ordeal to be avoided 

whenever possible" (Widdowson 1983:34). The results clue to the writi ng teachers that writing 

is such a chal lenging skill and they (teachers) need to pay due attention to writi ng components 

and language sk ill s that their students find to be chall enging so that, as noted above, students 

might master and use them effectively. 

6.2.3.4 Strategies 

T his part focuses on the strategies students used after they had received teacher comments. The 

results show that (see Question 7 in Appendix B) : 

• 50% made a mental note of the teacher comments 

• 23% wrote dow n the points to consider for rev ision or for future use 

• II % rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• I I % referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 
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• 4% did nothing. 

These results indicate that students by and large used the teacher comments suggested to them 

in one way or another. It may be argued that the underlying concern of writing teachers should 

be to provide comments that wou ld foster improvement. However, as Sommers ( 1982 : 156) 

writes, it is a challenge for the writing teacher to develop comments which will provide an 

inherent reason for students to revise. Teacher feedback can be effecti ve if it encourages students 

to think about what they have done and lead them to improve on it (Hyland 1990:285). Thus, 

writing teachers should stri ve to provide comments which encourage students to think about their 

purpose and goals in writing a specific text (Sommers 1982: 154). 

6.2.3.5 Peer feedback 

This part attempts to find out whether peer feedback was used in writing classes and if so how 

much students liked it. Thus, Qu.estion. 8 was on whether peer feedback was used in writing 

c lasses. The results show that (see Questi on 8 in Appen.dix B ) the majority of students (73%) 

reported that their teacher used peer feedback and 27% said their teacher did not use peer 

feedback in their wri ting c lasses. Moreover, Qu.estion 9 was on how much students li ked the peer 

feedback used in their writing classes. The results show that (see Question 9 in Appendix 8 ) most 

o f the students (74%) reported that they liked the peer feedback used in their writing classes 

"very much". 

These results could help the writing teacher to know what student writers fee l about peer 

feedback and encourage him or her (the teacher) to use peer feedback along with the more 
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common teacher feedback in writing classes. As Dheram ( 1995: 165) suggests, peer feed back 

reduces dependency on the teacher, encourages students to accept someone other than the teacher 

as thei r reader, he lps them to become aware of the need for producing reader-based texts. 

Furthermore, Edge ( j 989 :53) notes that peer correction may have two advantages if students 

work in pairs or groups: First, when two students work together on correcting each other's work, 

the di scussion helps each one to learn from his or her own errors. Second, cooperation with their 

peers he lps students to deve lop an abi li ty to see their own mistakes. 

6.2.3.6 Preliminary drafts 

This part (see Question lO in Appendix B ) attempts to find out if students wrote preliminary 

drafts before they wrote the final product. The results show that (see the fo llowing table) the 

majority of students (SR%) reported that they produced preliminary drafts before they wrote the 

fi nal drafts and the rest 42% said they did not. 

Yes No 

15 II 

It can be argued that writing preliminary drafts has two main uses: on the one hand , it helps 

students to reread and correct their own errors and on the other hand , it would enable the students 

to incorporate the teacher comments suggested to them during the preliminary drafts and improve 

their final drafts. A number of researchers (Chenoweth 1987, Leki 1990, Ferri s 1995) agree that 

comments on pre liminary drafts of student work Illay be Illore effecti ve than responses to fin al 

drafts. 
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6.2.3.7 Practices versus preferences 

This part shows the forms of feedback usuall y used by writing teachers and the forms of feedback 

student writers would like to have. Thus, Question 12 was on the forms of feedback writing 

teachers usually used in their writing classes. The results show that ( see Question 12 in Appendix 

B) the majority of writing teachers used 'error identification', 'writing comments' and 

'conferencing' in descending order. Question 13 was on what forms of feedback student writers 

would like to have. The resu lts show that (see Question 13 in Appendix B) most students reported 

that they would prefer 'writing comments', 'conferencing' and 'error identification' in descending 

order. 

It may be argued that there is a mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students 

want to get. Teachers usuall y tend to use a form of feedback they reckon to be useful in 

responding to their students' writing. However, they tend to overlook that students have thei r own 

preferences. But students have their own choices. This entail s that writing teachers shou ld try to 

find out their students' preferences before they embark on using a feedback form of their own 

choice. Imposing forms of feedback on student writers could have a negative effect on the role 

feedback might play in improving students' writing because some students could be reluctant to 

use the teacher comments imposed on them against their choices. However, it is wOl1h noting that 

students may prefer to have a certain form of feedback without reali zing its effectiveness and 

feasibility. Thus, the writing teacher should find out the forms of feedback his/her students wou ld 

like to have and why they prefer them and then discuss the merits and demerits of each form of 

feedback and negotiate with the students the forms of feedback that can be effective, feasible and 

relevant in their writing classes. Negotiating the forms of feedback with student writers is 
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important because at the end of the day it is the students who should accept respons ibi li ty fo r 

their wri ting. To thi s effect, Reid ( 1994:289) writes, "Students must be taught to authenticall y 

engage in choice making and problem solving, and to accept responsibi lity for their own writing." 

6.2.3.8 Praise or criticism? 

This part attempts to find out if the teacher comments students received in their writing classes 

were largely posi ti ve or negati ve. Thus, the majori ty of students (77%) reported (see Questi on 

14 in Appendix B) that most teacher comments were positive. The followin g positive comments 

were given as examples: 

• Good ideas ! 

• C lear ideas! 

• Good handwriting! 

• Your pars. are wel l organized/developed! 

• Your conc lusion is good I 

On the other hand , 23% of the students (see Question 15 in Appendix B ) said that their teachers 

prov ided negative comments in the ir writing classes. The followin g negative comments were 

given as examples: 

• The main idea of your essay is not clear! 

• Your handwri ting is not leg ible! 

• Your pars. lack coherence l 

• Some of your ideas are not related to the top ic! 
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It seems natural students wou ld like to be admired for their successes and the positive comments 

given fo r their achievements wou ld encourage them to work more diligently. On the other hand , 

objective and relevant negative comments could help student writers to real ize the ir problem 

areas and rev ise their writing. Thus, it can be argued that both positive and negative comments 

seem to have their own merits in helping students to improve their writing sk ill s. 

6.2.3.9 Self-rating 

This part (see Question 18 in Appendix B) aims at finding out how student writers rated thei r 

writing abilities. The results show that (see the fo llowing table) the majority of students (96%) 

rated their sk ill s in writing as "good" or "fair" and 4% as "poor". 

excellent good fair poor 

0 17 8 I 

This self-rating seems to suggest that the students are confident and proficient writers. However, 

their claim seems to be at variance with their actual writing performance because if we consider 

the raw scores they got in thei r fi rst and final drafts, the majority of students wou ld be in the 

category of "fair to poor" writers. To make thi s argument more clear, let us compare the students' 

raw scores with the ESL composition profile scores suggested for different categories of wri ters 

(excellent to very good, good to average, fair to poor and very poor). The ESL composition 

profile suggests that 100-90 points (excellent-very good) , 85-72 points (good-average), 67-5 1 

points (fair-poor) and 50 points and below (very poor) out of 100 points. In thi s study, out of the 

126 essays , 28 essays (22%) received 79-68 points, 94 essays (75%) received 67-5 1 points and 

4 essays (3 %) received 50 points and below. The results would sugges t that the majori ty of 
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students are in the category o f "fair to poor" and a few of them are in the category of "good to 

average". Hence, it can be argued that students' self-rating and thei r actual writing performance 

seem to di sagree. The results may imply that some students overestimated their writing abilities. 

The information students prov ide about their ski ll s in writing could be influenced by their 

conception about writing. For example, students may have the misconception that writers know 

the form before they know the content or they may have the impress ion that writers know exactl y 

what they are going to say before they say it (Zamel 1982: 205). But thi s is not usuall y the case. 

Thus, it is imperat ive to impart to our students research findings which may show them what 

writing entail s and what students ought to do to become skilled wri ters. Research findin gs 

suggest that we must allow students to experience the process of di scovering what they want to 

say through writing. "We must provide them with ample time to write and to rewrite, to learn that 

several drafts may be needed before intention and express ion become one" (i bid.). 

6.2.4 What are the implications of the first questionnaire ... ? 

This part attempts to show the implications of the results of the first questionnaire for students 

for language teaching in general and developing students' writing skill s in particu lar. 

6.2.4.1 Importance of feedback 

The results o f the first questi onnaire for students revealed that the majority of students read al l 

or most of the essay when they got it back from the ir teacher and attended to the teache r 

corrections. The results show that students by and large want to know the problem areas in their 

writing and to improve their writing. This can be verified by comparing the first and fina l drafts 
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of each essay of each student writer. If we compare the first and the final drafts of the same essay 

by the same student we can see which comments the student wri ter has utilized and which ones 

he/she has not. Moreover, the studen ts reported that they either 'made a menta l note of the 

feedback' or 'wrote down po ints to consider for revision or for future use' or 'rewrote the essay 

incorporating the comments' or 'referred to other papers and rewrote the essay'. Thus, from thi s 

report it can be argued that students used, in one way or another, the teacher comments they 

received during thei r essay writing. The idea of producing prelim inary drafts before the fi nal 

product also seems to be worthwhile because the majority of the students reported that they used 

the teacher comments they received during the first drafts to improve thei r essays. It was also 

reported that most students liked "very much" the peer feedback they received from their peers. 

Thi s may hint that peer feedback can be used along with teacher feedback in responding to 

students' writing. 

All in all , the students seem to have benefited from the teacher comments they rece ived before 

they produced the fin al drafts of the ir essays. Thus, teacher feedback seems to be useful and 

relevant in improving students' writing skill s. 

6.2.4.2 Awareness 

One other important and re levant point revealed in thi s questionnaire was that there is a 

mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students want. The resu lts of thi s 

questionnaire showed that the teachers tend to use mostly 'error identification', 'writing 

comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. However, the students preferred 'writin g 

comments', 'conferencing' and 'error identifi cation' in descending order. Th is mismatch between 
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what teachers do and what students want coul d have its own negati ve effect on the role teacher 

feedback might play in improv ing students' writ ing. The possible reason is some students may 

be reluctant to uti lize the comments imposed on them agai nst the ir preferences. The resu lts of 

thi s questionnaire furthe r revea led the areas which students found to be more d ifficu lt in their 

writing. Thus, it was reported that o rgani zati on and writing (nex t to speak ing) were reported as 

the most difficu lt writing component and language ski ll , respecti vely. These results would hel p 

the writing teacher to know the problem areas which would require more time and efforts in 

writing classes and help hi s/her students to master these challenging areas so that they might 

learn and use them effective ly in their writing. Although most of the students rated themselves 

as "good" writers, thi s does not seem to agree with their actual writing performances because th e 

results of their essays show that the majority of students would be in the category of "fair" or 

"poor" writers and onl y a few of them would be in the category of "good" or "average" writers. 

The results may imply that some students tend to overestimate thei r writi ng abilities (see 6.2.3.9. 

above). 

As a whole, the results of the first questionnaire for students revealed the actual writing practices 

in general and students' opinions about their writing practi ces and their pre ferences for forms of 

feedback in particular. 

6.3 Questionnaire for teachers 

6.3.1 Introductioll 

Based on the resu lts of the questionnaire for teachers in the pilot study, a sixteen- item 

questionn ai re was des igned and di stributed to twelve (Sophomore E ngli sh) writing teac hers in 
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the main study. All the respondents completed and returned the questionnaire. The main 

objective of this questionnaire was to find out writing teachers' opinions about students' writing 

and the forms of feedback they usuall y used in responding to students' writing. This questionnaire 

had two parts: the first part dealt with some background information about the writing teachers 

and the second part was on feedback and students' writing. The resu lts of the questionnaire for 

teachers were analyzed and di scussed as follows: 

6.3.2 Results of questionnaire for teachers 

The questions and results of the questionnaire for teachers in the main study are given in 

AppendixD. 

6.3.3 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This part attempts to anal yze and discuss the results of questionnaire for writing teachers. 

6.3.3.1 Qualification and experience 

This part focuses on the qualification and teaching experiences of the writing teachers (see 

Questions A: 1-3 in Appendix DJ. The results show that the majority of the teachers (92%) had 

M.A and 8% had a PhD in TEFL. About 17% of the respondents were assistant professors and 

83 % were lecturers in the Department of Foreign Languages and Literature at the Add is Ababa 

Uni vers ity. The majority of these teachers (67%) taught for over ten years and 25% taught 

between fi ve and nine years and on ly 8% taught for less than fi ve years. 
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6.3.3.2 Level of difficulty 

This part focuses on the areas of difficulty in writing as reported by teachers in thi s questionnaire. 

Thus, Question 3 focused on ranking language skill s accordin g to their leve l of diffi culty. The 

resu lts show that (see Question 3 in Appendix D) the writing teachers ranked the language skill s 

from the most difficult to the least diffi cult as speaking, writing, li stening and reading. This 

ranking matches with the ranking of these skill s according to their level of difficulty by students 

in the first questionnaire for students. Further, Question 9 was on ranking writing components 

accordin g to their level of difficulty. The results show that (see Question 9 in Appendix D) the 

wri ting teachers ranked the writing components from the most difficult to the least difficult as 

organi zation , content, language use, vocabu lary and mechanics. Organi zation was al so ran ked 

as the most difficult writing component by students in the first questionnaire for students. 

It may be argued that the results could he lp the writing teacher to reali ze that some writing 

components and language ski ll s seem to be more challenging than others and may need more 

a ttention and time. Students may need more support in these areas wh ich they find to be more 

difficult. For example, students put writing as the most challenging sk ill nex t to speaking in the 

first questionnaire for students. In fact, thi s students' response seems to agree with what Zamel 

( 1983) says about writing as a challenging skill. "Writing is diffi cult and requires a lot of 

concentration because there is someth ing you want to say, but you may not know how to reach 

it " (Zame l 1983: 176). Moreover, organization which both teachers and students ranked as the 

most difficult writing component seems to be crucial for effecti ve writing. If students don't get 

organi zation ri ght, their writing could fail 10 commun icate effectively to the reader. As Allwright 

( 1988: 11 3) notes, students are urged to give priority initiall y to organ izing, deve loping, 
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sequencing and linking ideas and are advised to attend to grammar, word choice, spelling, 

punctuation, layout and handwriting later. 

6.3.3.3 Practices 

This part shows the forms of feedback writing teachers usually used in their writing classes. 

Thus , Question 4 (see Appendix D) was on the forms of feedback usually used by the writing 

teachers. The results show (see the following table) that the teachers used 'error identification' , 

'writing comments' and' conFerencing' in descending order in responding to their students' 

writing. These results agree with what students reported about the same question in the first 

questionnaire for students. 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformul ation 

12 10 4 0 

The prominence of error identification in writing classes agrees with what Zamel ( 1985) says 

about error identification. "Error identification is in fact the most widely employed technique" 

(Zamel 1985:85). However, thi s practice seems to be at variance with the preferences of the 

students. As reported earlier in the results of the first questionnaire for students, the majority of 

students wou ld prefer 'writing comments', 'conferencing', 'error identifi cation' and 'reformulation ' 

in descending order. It seems that there is a mismatch between what teachers do and what 

students wou ld like to have. As Cohen and Cavalcanti ( 1990: 155) report, "Recent survey work 

suggested that there may be a misfit between written feedback teachers provide on compositions 

and the learners' interests." This mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students 

want could have a negati ve effect on the role teacher feedback might play in writing classes, i.e. 
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some students may resist to act on teacher feedback (Radecki and Swales 1990) imposed on them 

agai nst their interests. Thus, writing teachers need to fi nd out what forms of feedback their 

students want to have and why they want them before they embark on using the feedback forill s 

of their own choice in responding to their students' writing. 

6,3.3.4 Area of focus 

This part shows the area that the teachers focused on while responding to their students' writing. 

Thus, Question 8 (see Appendix D) was on the components the teachers emphasized in thei r 

responses to students' writing. The resu lts show that (see the following table) most teachers, i.e. 

seven out of twelve (58% )focused on all components and some teachers, i. e. five out of twelve 

(42%)focused on organization and content alone in the first drafts. These results agree with what 

Robb et al. ( 1986) reported about the areas of emphasis in teacher feedback in writing classes. 

Robb et al. (1986) repOlted that wri ti ng teachers focused more on low order concerns than high 

order concerns in their responses to students' writing. 

content organi zation lang. use vocabu lary mechanics 

5+7 5+7 7 7 7 

It may be argued that all writing components are useful to produce effective writing. However, 

some components may need more attention than others wh ile produci ng the first drafts. For 

example, content and organization may need more attention in the first drafts than grammar and 

mechanics. Thi s is because, on the one hand It cou ld be very diffi cul t fo r student writers to pay 

attention to everything at a time. On the other hand , once the question of meaning is settled in 

the first drafts, students can deal wi th the grammatical and mechanical problems in the later stage 

of writing. As Zamel ( 1982:205) remarks , students need to be taught that since writers do not 
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produce perfect essays in one sitting certain features of composing are focused upon before 

others. Content and organi zation are of primary importance and editing is the province of the last 

stage of compos ing. This systematic way of treating the components would enable the student 

writers to write more purposively and clearly. 

6.3.3.5 Praise or criticism? 

This part attempts to find out whether the teachers provided positive or negative comments in 

their response to students ' writing. Thus, Question 10 (see Appendix D) was on whether the 

teacher comments were positive and/or negative. The results show that (see the following tab le) 

the majority of teachers (67%) said that they used both praise and criticism in responding to their 

students' writing. 

praise criti cism both no response 

2 I 8 I 

It would be worth noting that both praise and criticism have their own role to play in helping 

students to improve the ir writing. It is natural that students wou ld like to be admired for their 

successes and they may be also ready to accept criticisms which are help fu l, objecti ve and 

relevant to their writing. Students may hes itate to accept and use comments and critic isms that 

lack objecti vity and relevance to their writing. Thus , "". a balance between critici sm and praise 

may be the best means of encouraging quality writ ing" (Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990: 174). 
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6.3.3.6 Preliminary drafts 

This part shows when the teachers intervened to provide comments in their writing classes. Thus, 

Question 12 was on when the teachers intervened to prov ide comments to the ir students. The 

results show (see Questi on 12 in Appendix D) that most teachers (89%) in tervened during the 

first drafts and II % intervened during the final drafts. The results seem to be useful in the sense 

that the comments students receive during the preliminary drafts may help students to incorporate 

the comments and improve their writing. FlIIt her, writing preliminary drafts would help students 

to be crit ics of their own writing. To thi s effect, Leki ( 1990:64) writes, "When the teacher 

intervenes as the student is writing and rev ising, the final product shows improvement over the 

intermediate drafts." 

1i.3.3.7 Peer feedback 

T his part focuses on how frequentl y teachers used peer feedback in their wri ting cl asses . T hus, 

Question 14 (see Appendix D) was on how frequentl y teachers used peer feedback in their writing 

classes. The results show that (see the following table) most of the teachers (80%) said that they 

used peer feedback 'sometimes' in their writing classes and others (20%) sa id "often". 

often sometimes no response 

2 8 -

T he teachers may have their own plausible reasons for not using peer feedback so often, but peer 

feedback is be li eved to be useful in he lping student writers to produce a reader-based text. As 

Zame l ( 1982: 206) says, "Peers who serve as a real and intermediate audi ence can he lp one 

another to write a reader-based prose rather than a writer-based one." However, what is practi sed 

149 



in the classroom and students' interest for peer feedback seem to be far apart. T he majority of 

students reported that they li ked peer feedback "very much" , but teachers reported that they used 

peer feedback on ly 'sometimes' . The fact that students have a positive attitude towards peer 

feedback may signal to the wri ting teacher that peer feedback can playa signifi cant role in 

wri ting classes and it can be used along with the more common teacher feedback. 

6.3.3.8 Students' writing performance 

This part attempts to find out what teachers said about the writing performance of thei r students. 

Thus, Question 16 (see Appendix D) was on what teachers thought about the wri ting performance 

of their students. T he resu lts show that (see the fo llowing table) most of the teachers (67%) said 

that their students' writing performance was 'satisfactory' for thei r level and 25% said it was not 

satisfactory. The resu lts seem to agree with students' se lf- rating about their writing sk ill s . The 

majority of students, as reported earlier, rated their writing skill s as "good " or "fair". 

Yes No no response 

8 3 I 

It may argued that some students who wrote relatively 'good' essays during thi s study may be 

categori zed as "good" or "fair" wri ters. However, the majority of students wou ld be put in the 

category of "fair" or "poor" write rs accordi ng to the ESL composition profile holi stic scoring 

guide (see 6.2.3.9. above). The di screpancy between students' self-rating and their actual writing 

perfo rmance, as reported earlier, cou ld surface because some students who we re not actuall y 

proficient writers rated their writi ng skill s as "good" or "fair" writers. The result may suggest that 

some students overestimated thei r writi ng abilities. 
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6.3.4 What are the implications of the results of the questionnaire? 

This Palt attempts to show what implications the results of the questionnaire for writing teachers 

may have in language teaching and learning in general and developing writing skills in particular. 

6.3.4.1 Practices versus preferences 

The teacher respondents said they mostly used "error identification" in responding to students' 

writing. Although the teachers may have their own plausible reasons for using thi s form of 

feedback, thi s practice seems to be in di sagreement with the preferences of the students. The 

students , as reported earlier in the results of the first questionnaire for students, would prefer 

"writing comments", "conferenc ing" and "error identification" in descending order. It is 

important to attend to students' interests because if what students want and what teachers do do 

not match , the rol e feedback might pl ay in promoting students' writing skill s could be 

undermined. That is to say some students might, for example, hesitate to use the comments their 

writing teacher imposes on them against their preferences. 

On the other hand , teachers may know from experience which feedback forms are feasible and 

effective in writing c lasses. Thus, writing teachers and students should di scuss the merits and 

demerits of each form of feedback and then negotiate the form s of feedback that cou ld be 

effecti ve and feasible in their writing classes. 

6.3.4.2 Areas that need reinforcing 

The following areas need to be re inforced so that students may benefit from teacher comments 

and improve their writin g: 
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6.3.4.2.1 Focus on meaning 

Some writing teachers reported that they largely foc used on content and organi zation In 

responding to students' first drafts and others reported that they focused on al l components 

equall y. It can be argued that all writing components are useful to write effective ly. However, 

settling problems related to meaning and content should be given a pri ori ty. This is because once 

the student writers have settled the problem of meaning and content in the first drafts, the other 

problems of grammar, lex is and mechanics can be addressed in the success ive drafts before the 

compos ition is submitted to the teacherlreader as a final draft. As Zamel ( 1982:205) suggests, 

"Focusing on more important areas first may keep students from experiencing a cognitive load, 

a situation wh ich results when too many facto rs, concerns or problems are being attended to 

simultaneously. " 

6.3.4.2.2 Preliminary drafts 

Writing preliminary drafts before writing the final drafts would be usefu l because it gives the 

students the opportun ity to assess their own writing and make every change that may improve 

the final drafts by using the teacher comments and their own knowledge duri ng the preliminary 

drafts. A number of researchers (Taylor 198 1, Zamel 1985, Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990, Jordan 

1997) agree that pre liminary drafts help students to improve thei r final drafts. 

6.3.4.2.3 Peer feedback 

The other area that needs to be strengthened is using peer feedback along with teacher feedback. 

This practice seems to be useful in the sense that in addition to eas ing the heavy burden of 

marking on the writi ng teacher, the practice will give the peers the chance to see how other 
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fellow students compose on diffe rent top ics. Moreover, it gives the peers enormous experience 

of working cooperati vely with their peers. As Non'ish ( 1983 :7 1) remarks, peer correction is a 

useful and stimulating exercise for students as it encourages communication between students. 

6.3.4.3 Awareness 

The resul ts of thi s questi onnaire revealed the areas which teachers reckon to be diffi cult for their 

students. Most teachers think that organization is the most diffi cult writing component and nex t 

to speaking, writing is the most difficult language skill. The results agree with what students said 

about organi zati on and writing in the first questionnaire for students. The results would help the 

writing teacher to know the areas that seem to be more difficul t fo r the students and give due 

attention and time to help their students so that they might master these areas of difficul ty and 

use them effec ti vely in their writing classes. 

6.3.4.4 Perseverance 

The results of thi s questionnaire show that most of the teachers tend to believe that the present 

students' writing performance is "sati sfactory" for their level. This result seems to agree with 

what students by and large think about the ir writing abi li ties . As pointed out earli er, most 

students tend to rate their writing skill s as 'good' or 'fair' . But their actual writing perfo rmance 

and thei r sel f- rating seem to vary when the ir raw scores in the various essays are judged by the 

ESL composition profile holi stic scoring guide (see 6.2.3.9 above). The poss ible reason for the 

di screpancy between their writing performance and sel f- rating of students could be that some 

students seem to have overesti mated their writi ng abilities. However, the underlying argument 

should be how to promote further students' writing skill s so that they can use wri ting effectively 
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for various purposes. The des ire to achieve thi s goal requires both determinati on and 

perseverance from the writing teacher and the student writers as we ll. Students need to rea li ze 

that they can learn to write well by writing and rewriting. As Richards ( 1990: 108) writes , 

"Learning to write well is a difficult and lengthy process, one that incl uces anxiety and frustration 

in many learners." This may help student writers to reali ze the di ffi culty involved in wri ting and 

understand that the key to become a skilled writer is to persevere to write we ll. T here does not 

seem to be a magic solution to become a pro ficient writer. Students should endeavour to write 

we ll by writing and rewritin g. 

All in all , the results of the questi onnaire for writing teachers revealed the actual writ ing practi ces 

in general and what forms of feedback wri ting teachers used in responding to their students' 

wri ting and teachers' opinions about their students' writing perfo rmances in particul ar. 

6.4 Student essays 

6.4.1 Introduction 

As in the pilot study, the students wrote an impromptu essay and three other essays with one firs t 

and one final drafts in both groups as part of their Sophomore Engli sh (FLEn 20 I) writing course 

for one semester ( 16 weeks). The main objecti ve of the impromptu essay was to find out students' 

ability to communicate in writing. The main objecti ve of the other essays was to fin d out if (a) 

the first drafts produced by Group I (teacher feedback) and the first draft s produced by Group 

2 (peer feedback) would be signifi cantl y different, (b) the fin al drafts procluced by the students 

in Group I after they received teacher feedback and the final drafts produced by the students in 

Group 2 after they received peer feedbac k would be signi ficantl y di fferent and (c) the first and 
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final drafts within the two groups would be significantly different. Tn this study, Group 

received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer feedback. 

Twen ty six students (in both groups) wrote 26 originals and 26 rewrites fo r a total of three essay 

topics and one impromptu essay over a period of one semester (16 weeks) during the main study. 

All in all, the students produced 182 essays. Out of these 182 essays, 126 essays (of 18 students) 

were randomly selected (from both groups), analyzed and discussed in the main study. The same 

essay topics that were used in the pilot study were also used in the main study because the 

students suggested during the pilot study (see 5.4. 1 above) that the essay topics were 

straightforward, relevant and fairly easy to understand and write about. The results of all the 

essays were analyzed and discussed below (see 6.4.2). 

As regards the number of words used for writing the essays for thi s study, the students were 

expected to use between 200 and 300 words in the impromptu essay and about 350 words in the 

other major essays during this study. The results show that the students used about 238 words (on 

average) in the impromptu essays and 354 words (on average) in the other major essays. Further, 

it was found out that the students used more words in the final drafts than in the first drafts. Thus, 

the students used 328 words (on average) in the first drafts and 381 words (on average) in the 

final drafts. 
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6.4.2 Analysis and discussion of the essay results 

This part attempts to analyze and di scuss the results of the first drafts and final drafts of the 

essays between and within the groups in the main study (see the raw scores and the values of S.D 

(standard deviation) and I" (t-observed) and I , (t-critical) in Appendix L). 

6.4.2.1 Between the groups (first draft) 

The mean score of each essay was computed for both groups and compared (usi ng a I-Iesl 

research procedure) to find out if there was any significant difference between the mean scores 

of the two independent groups for each of the essays. The results show that there is no significant 

difference between the mean scores of the two groups for all the essays (first drafts and fin al 

drafts). The results can be verified with the practical results of the essays as follows: The mean 

score of Group I for the impromptu essay was (62%) and the mean score of Group 2 for 

impromptu essay was (62%). The two mean scores were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of 

significance to find out if the two mean scores were significantly different. The result shows that 

( the two mean scores of the two independent groups are not significantly different. After that, 

the mean score of the first draft of essay one (61 %) for Group I and the mean score of the fi rst 

draft of essay one (60%) for Group 2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and 

the result shows that the two mean scores of the two groups are not significantly different . 

Further, the mean scores of the first draft of essay two (58%) for Group I and (57%) for Group 

2 were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I leve ls of significance and the result shows that the two mean 

scores of the two groups are not significantly different. Then, the mean scores of the first draft 
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of essay three (60%) for Group I and (61 %) for Group 2 were compared at 0,05 and am levels 

of signifi cance and the resul t shows that the two mean scores are not significantl y different. 

6.4.2.2 Between the groups (final drafts) 

In addition to the impromptu essay and the first drafts , the fin al drafts of the three essays were 

compared at 0,05 and 0,0 I levels of significance to find out if the mean scores of the fi nal drafts 

of the two independent groups were sign ificantly different. Hence, the mean scores of the fina l 

drafts essay one (63%) for Group I and (64%) for Group 2 were compared at 0,05 and 0,0 I 

leve ls of sign ificance and the result shows that the two mean scores are not significantl y 

different. Then, the mean scores of the final drafts of essay two (6 1 %) for Group I and (62%) for 

Group 2 were compared at 0,05 and 0,0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two 

mean scores of the two groups are not significantly different. Finally, the mean scores of the 

final drafts of essay three (63 %) for Group I and (64%) for Group 2 were compared at 0,05 and 

0,0 I levels of sign if icance and the result shows that the two mean scores are not signifi cantl y 

different. 

6.4,2.3 Within the groups (first drafts versus final drafts) 

On the other hand , besides comparing the mean scores of the two independent groups, the mean 

scores fo r the first and the fi nal drafts wi thi n each group were also compared at 0,05 and 0,0 I 

levels of significance (usi ng a malched I-test research procedure) to find out if there was any 

significan t difference between the mean scores of the first and the fi nal drafts with in the two 

groups for each of the essays, To this end, the mean score of the first draft (6 1 %) and the final 

draft (63%) of essay one for Group I were compared at 0,05 and 0,0 I levels of signi ficance and 
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the result shows that the two mean scores are significantly different. Next, the Illean scores of the 

first draft (60%) and the final draft (64%) of essay one for Group 2 were cOlllpared at 0.05 and 

0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two Illean scores are significantl y 

different. Then, the Illean scores of the first draft (58%) and the fina l draft (6 1 %) of essay two 

for Group I were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the 

two Illean scores are significantl y different. 

Further, the mean scores of the first draft (57%) and the final draft (62%) of essay two for Group 

2 were cOlllpared at 0.05 and 0.01 levels of signifi cance and the result shows that the two Illean 

scores are significantly different. Sillli larly, the Illean scores of the first draft (60%) and the final 

draft (63%) of essay three for Group I were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of signifi cance and 

the resu lt shows that the two Illean scores are significantl y different. Finally, the mean scores of 

the first draft (6 1 %) and the final draft (64%) of essay three for Group 2 were cOlllpared at 0.05 

and 0.0 I levels of significance and the result shows that the two Illean scores are sign ifican tl y 

different. 

The following table sumlllari zes the results of the Illean scores between and within the two 

groups discussed above. 
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T bl 6 I S a e .. f ummary 0 mean scores (b etween an WIt In t d . h' he groups) 

Group Essay first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu 62 -

2 Impromptu 62 -

I I 61 63 

2 I 60 64 

I 2 58 61 

2 2 57 62 

I 3 60 63 

2 3 61 64 

6.4.3 Writing components (see Appendix L: main study essay results) 

In addition to the overall essay results, the results of the indi vidual wri ting components were al so 

computed in the main study of this research. The main objective of thi s part was to find out if the 

students made improvement at individual writing components' level in their rev isions of essays. 

These writing components are content, organization, language use (grammar), vocabu lary and 

mechanics. 

6.4.3.1 Content 

The average score was 59% in content for Group I in the impromptu essay and 62% for Group 

2. The average score in content for Group I in the first draft was 58% and 60% in the final draft 

of essay one. Similarly, the average score in content for Group 2 in the first draft was 61 % and 

64% in the final draft of essay one. Further, the average score in content for Group I in the first 

draft was 60% and 63 % in the final draft of essay two. Likewise, the average score in conten t 
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for Group 2 was 56% in the fi rst draft and increased to 60% in the final draft of essay two. On 

the othe r hand , the average score in content was 6 1 % for Group I in the first draft and later 

increased to 64% in the final draft of essay three. The average score in content was 58% for 

Group 2 in the first draft and was 61 % in the final draft of essay three. 

The fo ll owing table summarizes the mean scores of content in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, 

Essay two and Essay three in the main study . 

Table 6 2 ' Content mean scores . . 

Group Essay component firs t draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu content 59 -

2 
" " 62 -

I Essay one 
" 

58 60 

2 
" " 

61 64 

1 Essay two 
" 

60 63 

2 
" " 

56 60 

I Essay three 
" 

61 64 

2 
" " 

58 61 

6.4.3.2 Organization 

T he average score was 62% in organizati on for Group I in the impromptu essay and 60% for 

Group 2. The average score in organization was 61 % for Group I in the first draft and 64% in 

the fin al draft of essay one. Simi larl y, the average score in organi zation was 58 % fo r Group 2 

in the first draft and 61 % in the final draft of essay one. The average score in organi zati on was 

55% for Group I in the first draft and it was 60% in the fin al draft of essay two. Likewise, the 
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average score in organization was 57% fo r Group 2 in the first draft and 60% in the final draft 

of essay two. The average score in organi zation was 59% for Group I in the fi rst draft and was 

62% in the fin al draft of essay three. It was 59% for Group 2 in the fi rst draft and it increased 

to 6 1 % in the final draft of essay three. 

This table summari zes the mean scores of organization in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, Essay 

two and Essay three. 

T bl 63 0 a e rgalllzatIon mean scores 

Group Essay component first draft fi nal draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu Organization 62 -

2 
" " 

60 -

I Essay one 
" 

6 1 64 

2 
" " 

58 6 1 

I Essay two 
" 

55 60 

2 
" " 

57 60 

1 Essay three 
" 

59 62 

2 
" " 59 6 1 

6.4.3.3 Vocabulary 

The average score was 69% in vocabulary for Group I in the impromptu essay and 69% for 

Group 2 . The average score in vocabul ary was 64% fo r Group I in the first draft and was 67% 

in the final draft of essay one. S imilarl y, it was 63% fo r Group 2 in the first draft and 67% in 

the final draft of essay one. The average score in vocabulary for Group I in the first draft was 
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59% and the average score increased to 62% in the final draft of essay two. Further, the average 

score in vocabu lary for Group 2 in the first draft was 62% and was 66% in the final draft of essay 

two. Then, the average score in vocabulary for Group I in the first draft was 63 % and later it 

increased to 67% in the final draft of essay three. On the other hand, the average score in 

vocabulary fo r Group 2 in the first draft was 66% and it increased to 70% in the fina l draft of 

essay th ree. 

This table summarizes the mean scores of vocabu lary in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, Essay 

two and Essay three. 

T bl 64 V b I a e oca u ary mean scores 

Group Essay component first draft final draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu vocabulary 69 -

2 
" " 

68 -

I Essay one " 64 67 

2 
" " 

63 67 

I Essay two 
" 

59 62 

2 
" " 

62 66 

I Essay three 
" 

63 67 

2 
" " 

66 70 

6.4.3.4 Language use 

The average score was 64% in language use for Group I in the impromptu essay and 66% for 

Group 2. The average score in language use for Group I was 6 1 % in the first draft and 65 % 

in the final draft of essay one. For Group 2, the average score in language use was 59% in the 
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first draft and thi s increased to 63 % in the final draft of essay one. In the second essay, the 

average score in language use for Group I was 57% in the first draft and 62% in the fina l draft. 

Simi larly, the average score in language use for Group 2 was 57% in the first draft and th is later 

increased to 62% in the final draft of essay two. The average score in language use for Group 

I was 57% in the first draft and 59% in the final draft of essay three. Similarly, the average score 

in language use for Group 2 was 63% in the first draft and 66% in the fina l draft of essay three. 

This table shows the mean scores of language use in the Impromptu essay, Essay one, Essay two 

and Essay three. 

T bl 6 5 L a e anguage use mean scores 

Group Essay component first draft fi nal draft 
(%) (%) 

I Impromptu lang. use 64 -

2 
" " 

66 -

I Essay one 
" 

6 1 65 

2 " " 59 63 

I Essay two 
" 

57 62 

2 
" " 

57 62 

1 Essay three 
" 

57 59 

2 
" " 

63 66 

6.4.3.5 Mechanics 

The average score was 60% in mechanics for Group 1 and 56% for Group 2 in the impromptu 

essay. The average score in mechanics for Group I was 60% in the first draft and later 62% in 

the final draft of essay one. Simi larl y, the average score in mechanics for Group 2 was 60% in 
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the first draft and later 68% in the final draft of essay one. On the other hand, the average score 

in mechanics for Group I was 62% in the first draft and without showing any change it was 62% 

in the final draft of essay two. As regards Group 2, the average score was 58 % in the first draft 

and later it was 62% in the final draft of essay two. Final ly, the average score in mechanics for 

Group I was 60% in the first draft and later it was 64% in the final draft of essay three. Similarly, 

the average score in mechanics for Group 2 was 58 % in the first draft and later it was 66% in 

the final draft of essay three. 

The followin g table summarizes the mean scores of mechanics in the Impromptu essay, Essay 

one, Essay two and Essay three. 

Table 6.6: Mechanics mean scores 

Group Essay component 

Impromptu mechan ics 

2 
" " 

Essay one 
" 

2 
" 

Essay two 
" 

2 " " 

Essay three 
" 

2 " " 

first draft 

(%) 

60 

56 

60 

60 

62 

58 

60 

58 

final draft 

(%) 

62 

66 

62 

62 

64 

66 

On the whole, it can be argued that students by and large made improvement in the vari ous 

writing components as they rewrote their essays. 
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6.4.4 Implications of the essay results 

The essay results show that there was no significant difference between the writing performance 

of Group I (teacher) and the writing performance of Group 2 (peer) both for the first and final 

drafts of the three major essays and impromptu essay at 0.05 and 0.0 I leve l of significance used 

during the main study of thi s research. Moreover, the first and final drafts of the three essays 

were compared to find out if there was a significant difference between the first and final drafts 

of the three essays within the two groups. The results show that there was a significant difference 

between the first and final drafts of the three essays for both Group I and Group 2. Further, the 

students by and large improved the indi vidual components (content, organization , vocabu lary, 

language use and mechanics) as they rewrote their essays. So, what do the results imply? The 

results may have the fo llowing implications: First, irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher 

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

the writing perfo rmance of the two independent groups. This may suggest that the two feedback 

methods are equall y effective in responding to students' writing. Thus, if the two feedback 

methods are equall y effective, teacher and peer feedback can be used side by side in responding 

to students' writing. Second, the fact that the first drafts and the final drafts within the groups 

were significantl y different may suggest that rewriting improves students' writing significantl y 

and students should be encouraged to write and rewrite their essays. The last argument seems to 

agree with what Fathman and Whall ey (1990) reported about rewriting. Thus, Fathman and 

Whall ey ( 1990: 187) remark, " ... rewriting in itself is an important way to improve writing sk ill s." 
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6.4.5 Teacher/peer comments 

This part deals with the teacher/peer comments the students rece ived during the main study of 

th is research. This part has two sections: the first section identifies and cl ass ifies the teacher/peer 

comments into various categories and the second section presents the types of responses/reactions 

of the studen ts (e.g. whether the students used the comments as suggested to them, or used but 

not as suggested to them, or ignored, etc.) to the teacher/peer comments. The complete list of the 

teacher/peer comments is given in Appendix H. 

6.4.5.1 Categories of comments 

The fo ll owing table identifies and c lass ifies the teacher/peer comments the students in both 

groups received during the main study. 

T hi 67 C f a e .Megon es 0 teacher/peer comments 

categories of comments teacher peer total 

content 29 25 54 

organization 26 34 60 

language use 10 8 18 

vocabulary 2 I 3 

mechanics 

-punctuation 0 1 I 

-spelling 4 0 4 

-capitali zation 0 2 2 

-layout I 2 3 

-legibili ty 3 2 5 

-paragraphing 4 4 8 

total 79 79 158 
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Group 1 (teacher) 

• 55179 (70%) of the comments were on content and organization 

• 24179 (30% ) of the comments were on language use, vocabulary and mechanics. 

Group 2 (peer) 

• 59179 (75% ) of the comments were on content and organi zati on 

• 20179 (25%) of the comments were on language use, vocabul ary ancl mechanics. 

6.4.5.2 Analysis and discussion of the teacher/peer comments 

The students in both groups received 158 comments for the three diffe rent essays they produced 

during the main study of thi s research. Most of the comments, 114 (72%), were di rectecl towards 

content ancl organi zation. The rest of comments, 44 (28%), were given for grammar, vocabul ary, 

and mechanics. The figures show that meaning has received more emphas is in essay writi ng of 

this study. However, this does not mean that the other areas which received 29% of the comments 

are not useful. It may be argued that there are times when grammatical or mechanical errors 

could hamper communication. The argument is that by and large the focus should be on content 

and meaning in writing the first drafts. The question of grammar, lex is and mechanics 

should/could be dealt with in the success ive drafts of the essays. 

The emphasis seems to be simil ar in both Group I and Group 2. In Group I (teacher feedback), 

55179 (70%) of the comments were on content and organizati on ancl 24179 (30% ) of the 

comments were on language use, vocabulary and mechanics . On the other hand, in Group 2, 
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59/79 (75 %) of the comments were on content and organization and 20/79 (25 %) of the 

comments were on language use, vocabulary and mechanics. 

6.4.5.3 Conclusion 

As mentioned in the pilot study, the fact that most of the comments were on content and 

organi zation may imply two things: First, content and organ ization may be the most important 

wri ting components in writing. Second, these two areas seem to be the most challenging 

componen ts for our students. This could be verified from the responses of the students to the 

questionnaires duri ng the study. Most students reported that organization is the most difficu lt 

writing component. Further, if we look at the comments (see Appendix H) the students received 

for their essays , the most common comments (paraphrased) could be summari zed as: 

• The central idea of your essay is not clear. 

• Your essay lacks c larity. 

• Some of your sentences are not clear. 

• Your paragraphs are not coherent. 

• Your paragraph is incomplete. etc. 

These comments l11ay further suggest how problel11atic and chall enging organization and content 

are for our students. This is not to suggest, however, that the other components are easy for the 

students . The argul11ent is on ly to indicate that organi zation and content seel11 to be relatively 

1110re prob lematic and need more til11e and efforts so that stude nts may l11 aster and use thel11 in 

their writing. 
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6.4.5.4 Types of responses 

This section presents the responses/reactions of the students (in Group I and Group 2) to the teacher/peer comments they received during the main 

study. 

6.4.5.4.1 Types of responses (Gl) 

The fo llowing table summarizes the responses/reactions of the students in Group I (teacher feedback) to the teacher comments. 

I aDle D./): I YI (G es or responses \ _ . , 

comments changed as changed but removed part of the ignored total 
(teacher) suggested not as text that was the praise 

suggested object of comment 

cont. 16 2 2 5 4 29 

org. 15 6 I 2 2 26 

lang. use 8 - 2 - - 10 

voc. 2 - - - - 2 

mech. 8 I 2 I - 12 

total 49 9 7 8 6 79 
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• 62% of the comments were utili zed as suggested 

• I I % were a lso used but not as suggested 

• (9%) the part that was the object of comment was remo ved 

• 10% were 'ignored ' and 

• 8% were 'praise' 

• 82% of the comments were utilized (on the whole) 

In addition to identifying and putting the teacher/peer comments into different categories, the 

types of responses (reactions) of the students to the various teacher/peer comments (they 

received) was examined. This was done by comparing the first and final draft s of each essay of 

each student. To thi s effect, the students either incorporated the comments in to their fin al drafts 

as suggested to them, or made changes but not as suggested to them, or removed part of the tex t 

that was the object of comment or 'ignored' the comments and some comments were 'praise'. 

Thus, in Group I (teacher feed back), 62% of the comments were utili zed as suggested, II % were 

also used but not as suggested, (9%) the part that was the object of comment was removed, 10% 

were ignored and about 8% were 'praise'. As a whole, students utili zed 82% of the comments 

suggested to them and ignored 10% in Group I. The results suggest that the students by and large 

utili zed the teacher comments suggested to them and improved their writing. Thus, the results 

may clue that writing teachers should provide their students with feedback in their writing classes 

because students tend to use teacher comments and im prove their writing. 
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6.4.5.4.2 Types of responses (G2) 

The following table summarizes the responses/reactions of the students in Group 2 (peer feedback) to the peer comments. 

Table 6.9: T - -- _ __ __ _ 1 \ f (G2) pes 01 __ __ ___ __ , _ _ , 

comments changed as changed removed part of the ignored total 
(peer) suggested but not as text that was the pralse 

suggested object of comment 

cont. 5 3 - 4 13 25 

argo 16 4 2 4 8 34 

lang. use 4 - 2 I I 8 

voc. I - - - - I 

mech. 9 - - I I II 

total 35 7 4 10 23 79 

Source: The types of responses are adapted from Ridley, D. ( 1989) 
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• 44% comments were utili zed as suggested 

• 9% were also util ized but not as suggested 

• (5 %) the part of the text that was object of the comment was removed 

• 13% were 'ignored' 

• 29% were on 'praise' 

• 58 % of the comments were utili zed (on the whole) 

Similarly, in Group 2 (peer feedback), 44% comments were utili zed as suggested, 9% were also 

utili zed but not as suggested, and (5%) the part of the text that was object of the comment was 

removed, 13% were ignored and 29% were 'praise'. As a whole, the students utili zed 58% of the 

comments and ignored 13% of the peer comments. These results may suggest that peer feedback 

can also be used along with the more common and traditional teacher feedback in responding 

to students' writing. As in the fi rst group (teacher feedback), the majority of students tend to use 

the peer comments and improve their writing. 

6.4.5.4.3 Examples of responses (from student essays) 

It is necessary to admit that the judgement of improvement is rather a subjective issue. The 

important point to note in th is part is that the fina l drafts have included the teacher/peer feedback 

suggestions. To thi s end, the followi ng examples were provided to show how the students reacted 

to the teacher/peer comments in thi s study. Example one shows that the student used the 

comment as suggested to him or her and improved hi s or her wri ting. Example two shows that 

the student used the comment and improved his or her writing but not as suggested to him or her. 
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Example three shows that the writer removed the part that was the objec t of comment and 

example four shows that the comment was ignored by the student writer. 

Example 1: Used the comment as suggested 

Draft one: (see 4a in Appendix I) 

A person whom I cannot fo rget in my life is my cousin who came last summer from Canada for 

the jirst time in 18 years. 

Draji two: (see 4b in Appendi.x I) 

The person whom I cannot forget in my life is my cousin. Her name is Metasebia Addisu.. She 

came last year for vacation f ran"! Canada for the first time in 18 years. 

It may be argued that the two drafts are different in some respects. First, draft one contains one 

sentence, but draft two contains three sentences. Draft one begins with an indefinite article, bu t 

draft two begi ns with a defini te article. Further, draft one does not mention the name of the 

person the writer seems to write about, but draft two mentions the name of the person the writer 

seems to write about. 

It can be seen that a one sentence-paragraph in the first draft became a three-sentence paragraph 

in the second draft. Thus, draft two seems to be more clear and developed than draft one although 

the judgement could be subjective. The second draft was produced in response to the com ment, 

"Your intraductal), par. lacks clarity as it is now. It needs further development." 
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Thus, the writer seems to have accepted the teacher/peer comment and revised his or her writing. 

Example 2: Used the comment but not as suggested 

Draji ane: (see 9a in Appendix I) 

During my stay in my hometown I usually had chat with my friends, my relatives about 

University life. They were delight to hear from me about the city of Add is, its people, its weather, 

its social and economic affairs. My friends also asked me some questions about University and 

University life. I told them ali I couldfrankly about the situation. 

Draft two: (see 9b in Appendix J) 

During my stay in my hometown, I usually had a chat with my friends and relatives. They asked 

me many questions ahout thp. University life. I told them that ali I could say about their questions. 

They were happy to hear from me. They were surprised when I told them the situations which I 

faced during my stay in the University. 

It may be argued the two drafts are largely similar. However, the writer seems to have made some 

changes to improve the second draft . For example, the long sentence, " They were delight to hear 

fro m me ... " in the first draft was seemingly changed to "They were happy to hear from me" in 

the second draft. It seems that the writer changed two things at a time: First, he or she changed 

the long the sentence into a shorter one. Second, he or she substituted 'del ight' by 'happy' in the 

second draft. The argument is that the writer may have realized that the form 'delight ' was 

somehow incorrect, but he or she did not know the correct form, at least for the time being. Thus, 

he or she resorted to another word of similar mean ing (happy) to overcome the problem. The 
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second draft was written in response to the comment, "Your essay( par. 2) has some grammatical 

errors . 

Thus, the writer seems to have reali zed the error, but the change he or she made seems to be at 

variance with the expectation of the teacher/peers who provided the comment in the sense that 

the teacher/peers expected that the writer would change 'delight' in to 'de lighted', not 'deli ght' into 

'happy'. 

Example 3: Removed the part that was the object of the comment 

Draft one: (see 3a in Appendix l) 

.. . then we said, starting from now and then we don't want any person to show the taxi, since we 

knew it. so please go out. then the two persons go away and we go to the u.niversity by foot with 

out asking any person. 

Draft two: (see 3b in Appendix l) 

... finally I concluded that all persons that are well dressed and seemingly honest and kindly in 

Addis are not probably good and honest persons, they might be a thief as such not all of course. 

The second draft was produced in response to thi s comment on the first draft: "Your par. lacks 

clarity because it is difficult to see what you wanted to say." The writer seems to say in the first 

draft that because he/she (a new comer from the context) did not trust those who offered to show 

him or her where to catch the taxi to the Uni versity and wanted to find hi s way to the taxi on hi s 

or her own. Actuall y the writer was asked to make the text in the first draft more clear in the 
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second draft of the same essay. However, instead of improving the first draft and making it more 

clear to the reader in the second draft, the writer removed this text fro m hi s second draft. 

It can be argued that the tex t which substituted the removed text is d iffere nt from the original 

one. If we guess what the wri ter is trying to say in the second draft, it may be that the wri ter 

would not trust some people in Add is Ababa who are decently dressed because they cou ld be 

thieves or pickpockets. The argument is that the original text of the fi rst draft which was the 

object of comment was removed and rep laced by something which is ent ire ly different in the 

second draft. 

Example 4: Ignored the comment 

Drajt one: Taken fro m S I 0 (first draft) (peer feedback group) 

She is my best friend whom I do not forget always. We are still friends. She was good to me and 

my family. I like her attitude towards other people. She has a good outlook towards education. 

She is sociable. She is advisable. All this made m,e not to forget her. 

Draft two: S 10 (final draft) 

She is my best fr iend whom I do not fo rget always. We are still f riends. She shows good 

behaviour towards me and my fam. ily and this m.ade me not to forget her. Her attitude towards 

other people is also the other reason. She has a good outlook towards edu.cation. She is so 

sociable. She is also advisable. The sum total of all these behaviours has made me not to forget 

her. 
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The texts in both drafts were taken from the introduction of the first and fina l drafts of the same 

essay. The writer of thi s essay was asked not to discuss the details of the reasons about the 

person he or she will not forget in the introduction. However, the wri ter seems to repeat the same 

sentences of the first draft in the second draft of the essay. He or she was probably expected to 

discuss the specific reasons in the body of the essay not introduction. So, it looks that the writer 

ignored/rejected the peer comment on hi s or her first draft. 

6.4.5.4.4 Discussion of the results of the students' responses 

The responses of the students in the main study (above) were by and large simi lar to the 

responses of the students in the pilot study (see resu lts). As reported in the results of the pilot 

study, students seem to ignore more comments in peer feedback than in the teacher feedback in 

the main study. A possible explanation for this could be that some students fe lt that their work 

was correct as it was and they hesitated to incorporate the peer comments into their essays and 

improve their writing. Another area of difference between the two groups was that the peers gave 

more 'praise' (29%) than the teacher (8%). A possible reason for this difference cou ld be that the 

peers evaluated their peers' essays in compari son with their own wri ting performance and thus 

they seemed to be content with their peers' fi rst drafts. 

In general, despite some differences in experience, confidence and training between the teacher 

and the peers in responding to students' writing, both teacher and peer feedback seem to be 

equal ly effective in responding to students' writing. However, as noted in the pilot study, peer 

feedback could be more effective if students are trai ned and encouraged by thei r writing teacher. 
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It was noted during this research that students had the potential to read and provide useful and 

relevant comments to their fe llow students . The main obstacle seems to be lack of confidence 

and experi ence. Thus, it was fe lt that adequate training and encouragement from their writing 

teacher could he lp the students to deve lop confidence and self-esteem. 

6.4.6 Correlation coefficient (r ) 

Another area worth examining in thi s research was the correlation between the values awarded 

by the two raters for the essays produced by the two groups. Thus, th is part summarizes the 

resul ts of the correlation coefficient (r) of three sample essay drafts of the main study. The mai n 

object ive of thi s part was to find out whether the values awarded by the two raters to the same 

students for the same essay drafts would correlate or not. To thi s end, as in the pi lot study, the 

results of Impromptu essay, Essay 2 (D I ), and Essay 3 (D2) were selected and compared to find 

out if the va lues awarded to the students in the two groups by the two raters for the same essay 

drafts would correlate or not. The results of the correlation coeffi cient (r) show that r = 0.94 for 

Impromptu essay, r = 0.95 fo r Essay 2 (D I ), and r = 0.96 fo r Essay 3 (D2). The results suggest 

that the values given by the two raters for the three sample essay drafts high ly correlate and thi s 

may signi fy that the rating was re liable (see Appendix N). 

6.4.7 The present study versus other similar research works 

This part attempts to compare and contrast the essay results of thi s research with the essay results 

of other simil ar research works. Th is wi ll help to see how much the results of the present study 

agree or vary with other simi lar research works . 
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Research that contrasts the effecti veness of peer and teacher feedback has been conducted at all 

levels. Several of the studies with native speakers show that there are no significant differences 

in writing abili ty when the teacher feedback is compared with peer feedback (Berger 1990). As 

mentioned in the rev iew of related literature (see chapter three), studies by Pierson ( 1967), Putz 

( 1970), and Pfeiffer (198 1) found no significant differences between students receiving various 

peer evaluati on feedback and eq ui valent groups receiv ing teacher feedback. 

On the other hand, other L I, as Chaudron ( 1984) and Berger ( 1990) note, studies have found that 

groups experiencing peer evaluation improved more than control groups with teacher evaluation. 

The first study of this nature with L2 learners was by Partridge ( 198 1). T-test comparisons 

between a sampl ing of originals and rewrites on six different essay topics showed that the teacher 

feedback contribute to greater improvement. 

In another L2 study, Chaudron ( 1984) investigated the effects of teacher and peer feedback on 

ESL learners' revis ion in their work. According to thi s study, the two methods of feedback are 

equall y effecti ve in improving students' writing. 

The main focus of thi s research was to find out the effectiveness of teacher versus peer feedback 

in improving students' writing rev isions. To this effect, teacher and peer feedback methods were 

compared both in the pilot and mai n studies of this research. The results of both the pilot and the 

main studies largely revealed that these two feedback methods are equall y effective in improving 

students' writing revisions. In comparison with the find ings of other similar L2 research works, 
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the find ings of thi s research seem to agree with the studies by Pierson ( 1967) , Putz ( 1970), and 

Pfe iffer ( 1981) (research on L1 ) and Chaudron ( 1984) (research on L2), who investigated the 

effects of teacher and peer feedback on learners' rev ision and found out that teacher and peer 

feedback are equall y effective in improving students' writing revi sions. However, the results of 

this study seem to be at variance with the findings of Partridge ( 198 1), who also in vesti gated the 

effects of teacher and peer feedback on students' writing revi sion and found out that teacher 

feedback contributed to greater improvement. The possible exp lanation for the difference 

between the result of the present study and that of Partridge ( 198 1) could be that in Partridge's 

research the subjects (in both groups) received both types of feedback (teacher and peer) 

alternate ly. In the present research, however, the subjects in the two different groups received 

different types of feedback , i.e. Group I received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer 

feedback. 

On the other hand, no research work that compares the effectiveness of teacher and peer feedback 

in improving students' writing revis ions has been done, as far as the researcher is aware, at any 

level in Ethi op ia. This, therefore, calls for more research to be done at all levels (schools, 

coll eges and universities). It is believed that the results of th is study can be used as a framework 

for future research. 
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6.5 Second questionnaire for students 

6.5.1 Introduction 

T his part presents the summary of the resul ts and the implications of the results of the second 

questionna ire for students. Based on the results of the second questi onnaire for students in the 

pilot study, a sixteen-i tem questionnaire was des igned and administered to twenty-s ix students 

in the main study of thi s research. The main objective of the second questionnaire was to find 

out, if and in what ways, the different feedback treatments used in the main study might have 

influenced students' attitudes towards writing practices in general and feedback in particular. The 

resu lts of the second questionnaire for students were analyzed and d iscussed as follows: 

6.5.2 Results of second questionnaire for students 

T he questions and results of the second questionnaire for students are g iven in Appendix F. 

6.5.3 Analysis and discussion of second questionnaire (Group I versus Group 2) 

This part attempts to analyze and di scuss the results of the second questionnaire for students in 

the main study. 

6.5.3.1 Teacher/peer feedback 

This part (see Questions 1,2, 8, 9, 14 in Appendix F)focuses on the role teacher/peer feedback 

played in improv ing s tudents ' writin g durin g the main study. To thi s effect, Question 1 was on 

ho w much of the essay the students read when they got it back from thei r teacher/peers. The 

results show that (see Question I in Appendix F) the majori ty of students (84%) in Group I 
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(teacher) reported that they read all or most of the essay when they got it back fro m their teacher 

and 69% of the students in Group 2 (peer) reported that they read all or most of the essay when 

they got it back from their peers. Question 2 was on how many teacher/peer corrections the 

students gave thoughtful attention to. The results show that (see Questi on 2 in Appendix F) 76% 

of the students in Group I sa id that they attended to all teacher corrections and 69% of the 

students in Group 2 reported attend ing to all peer corrections. 

Further, Question 8 was on whether the students liked the teacher/peer feedback they recei ved 

during this study. The results show (see Question 8 in Appendix F) that 77% in Group I said 

they liked teacher feedback "very much" and 61 % in Group 2 al so said they li ked peer feedback 

"very much". Question 9 was on whether the students benefited from the pre liminary drafts they 

produced before they wrote the final drafts. The resul ts show that (see Question 9 in Appendix 

F) 92% of students in Group I said that they benefited fro m the pre liminary drafts and 77 % of 

the students in Group 2 also said that they benefited from the preli minary drafts the produced 

before they wrote the drafts . Finall y, Question 14 was on whether the teacher/peer comments 

were useful for the student writers. The results show that (see Question 14 in Appendix F) all the 

students in Group I reported that the teacher comments he lped them to improve their writi ng. In 

Group 2, 77% said the peer comments helped them to improve their essays and 8% said the 

comments did not help them to improve their writing and 15% did not respond. 

These results may sugges t that students by and large want to have teacher/peer feedback to 

improve their writing. The results fu rther suggest that both teacher and peer feedback are useful 

and can be used side by side in responding to students' writing. 
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6.5.3.2 Area of focus 

This part foc uses on the area that was mostly emphasized by writ ing teachers in responding to 

students' writing and the area that students gave more attenti on to when us ing the teacher/peer 

comments in their writing c lasses. Thus, the majority of students reported (see Question 3 in 

Appendix F) that their wri ting teachers gave a lot of attention to comments on organi zation, 

content, mechanics, language use and vocabu lary in descending order. On the other hand, the 

students reported (see Question 4 in Appendix F) that they gave a lot of attention to comments 

invo lving content, organization, language use, mechanics and vocabulary in descending order. 

The results suggest that both the teacher and peers, unlike the results of the first questionnaire 

for students and questionnaire for teachers where the focus was main ly on language use, focused 

primari ly on meani ng when responding to students' wri ting in the second questionnaire for 

students and the students also gave more attention to comments that primaril y dealt with 

meaning. It may be argued that a ll writing components are useful to wri te effectively. However, 

some components should be given priority in writing the first drafts and some components shou ld 

be handled in the later process of writing. In other words, content and organization should be 

given priority over other peripheral areas (iexis, grammar and mechanics) in the first drafts and 

the peripheral areas should/cou ld be dealt with in the subsequent drafts. 

6.5.3.3 Level of difficulty 

This part focuses on how students (in both groups) ranked the various writing components and 

language ski lls according to their level of difficu lty (for them) in th is study. Thus, the majority 

of students ranked (see Questi on 6 in Appendix F) the writing compone nts according to their 

183 



level of difficulty as organization, content, language use, mechanics and vocabulary in 

descending order. On the other hand, the students ranked (see the following table) the language 

skills according to their level of difficul ty as writing, speaking, reading and li s tening in 

descending order. 

rank speaking li stening reading writing 

I 12 0 2 15 

2 I I 4 6 8 

3 3 16 8 I 

4 0 6 10 2 

It can be argued that these results could help the writing teachers primarily to know the areas that 

are more chall enging for their students and then help their students to learn and master these 

areas of difficulty and use them effectively in their writing. 

6.5.3.4 Strategies 

This part (see Question 7 in Appendix F) shows the strategies used by the students when they 

received teacher/peer feedback in this study. 

• 41 % made a mental note of the comments 

• 4% wrote down points to consider for revi sion or for future use 

• 50% rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• 4% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

The results above show the average figures of the two groups. If we see the resu lts of Group I 

versus Group 2: 38% in Group I and 46% in Group 2 made a mental note of the teacher/peer 
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comments, 4% in Group I and 4% in Group 2 wrote down points to consider for rev ision or for 

future use, 54% in Group I and 46% in Group 2 rewrote the essay incorporating the comments, 

4% in Group I and 4% in Group 2 referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

It may be argued that the majority of students used in one way or another the teacher/peer 

comments they received in their writing classes during this study. It may be argued, therefo re , 

that feedback is useful in writi ng classes because students seem to use the comments and improve 

their work. It can further be argued that peer feedback can be used along with the more common 

teacher feedback in writi ng classes because it was fo und out by and large that the students in 

Group 2 used the peer comments and improved their essays during this study. The resul ts may 

also encourage wri ting teachers to provide feedback in their writi ng classes. 

6.5.3.5 Preferences 

This part attempts to show (see Questions 10, I I in Appendix F) students ' preferences for fo rms 

of feedback and why they would prefer these forms of feedback. The resul ts show (see the 

fo llowing table) that 77% of the students in Group I said that they would prefer 'writing 

comments', 15% wou ld prefer 'error identification ', and 8% wou ld prefer 'conferencing'. In 

Group 2, 62% said that they would prefer 'writing comments', 15% said 'error identification', 15% 

said 'conferencing' and 8% would prefer 'reformulation'. 

error identi fication writing comments conferencing reformulation 

4 18 3 I 

185 

I 

I 
I 

J 



Further, Question 11, (see Appendix F), was on why the students wanted to have the forms of 

feedback pointed out above. T he students gave the fo ll owing reasons for their preferences: 

• The comments helped me to improve my essays (writing cO/11ments). 

• The comments showed me my problem areas (error identification). 

• The comments showed me my weak points in writing (writing comments). 

The results suggest that writing teachers should realize that students have their own preferences 

and negotiate with their students the fo rms of feedback that could be effective, relevant and 

feas ible in their writi ng classes. 

6.5.3.6 Self-rating 

This part (see Question 16 in Appendix F) shows how students rated thei r writing abilities. The 

results show that (see the fo llowing table) the majority of students (85%) in Group I rated their 

writing skills as "good" and 15% as "fair" . In Group 2, 77% rated their writing ski ll s as "good" 

and 15% as "fair" and 8% did not respond. 

excellent good fair poor no response 

0 2 1 4 0 I 

However, this self rati ng seems to di sagree with the actual wri ting performance of the students 

because the results of their essay drafts show that they are by and large "fair" or "poor" writers 

although a few students who wrote relative ly 'good' essays du ring this study could be in the 

category of "good to average" writers according to the ESL composition profile holi stic scorin g 

guide (see 6.2.3 .9. above). 

186 



6.5.4 Implications of the results of second questionnaire ... 

This part attempts to show the implications the resu lts of the second questionnaire for students 

may have for language teaching in general and developing students' writing ski ll s in particular. 

6.5.4.1 Importance of feedback 

A close examination of the results of the second questionnaire for students reveals that the 

majority of students read all or most of the essay when they got it back from their teacher/peers 

and attended to the corrections of their teacher/peers. This suggests that students want feedback 

from their teacher/peers to improve their writing. Moreover, the majority of respondents reported 

that they rewrote their essays incorporating the comments and said that the comments they 

received from their teacher/peers helped them to improve their writing. Further, it was reported 

that most of the students liked the teacher/peer feedback "very much". This result may clue the 

important role peer feedback can have along with the teacher feedback in responding to students' 

writing. Thus, all these results suggest that writing teachers should provide feedback to their 

students because students want feedback to know their problem areas and to reapprai se their 

work and improve on it. 

6.5.4.2 Awareness 

The students reported that organization and writing are the most difficult wri ti ng component and 

ski ll , respectively. The results suggest that writing teachers should realize that certain language 

areas are more challenging than others and need more time and attention before students master 

and use them effectively. It is important that both teachers and students reali ze that writing is a 

high ly recursive and complex activity. In the words of Taylor (198 1: I I ), "Learning to write is 
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a complex process that takes long practice and extensive experience." There is no magic solution 

to thi s problem. But the problems can be overcome provided that both the teacher and students 

realize that the way to become skilled writers is to write and rewri te. 

On the other hand , most of the students preferred to have 'wri ting comments' as a form of 

feedback on their writing. This form of feedback was used exclusively in responding to students' 

writing in thi s research and the students seem to have li ked it for the obvious reason that 'writing 

comments' shows their errors and problem areas in writing. By using the written comments 

suggested to them the students can correct the errors and improve their writin g. As poin ted out 

earl ier, the question of preferences for forms of feedback should be moni tored by the 

effecti veness and feas ibility of the feedback forms. Teachers and students have a common goal 

in writing classes. The main aim of writing is to make the student writers more aware of their 

wri ting processes and then write effectively. To achieve th is goal, the teacher and students should 

work cooperati vely. They should di scuss and negotiate the forms of feedback that could be 

helpful and usefu l in their writing classes. 

6.5.4.3 Change of perceptions 

Thi s part will attempt to show the change in perceptions noted in thi s study. The followin g 

changes were noticed during the main study of thi s research: 

6.5.4.3.1 Area of focus 

It was noted that the majority (54%) of students focused on grammar and only 42% focused on 

meani ng while using teacher feedback in their writing cl asses in the fi rst questi onnaire for 
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students. However, the majority (58%) of students foc used on meaning and on ly 3 1 % focu sed 

on grammar in the second questionnaire for students in thi s study. The results wou ld suggest that 

there was a shift from focus on form in the first questionnaire to focus on meaning in the second 

questionnaire fo r students. 

6.5.4.3.2 Level of difficulty 

It was reported that 38% of the students said organization was the most difficult language 

component in the first ques tionnaire for students. However, 58% of the students ranked 

organi zation as the most difficu lt component in the second questionnaire for students. Moreover, 

38% of the students ranked writing as the most difficu lt ski ll in the first questionnaire fo r 

students. But, 58 % of the students ranked writing as the most difficult skil l in the second 

questionnaire for students. The argument here is that as the students ex perience writing more the 

better they understand the nature of writing. It seems that eventually the students have reali zed 

how demanding and recursive writing was during this study. 

6.5.4.3.3 Strategies 

T he followin g figures show what the students did with the teacher feedback in the first 

questionnaire for students and teacher/peer feedback in the second questionnaire fo r students. 

[n the first questionnaire for students: 

• 50% made a mental of the teacher comments 

• 23 % wrote down points to consider for revision or for futu re use 

• II % rewrote their essays incorporating the teacher comments 
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• I I % referred to other papers and rewrote the essay and 

• 4% did nothing. 

In the second questionnaire for students: 

• 4 1 % made a mental note of the teacher/peer comments 

• 4 % wrote dow n points to cons ider for revision or for future use 

• 50% rewrote the essay incorporating the teacher/peer comments , and 

• 4% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 

It could be argued that the students seem to have realized the ro le feedback could play in 

improvi ng students writing more in the second questionnaire than in the first one. A large 

percentage (50%) of students made a mental note of the comments in the first questionnaire. But 

in the second questionnaire for students, 50% of the students incorporated the teacher/peer 

comments and rewrote their essays in contrast to I I % in the first questionnaire for students. 

There seems to be a significant change of perception and the resu lts sound e ncouragi ng for 

wri ting teachers. It can be further argued that the results would encourage wri ting teachers to give 

due attention to teacher/peer feedback in their writing classes. 

6.5.4.3.4 Preferences for forms of feedback 

Another area of focus in th is study was to find out what forms of feedback teachers usually use 

and what forms of feedback studen ts wou ld prefer. To thi s end, in the fi rst questionnai re for 

students, 54% said writing comments, 15% said error identification , 19% sa id conferenci ng and 

12% did not respond. On the other hand , in the second questi onnaire for students, 69% said 

190 



writing comments , 15% said error identification, 12% said conferencing and 4% said 

reformulation. 

The results show that most students would prefer 'writing comments' and their choice for thi s 

form of feedback seems to have increased in the second questionnaire for students. This form of 

feedback was used exclusively in responding to students' writing in thi s study. It was largely 

se lected for its convenience in the sense that it would enable the researcher to see how man y 

comments were given and which of these comments were used and which ones were ignored etc. 

As reported earlier, most writing teachers tend to use error identification and writing comments. 

Some teachers reported that they use conferencing in their writing classes too. The argument is 

that teachers should find out their students' choices and why their students choose certain forms 

of feedback. Then, through discussion negotiate with their students the forms of feedback that 

cou ld be effective and feas ible in their writing classes. 

6.5.4.3.5 Self-rating 

This refers to how students would rate their writing abilities. It was reported that 65 % rated their 

writing skills as 'good', 31 % as 'fair' and 4% as 'poor' in the first questionnaire for students. On 

the other hand, 81 % rated their writing skills as 'good', 15% as 'fair' and 4% did not respond in 

the second questionnaire for students. 

The resu lts show that most students rated their writing skills as 'good' or 'fair'. The argument is 

the students seem to have developed more confidence in the second questionnaire because the 

percentage of students who claimed to be 'good' writers increased from 65% in the first 
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questionnaire to 8 1 % in the second questionnaire for students. T he researcher has his own doubts 

about their claim. As reported earli er, it was found out that most of them would be in the category 

of "fair" or "poor" writers, not "good" writers as most of the students tend to claim. 

A ll in all , the results of the second questionnaire for students revealed the influences the 

teacher/peer feedback and writing had on the students' attitudes towards writing in general and 

feedback in particular during the main study. 

6.6 Summary of the main study 

6.6.11ntroduction 

This chapter attempted to analyze and discuss the results of the various research methods used 

to generate data for the main study. To this effect, the results of the first questionnaire for 

students, questi onnaire for writing teachers, essays and second questionnaire for students were 

anal yzed and di scussed vis-a-vis the objectives of thi s research pointed out at the beginning of 

thi s chapter. 

6.6.2 First questionnaire for students 

The main objective of the first questionnaire for students was to find out students' opinions about 

their own writing practices and preferences for forms of feedback. The results of the fi rst 

questionnaire for students show that the students largely believed that their writing skill s were 

'good' or 'fair'. However, as reported earlier, there was a discrepancy between the students' self­

rat ing and their writing performance. The possible reason for the di screpancy could be that some 

students seem to have overestimated their writing abilities. As regards their preferences for forms 
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of feedback, most of the students would prefer 'writing comments' , 'conferencing' and 'error 

identification' in descending order. As reported earlier, writing teachers usuall y use 'erro r 

identification', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. Thus, there seems to 

be a mismatch between what teachers actuall y do and what students wou ld like to have. 

6.6.3 Questionnaire for teachers 

The main objective of questionnaire for writing teachers was to find out writing teachers' 

opi nions about their students' writing and the forms of feedback they usually use in responding 

to students' writing. The results revealed that the majority of teachers reported that their students' 

writing was 'satisfactory' for their level. The resu lts largely agree with what students said about 

their writi ng abilities --- 'good' or 'fair'. As regards the forms of feedback, most teachers reported 

that they usually use 'error identification', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' (in descending 

order) in responding to their students' writing. The results agree with what students reported 

about the same question in the first questionnaire for students. 

6.6.4 Student essays 

The students in both groups (Group I and Group 2) wrote one impromptu essay and three other 

major essays during this study. The main objective of the impromptu essay was to find out the 

students' abi lity to communicate in writing. The other three essays were used to find out if (a) the 

first drafts written by Group I (teacher feedback) and the first drafts written by Group 2 (peer 

feedback) wou ld be significantly different, (b) the final drafts of the same essays written by 

Group I and the final drafts written by Group 2 wou ld be significantly different, and (c) the first 

and fina l drafts of the same essays would be signifi cantl y different within the two groups. The 
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resu lts of the two groups were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 1 levels of signi ficance usi ng a I-lest 

research procedure. The results revealed that the mean scores of the first drafts of Group I and 

2 are not sign ificant at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of signifi cance. Moreover, the final drafts of the two 

groups were compared at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of significance and the resu lts revealed that the 

mean scores of the two groups are not sign ificantly different. 

Further, a matched t-test research procedure was used to find out if the mean scores of the fi rst 

and fina l essay drafts of Group I and the first drafts and final essay drafts of Group 2 wou ld be 

significantly different. The results showed that the mean scores of the first drafts and fin al drafts 

of Group I are significantl y different at 0.05 and 0.0 I levels of signi ficance. The results also 

showed that the mean scores of the first and final drafts of Group 2 are significantl y different at 

0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance. Thus, it could be argued that the results of the essays may 

imply that teacher and peer feedback are equall y effecti ve in responding to students' wri ti ng and 

rewriting can help student writers to improve their originals significantl y. 

6.6.5 Second questionnaire for students 

A second questionnaire for students was used near the end of the study to find out, if and in what 

ways, the di fferent feedback treatments used in the main study might have influenced the ir 

attitudes towards writing in general and feedback in particular. To this effect, the results of the 

second questionnaire for students revealed that students' perceptions about writing and feedback 

changed cons iderably near the end of the study. For example, students ranked wri ti ng as the 

second most difficult ski ll (after speaking) in the first questionnaire for students. However, they 

ranked writing as the most diffi cult skill in the second questionnaire fo r students. It might be 
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argued that thi s change of perception could come after students experienced how complex and 

recurs ive wri ting was during the study. Further, a large percentage of students (50%) reported 

that they 'made a mental note' of the teacher feedback in the first questionnaire for students. In 

the second questionnaire for students, however, a large percentage of students (50%), in contrast 

to I I % in the first questionnaire for students, reported that they incorporated the teacher/peer 

comments suggested to them and improved their writing. It may be argued that near the end of 

the study the students seem to have real ized the impOitance of teacher/peer feedback much better. 

6.6.6 Conclusion 

It can be argued, as mentioned in the pilot study, that the results (questionnaires and essays) of 

the two groups seem to be similar in most cases . However, it was observed that students largely 

seem to be more comfortable with teacher feedback than peer feedback . Most of the students in 

Group 2 (peer feedback) seemed to be skeptical and uncomfortable with the ir peer comments in 

the begin ni ng of the study. It may be because as Sengupta (1998: 20) argues, " ... student writers 

take se lective account of peer comments when they revise, preferring to depend more on the ir 

own knowledge." They could be skepti cal probably because they didn 't have confidence in their 

peers' abil ity to read and provide usefu l feedback . Students' doubts may emerge, on the one hand, 

from the be lief that the teacher is the "knower" who should be resorted to for all learning. On 

the other hand, it cou ld emerge from their doubts about the ability of some of the ir peers to read 

and provide useful comments. Whichever the reason may be, the effect could undermine the role 

peer feedback migh t play in responding to students' writing. 
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However, as the study went on it was observed that they could fee l more comfortable and 

confident. The students became more comfortable probably because they came to real ize that 

the ir fe llow students could by and large read and provide re levant and useful comments. Even 

those students who provided feedback were equally skeptical and uncomfortable in the beginning 

of the study. Later on, however, they also seemed to have developed confidence and enjoyed 

discussing and providing comments (in pairs) wh ich they thought could be re levant and helpful 

to reshape the fina l drafts of their peers. The point of argument is that writing teachers should 

make a lot efforts to change th is biased view and attitude amongst student writers. Radecki and 

Swales (1988) suggest that teachers can change their students' attitude. Thus, they write, " ... 

teachers must intervene and change student attitude; one way for teachers to change their students 

is by sharing with them the research in writing" (Radecki and Swales 1988:364). 

It may be further argued that the teacher's main responsibility should be to monitor and guide the 

learners towards a conducive environment in which the learner can learn on hi s/her own and in 

col laboration with other fell ow students. As Richards ( 1990: I 14- 1 15) remarks, "The effective 

writing teacher is not one who has developed a 'method' for the teaching of writing, but one who 

can create an effective environment for learni ng, ... " This is not to undermine the role the teacher 

has in the teaching and learning process. The argument is that students can learn from each other 

and can help each other so long as they are aware and believe that th is is poss ible and it is worth 

doing. 

On the who le, thi s chapter attempted to address the results of the vari ous research tool s selected 

fo r thi s research vis-a-v is the general as well as the specific objectives of the research. 
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7.1. Conclusion 

Chapter Seven 

Conclusion and recommendations 

Th is part attempts to rev iew the methods, objectives and the main findings of this research. 

7.1.1 Introduction 

The general objective of thi s research was to compare the effectiveness of different feedback 

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

feedback methods are in fact used in writing at present (b) find out what students feel about the 

different feedback methods in writing (c) compare the effectiveness of the teacher and peer 

feedback on students' writing revisions, and (d) suggest the feedback method/s that could 

promote students' writing skil ls. 

To achieve these objectives, questionnaires, essays for students and questionnaires for writing 

teachers were used both in the pi lot and the mai n studies. The results of the pilot and the main 

studies were analyzed and di scussed in chapters five and six, respectively. However, thi s chapter 

attempts to review the methods, objectives and main findings of the research. 

7.1.2 Research methods 

Two groups of second year students were used both in the plot and the main studies of th is 

research. Group I received teacher feedback and Group 2 received peer feedback during thi s 

research. At the start of the research, the students in both groups were ori ented on the objecti ves 
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of the research and the procedures to be followed during the research so that the students coul d 

full y cooperate for the success of the research. After that, they wrote an impromptu essay. The 

main objecti ve of the impromptu essay was to find out the students' ability to communicate in 

writing. Next, the students completed the first questionnaire which was designed to find out their 

op inions about their own writing practices and preferences for forms of feedback. Then, the 

students in both groups were taught the same course (Sophomore Engli sh) by the same teacher 

for one semester ( 16 weeks). In the mean time, the students in Group 2 (peer) practi sed 

evaluating (i n pairs) three different essays written by the previous Sophomore Engli sh students 

for two weeks. The main objective of this practice was to he lp the students to acquire some 

confidence and experi ence in responding to their peers' essays in this research. 

Then, the students in both groups wrote three first and final drafts on three different topics during 

the study. Group I 's essays were read and commented on by the teacher and Group 2's essays 

were read and commented on by peers (in pairs). Then, the students in both groups received their 

first drafts with comments attached to them on separate sheets of paper. Next, they produced the 

fina l drafts using the comments suggested to them by the teacher ( Group I) and peers ( Group 

2). After that, both the first and the fina l drafts were collected and shuffled and then given to two 

raters who read (in turn) and awarded marks for the indi vidual writing components (content, 

organization , vocabulary, language use, and mechanics) as wel l as for the overall essay fo r each 

of the first and the final drafts according to the ESL composition profile evaluation procedures, 

a holi stic scoring guide adopted by Jacobs et a!. ( 1981 ). Near the end of the study , the students 

in both groups completed the second questionnaire for studen ts which was designed and 

ad ministered to find out how much the teacher/peer feedback they received during thi s study 
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influenced their attitudes towards writing in general and feedback in particular. On the other 

hand, a seventeen-item questionnaire was administered to six writing teachers in the pilot study 

and a sixteen-item questionnaire was administered to twelve writing teachers in the main study. 

The main objective of the questionnaire for teachers was to find out writing teachers' opinions 

about their students' writing and the forms of feedback they usually use in responding to their 

students' writing. The results of the various research tool s used to generate data for the pilot and 

the main studies were analyzed and summarized in chapters five and six , respectively. 

7.1.3 Practices versus preferences 

This part shows the forms of feedback usually used in writing classes (see objective 'a' above). 

The results of the questionnaires revealed that 'error identification ', 'writing comments', 

'conferencing' and 'reformulation' were the most common forms of feedback used in responding 

to students' writing. The students reported that their writing teachers mostly used 'error 

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

questionnaire for writing teachers also revealed that writing teachers usually use 'error 

identification ', 'writing comments' and 'conferencing' in descending order. This practice, however, 

seems to disagree with what students want to have. The results of the questionnaires for students 

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

identification' in descending order. The fact that there is a mismatch between what teachers do 

and what students want to have suggests that writing teachers shoul d find out their students' 

preferences for forms of feedback and why they would prefer them. Then, they need to discuss 

with their students the merits and demerits of these forms of feedback and negotiate the fo rms 

of feedback that wou ld be relevant, helpfu l and effective in their writing classes. 

199 



7.1.4 Students' perception of feedback 

This part attempts to show what students feel about the various forms of feedback used in writing 

(see objective 'b' above). The results of the questionnaires for students revealed that the majority 

of the students read all or most of the essay when they got it back and attended to all or most of 

the corrections. Further, the majority of students reported that they either made a mental note of 

the comments or incorporated the teacher/ peer comments and rewrote their essays. The majori ty 

of students also reported that the teacher/peer comments they received during the first drafts 

helped them to improve their fina l drafts. In addition, the majority of students said that the 

preliminary drafts they produced before they wrote the final drafts he lped them to revi se their 

writing. The majority of students also reported that they liked "very much" the teacher/peer 

feedback used in responding to their writing. The results, on the whole, revealed that students 

want feedback on their writing and feedhack is a useful and relevant activity in writing classes. 

7.1.5 Teacher feedback versus peer feedback 

This part shows the effectiveness of teacher feedback versus peer feedback on students' writing 

revisions (see objectives 'c' and 'd' above). The students in both groups wrote one impromptu 

essay and three other essays during this study. The main objective of these essays was to find out 

if there would be any significant difference between the writing performance of the two groups 

by using teacher feedback versus peer feedback in responding to their writing. To thi s end, 

teacher feedback was used to respond to Group I's writing and peer feedback was used to 

respond to Group 2's writing. A t-test research procedure was used to find out if there was any 

significant difference between the mean scores of the two groups for the impromptu essay and 

the first and fi nal drafts of the three other essays they produced during thi s study. The results of 
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the essays show that there was no s ignificant difference between the mean scores of the 

impromptu essay and the fi rst drafts of the three other essays of the two groups. Further, the 

results show that there was no significant difference between the mean scores of the final drafts 

of the three other essays of the two groups. 

On the other hand, a matched I-lest research procedure was used to fi nd out if there was any 

significant difference between the mean scores of the first and the final drafts of the three essays 

within the groups. The results show that there was significant difference between the mean scores 

of the fi rst and final drafts of the two groups for all the three essays. Moreover, the essay resu lts 

show that the students by and large improved the individual writing components (content , 

organi zation , language use, vocabulary and mechanics) as they rewrote thei r essays. 

Thus, it can be argued that the results of the essays may have these impl ications: First, 

irrespective of the type of feedback (teacher versus peer) used in responding to students' writing, 

there was no significant difference between the writing performance of the two independent 

groups. This may suggest that teacher and peer feedback are equall y effective. Hence, peer 

evaluation feedback can be used along with the more common and traditional teacher feedback 

in responding to students' writing. Second, students' writing improved signifi cantl y when they 

rewrote the ori ginal s. This may imply that rewriting improves students' writing significantl y. 

7.2. Recommendations 

Based on the main fi ndings of thi s research , the followin g recommendations are proposed. 
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7.2.1 Introduction 

The central and relevant question worth raising at thi s juncture is: How can the findin gs of thi s 

research be incorporated into the teaching of writing in the Ethiopian context? As Hughey et al. 

(1983: 53) remark, in order for students to successfu ll y develop their writing abilities, they need 

to know how they are progress ing. As part of their strategies of organizing and structuring 

information about the second/foreign language, students learn from their successes and mistakes. 

They, then , require frequent and selective assessments from their teachers. Teachers need to 

provide their students with objective, straightforward and precise comments about their writing. 

The teacher comments should be channelled towards building upon student success. Helping 

students to see what they have done well enables them to try to repeat successes in future pieces 

of writing. Moreover, errors in students' writing should be treated as a means to di scover the 

inconsistencies in their learning strategies. In other words, we need to look at the pattern of errors 

and provide students with tool s to correct the pattern rather than merely point out the errors that 

might appear on a page. Students can deal with on ly a limited number of items at a time, teachers 

should encourage them to deal first with those that seem to be most fundamental (meaning and 

organization), leaving others (grammar, vocabu lary and mechanics) for success ive drafts. As 

Jordan ( 1997: 173) writes , "". not al l errors are cued. The emphasis should be on errors that 

interfere with communication and those that recur frequently ." 

Further, it may be argued that teachers should not be the on ly source of feedback for the student 

writer. Peer-provided feedback (as used in thi s research) and self-prov ided feedback, whereby 

students are given a means to measure their own performance on a particular assignment could 

be beneficia l sources of feedback for the student writer (Hughey et al. 1983: 53). The idea of 
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giv ing students an opportun ity to evaluate their peers' texts is a useful and stimulating exercise 

fo r students. A number of researchers (Edge 1989, Dheram 1995 , Ferris 1995, Sengupta 1998) 

suggest that peer correction could have a number of pedagogical values: First, it woul d help the 

students to understand a reader's perspective because someone other than the writer would read 

the text. Second , it would enable students to become independent writers invok ing the authori ty 

of personal experience as 'potential readers'. Th ird, it would enable the teachers and the 

researcher to examine whether the strategies taught in order to develop writing and revising skills 

had actuall y been learnt. FOUJ1h , it reduces students' dependency on the teacher. Besides, students 

will be more able to successfull y accompli sh their goals if they have a writing context. In other 

words , students need to know: (a) what they are writing about (b) who they are writing to and (c) 

why they are writing (Pincas 1982, Widdowson 1983, Rai mes 1983c, Hughey et al. 1983, Hedge 

1988). It can be argued that these basic principles of writing are vitally important for effecti ve 

writing. 

7.2.2 Nature of writing 

It seems important that writing teachers and students be aware of the nature of wri ting, i.e. 

wri ting is a hi ghl y recursive, complex and multi-faceted acti vity (Chimombo 1986, Blanton 

1987, Richards 1990, Raimes 199 1, McDonough 1995, Tribble 1996). This may suggest that 

writi ng entail s a lot of time and perseverance on the pat1 of the student writers before they master 

and use it effectively. As Sommers (1980: 384) writes, "Writing deve lops like as seed, not a 

line." Or as Zamel ( 1985:79) notes, "writing involves producing a text that evo lves over time." 

It looks imperative that student writers should be given the opportunity to wri te and rewrite until 

they have full y communicated some intended message in the ir minds or as Brannon and 
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Knoblauch (1982: 162) say, unti I the discrepancies between intention and effect are eliminated. 

To thi s effect, the researcher wou ld like to suggest that writing teachers help their students to 

realize the nature of writing before students embark on writing at any level. 

7.2.3 Integration of skills 

It seems imperative to note that one language skill enhances the development of another language 

skill. As Rivers (1981:309) remarks, "Writing is most efficiently acqu ired when practice in 

writing parall els practice in the other skills." For example, students can read a text and then use 

the information of the text to write about a related topic. The same can be said about integrating 

li stening and writi ng or speaking and writing. Student may listen to a text and then write the 

summary in their own Engli sh. Students may discuss a certain topic in class and then write a 

report which they may give to their teacher or peers for comments. As Byrne (1981: 108) remarks , 

"The process of integrating language skills invol ves linking them together in such a way that 

what has been learnt and practised through the exercise of one ski II is reinforced and perh aps 

extended through fUl1her language activities which bring one or more of the other sk ill s in use." 

Therefore, the researcher woul d suggest that writing teachers reali ze that one language sk ill 

promotes the development of another language ski ll and integrate language ski ll s in their classes. 

7.2.4 Area of focus 

The other important point worth suggesting is that writing teachers shou ld focus on meani ng 

(content and organi zation) when responding to students' firs t drafts and the other components 

(vocabu lary, grammar and mechanics) can be dealt with in the successive drafts. This is so 

because certain concerns (content, organization) are more important than others (grammar, lex is, 
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mechanics) in producing preliminary drafts. As Zamel ( 1982:205) notes, student writers need to 

be taught that si nce writers do not produce perfect essays in one sitting, certain features of 

compos ing (content and organization) should be focu sed upon before others. Zamel further 

argues that attending to the writing components step by step may keep students from exercising 

a cogniti ve overload, a situation which results when too many factors, concerns, or problems are 

bei ng attended to simultaneously (ibid.). Similarly, Dheram (1995: 166- 167) argues that it is 

important to give feedback on content before focusi ng on language use to help students to 

appreciate the communicati ve function of writing and avoid making rev isions to the text at 

surface instead of a global level. It is beli eved that thi s systematic way of approaching writi ng 

would enable the student writers to write more purposively and clearl y. 

7.2.5 Teacher feedback 

It may be argued that students want feedback on their wri ting and feedback is a useful and 

relevant acti vi ty in writing classes. The results of the questionnaires revealed that students want 

teacher feedbac k on their writing. Students further reported that the teacher comments helped 

them to improve their writing. The resu lts suggest that there does not seem to be a question of 

whether teacher feedback is useful. The question worth rais ing wou ld be: When should teacher 

feedback be provided? To this end , it is highly recommended that the teacher intervene as the 

students are wri ting and revi sing because the final product shows improvement over the 

preliminary drafts (Sommers 1982, Brannon and Knoblauch 1982, Leki 1990, Reid 1994, 

Frankenberg-Garcia 1999). 
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7.2.6 Peer feedback 

[t seems that writing teachers give little importance to peer feedbac k in their writing classes. It 

was reported in the results of the questionnaires that teachers large ly use peer feedback 

·sometimes·. However, most of the students reported that they liked peer feedback "very much ". 

[t seems there is a mismatch between what the teachers do and what the students want. Different 

researchers (Non·ish 1983, Edge 1989, Ferris 1995, Dheram 1995 , Sengupta 1998) report that 

peer feedback has a number of advantages : First, it can ease the heavy burden of reading and 

marking students' papers in large classes. Second, it encourages communication between 

students. Third , it helps students to read and see how their fellow students compose on different 

topics . Fourth , it enables students to assess their own writing performance in comparison with 

their fellow students' writing. Moreover, it was found out during th is study that teacher and peer 

feedhack were equally effective in improving students' writing. Thus, it may be argued that peer 

feedback is useful and effective and can be used along with teacher feedback in responding to 

students' writing. 

7.2.7 Implications for teaching writing 

It is important that language teachers in general and writi ng teachers in particul ar believe that 

writing is a skill worth learning and practising in our day-to-day life. To thi s effect, Raimes 

(1991: 415) notes, " ... , while students need to learn how to pass exams, they also need to perceive 

writing as a tool for learning, a tool that can be usefu l to them th roughout the ir profess ional and 

personal li ves."This is important because our atti tude towards writing can either promote our 

learning and teaching of writing or undermine our efforts . Rivers ( 1981 :308) also be li eves that 

writing is a sk ill which must be taught and practised. The researcher shares thi s view and the 
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impetus to do this research largely emerged from the researcher's finn belief that writing is a skill 

worth learning and practising at any leve l. It is felt the resul ts of thi s research might contri bute 

to the overall endeavour being made to promote the learning and teaching of writing in Eth iopia 

in general and Addis Ababa Uni versity in particular. 

The results of thi s research revealed that teacher and peer feedback are equall y effective in 

improving students' writing. Thus, these resul ts may help the writing teachers to use peer 

feedback along with the more common and traditional teacher feedback in their writing classes. 

Further, the resul ts revealed that students' writing seem to improve significantl y when they 

rewrite their ori ginals. This may suggest that the practi ce of rewriting is vitall y important to 

fos ter improvement in writing classes. As Zamel (1 983: 178) notes, "The first draft is fo r getting 

the ideas down. The second draft is fo r finding the way to say it the way T want. " Therefore, the 

researcher wou ld li ke to suggest that writing teachers use both teacher and peer feedback side by 

side in thei r writing classes. Moreover, writing teachers should encourage thei r students to write 

and rewrite the texts (paragraphs, essays, term papers, etc .) in their wri ting classes before the 

fin al product is made available for evaluation/marking. 

7.2.8 Further research 

The resu lts of th is research may help writing teachers to realize that both teacher and peer 

feedback are useful and they can be used side by side in writing cl asses . However, the fact that 

thi s research used a small sample of two groups of students in the Addis Ababa University might 

have its own bearing on the generalizabili ty of the resu lts of th is research. This, therefore, call s 

for further research at school, college and uni versity levels to reinforce and enrich the findi ngs 
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of the present study or otherwise. Further, the researcher would like to suggest that future 

research cons ider: (a) a comparison of the effectiveness of peer feedback versus self-feedback 

on students' writing revi sions, and (b) students' self-rating in writing skill s vis-a-v is their actual 

writing performance. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: First questionnaire for students and the results (p il ot) 

Read the fo llowi ng items carefull y and prov ide the correct in formation accordingly. 

A. Identification 

I . Code No.: ______ _ 

2. Group: ________ _ 

B. Questions on feedback and writing 

Please think of the last essay/s that your teacher corrected and returned to you. You wi II be 

asked questions about what you did with thi s feedback fro m your teacher. Please answer as 

honestly as you can. In questions where multiple choices are given, circ le the letter of your 

choice and where Yes or No is given, tick one of them. 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got it back? 

all of it most of it some of it none of it 

4 9 6 1 

2. How many of the teacher corrections did you give thoughtful attention to? 

all of them most of them some of them few of them 

2 12 4 2 
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3. To what extent did these teacher comments deal with: 

a lot some little none 

organi zati on 7 7 6 -

content 5 7 6 2 

language use 10 6 4 -

vocabulary I 10 7 2 

mechanics 4 5 10 I 

4. If you attended to your teacher comments, how much attention did you give to items 

involvin g: 

a lot some little none 

organization 6 10 4 -

content 7 9 4 -

language use 10 8 2 -

vocabu lary 6 10 4 -

mechanics 3 6 II -

5. Rank the fol lowing writing components according to their degree of importance in teacher 

feedback . ( I = most important) 

rank organ ization content lang . use vocabulary mechanics 

I 4 7 9 0 I 

2 6 3 3 3 4 

3 3 4 3 3 5 

4 2 5 5 9 I 

5 5 I 0 5 9 
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6. Rank the fo llowing writing components according to the ir degree of difficu lty for you. 

(I = most difficult) 

rank organizati on content lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

I 8 3 I 2 6 

2 4 5 3 3 4 

3 3 0 5 8 5 

4 3 7 3 4 3 

5 2 5 8 3 2 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher comments. 

• 50% made a mental note of the comments 

• 25 % wrote down po ints to consider for rev ision or for future use 

• 10% rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• 10% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 

• 5% did nothing. 

8. Were there any teacher comments that you did not understand? If so, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

- 10 10 

• No examples were given. 

9. Did your teacher use peer feedback in hi s/her writing c lasses? 
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Yes No 

II 9 

10. If yes, how did you like it? (5 = very much ; I = very little) 

II . D id you produce preliminary drafts before you wrote the fi nal drafts? 

Yes No 

14 6 

12. If yes, how many? 

one two 

10 4 

13. Which of the feedback form/s was/were usually used by your teacher? 

error identification writing comments conferenc ing reformulation 

13 6 I 0 

14. If more than one feedback form had been used in No. 13 , which one/s wou ld you have 

preferred and why? 

error identi fication writing comments conferencing reformulation no response 

4 9 6 5 2 

The following main reasons were given for thei r preferen ces: 

• he lps me to know my errors 
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• helps me to identify my errors 

• helps me to improve my writing 

• face to face discuss ion with my teacher helps me to know my errors 

• can discuss my problem areas with the teacher 

IS.Were any of your teacher comments pos itive? If so, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

16 2 2 

The fo llowi ng positive comments were given as examples : 

• Good ! 

• Good handwriting! 

• Excell ent r 

• Very Good! 

• Keep it up! 

16. Were there any negati ve comments made by your teacher? If so, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

S 10 S 

The fo llowing negative comments were given as examples: 

• Your paragraphs are not well developed/organized ! 

• Your handwri ting is not readable! 

• Your ideas are not related to the topic of the essay! 
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• Your ideas are not clear! 

17 . Did you fee l that your teacher comments helped you to improve your composition writing 

skill s and why (not)? 

Yes No no response 

17 2 I 

The followin g were put forward as reasons for the improvement : 

• I did not make similar mistakes in my subsequent essays 

• The comments helped me to improve my essay 

• The comments helped me to know my problem areas 

18. Rank the fo ll owing language sk ill s according to their level of difficu lty for you as a 

student. ( I = most difficult) 

rank speakin g listening reading writi ng 

I \I 2 - 7 

2 7 I - 10 

3 I 13 5 3 

4 I 4 15 -

19. Rank the fo llowing language ski lls according to thei r degree of importance for E nglish 

learners in Ethiopia. ( I = most important) 
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rank speakin g li stening reading writing 

I II 2 2 5 

2 6 4 3 7 

3 I 7 5 7 

4 2 7 10 I 

20. How wou ld you rate your skill s in writing compositions? 

excellent good fa ir poor 

2 9 7 
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Appendix B: First questionnaire for students and results (main ) 

I . How much of the essay did you read when you got it back? 

a ll of it most of it some of it none of it 

7 10 8 1 

2. How many of the teacher corrections did you give thoughtful attention to? 

a ll of them most of them some of them few of them none 

5 12 7 2 -

3. To what extent did these teacher comments deal with : 

a lot some li ttle none 

organization 10 9 7 -

content 6 II 8 I 

language use 12 9 5 -

vocabu lary 2 II 9 4 

mechanics 5 10 7 4 

4. If you attended to your teacher comments, how much attention d id you give to items 

involving: 

a lot some littl e none 

organi zation 10 12 4 -

content 12 12 2 -

language use 14 10 2 -

vocabulary 6 15 5 -

mechan ics 4 8 14 -
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5. Rank the fo ll owing wri t ing components accord ing to their degree of importance in teacher 

feedback. e I = most importan t) 

rank organi zati on content lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

I 5 12 9 0 I 

2 10 5 3 5 5 

3 4 3 7 4 6 

4 2 5 6 10 2 

5 5 I I 7 12 

6. Rank the fo llowing writing components according to their degree of di ffi cul ty for you. 

e I = most difficult) 

rank organ ization content lang. use vocabul ary mechanics 

I 10 5 2 3 8 

2 5 6 5 5 5 

3 4 I 6 9 6 

4 4 8 4 5 4 

5 3 6 9 4 3 

7. Please indicate what you di d when you went over the teacher comments : 

• 50% made a mental note of the comments 

• 23% w rote down the po ints to consider fo r revision or for future use 

• I I % rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• I I % referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 

• 4 % did nothing 

233 



8. Did your teacher use peer feedback in his/her wri ting cl asses? 

Yes No 

19 7 

9. If yes, how did you li ke peer feedback? (5 = very much; I = very li tt le) 

10. D id you produce pre liminary drafts befo re you wrote the fin al draft ? 

Yes No 

IS II 

I I. If yes, how many? 

one two 

12 3 

12 Which of the feedback form/s was/were usuall y used by your teacher? 

error identifi cation writing comments conferencing reformulation 

16 12 2 0 

13. If more than one feedback form had been used in No. 12, which one/s would you have 

preferred and why? 

error identi fication writing comments conferencing no response 

4 14 5 3 
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The following main reasons were given for their preferences: 

• help me to know my problems 

• helps me to identify my e rrors 

• helps me to improve my essays 

• face to face discussion with my teacher enables me to know my problems more 

14. Were any of your teacher comments positive? If so, give an example. 

Yes l'io 

6 20 

Examples: 

• Good ideas! 

• Clear ideas! 

• Good handwriting! 

• Your pars. are well organized l 

• Your conclusion is good! 

15 . Were there any comments made by your teacher that were negative? If so, give an 

example. 

Yes No 

10 16 

Examples: 

• The main idea of your essay is not c lear l 
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• Your handwriting is not readable! 

• Your pars. are not coherent! 

• Some of your ideas are not re lated to the top ic ! 

16. Did you feel that you r teacher comments helped you to improve you r composition writing 

sk ill s and why (not)? 

Yes No no response 

22 3 I 

These reasons were given for the improvement: 

• The comments showed me my problem areas 

• The comments helped me to improve my essays 

• The comments enabled me not to repeat my prev ious errors 

17. Rank the fo llowi ng language sk ill s according to their level of difficu lty for you as a 

student. ( I = most difficult) 

rank speaking li stening reading wri ting 

I 14 3 I 10 

2 8 3 3 I I 

3 2 15 6 3 

4 2 5 16 2 

18. How would you rate your skill s in writing compositions? 

exce ll ent good fair poor 

0 17 8 I 
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Appendix C: Questionnaire for writing teachers (pilot) 

A. Background information 

Please provide the correct information in each of the fo llowing questions. In questi ons 1-3, 

below, please underline the correct information. 

I. Qualification: 

B.A M.A Ph.D 

6 

2. Academic rank: 

ass!. lecturer lecturer ass!. prof. and above 

- 5 I 

3. Teaching experience: 

10 years and above 5-9 years 0-4 years 

4 2 -

B. Questions on feedback and student writing 

Please think of the last essay/s you corrected and returned to your students. You wi ll be asked 

about what you did with the essay/s from your students. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

In questions where multiple choices are given, circle the letter of your choice and where Yes or 

No is given, please tick one of them. 
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I. W hich of the following writing courses have you taught? (Tick the correct one/s) 

Sophomore Engli sh Intermediate Engl ish I and II Ad vanced compos ition I and II 

6 I -

2. The writing course/s I have taught has/ have helped my students improve their compos ition 

writing skill s. 

I strongly agree I agree I strongly di sagree I agree I am not sure 

1 5 - - -

3. Rank the following language skill s accordi ng to their level of diffi culty for your students. 

(I = most difficult) 

rank speaking li sten ing readi ng writing 

I 5 - - I 

2 I - - 5 

3 - 4 2 -

4 - 2 4 -

• The rank in descending order: speaking, writing, li stening and reading 

4. Rank the four language skills according to their degree of importance for Engli sh learners 

in Ethiopia. (I = most important) 

rank speaking li steni ng reading writing 

I 3 - - I 

2 I - - 3 

3 - I 3 -

4 - 3 1 -
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• The rank in descending order: speaking, writing, reading and li stening 

5. What form/s of feedback did you use to respond to your students' writing? Tick the relevant 

one/so 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation 

6 6 2 -

6. Can you give any reason/s why you have used the form/s of feedback you have indicated in 

No.5? 

Reasons: 

• The comments help the students to identify their errors 

• The comments help the students to improve their writing 

• The students can see their problem areas 

• The studen ts can di scuss their problems with the teacher 

7. Were there any of your comments that the students did not understand? 

Yes No 

6 

8. If yes , give an example. 

• No examples were given 
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9. Whi le you were reading/ evaluating students' writing, what was you r main focus on and 

why? 

content organization lang. use 

2+4 2+4 4 

• 2/6 said content and organi zation 

• 4/6 said all components 

Reason: 

• All components are equall y useful 

vocabulary mechanics 

4 4 

10. Rank the following writing components according to their degree of difficu lty for your 

students. ( I = most difficult) 

rank content organization lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

I 1 4 I - -

2 3 2 1 - -

3 2 - 2 I I 

4 - - 1 4 I 

5 - - 1 1 4 

• The rank in descending order: organi zation, content, language use, vocabul ary and 

mechanics 

11 . Which one did you use in your response to students' writing? 

praIse criticism both 

- - 6 
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12. Did your students write preliminary drafts before they wrote the final draft? 

Yes No 

4 2 

13. If yes, when did you intervene in students' writing? 

during the first draft during the final draft 

4 2 

14. Did you use peer feedback in your writing class? 

Yes No 

5 

15. If yes, how freq uently? 

always often sometimes seldom 

- I 4 -

16. How much did your students like peer feedback? (5 = very much; I = very littl e) 

5 4 3 2 

4 2 

17. In your opinion, was the writing performance of your students 'satisfactory' fo r their level? 

Yes No 

5 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire for writing teachers (main) 

A Background information 

I. Qualification: 

I Ph.~ I M.A II 

2. Academic rank : 

assistant professors lecturers 

2 10 

3. Teaching experience: 

10 years and above 5-9 years 1-4 years 

8 3 I 

B. Questions on feedback and writing 

1. Which of the following writi ng course/s have you taught? 

Sophomore English Intermediate English I and II Advanced composition I and II 

12 I 0 

2. The writing course/s I have taught has/have helped my students to improve their 

composition writing skills. 

I strongly agree I agree I am not sure 

I 10 I 
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3. Rank the fo ll owing language skills accordi ng to the ir level of difficulty for your students. 

(I = most difficult) 

rank speaking li stening reading writing 

I 9 0 0 3 

2 3 I 1 7 

3 0 10 1 I 

4 0 I 10 I 

4. Which form of feedback did you use to respond to your students' writing? 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformu lation 

12 10 4 0 

5. Can you give reasons for using the forms of feedback you have indicated in No.4? 

The fo ll owing reasons were given for using these three forms of feedback: 

• Error identification he lps students to correct their own writi ng. 

• Writing comments helps students to be aware of their errors and to im prove their 

compos itions. 

• Conjerencing gives the students the chance to talk with their teachers and to explai n to their 

teachers why they wrote their composition in the way they did. 

6. Were there any of your comments that the students did not understand? 

Yes No no response 

4 6 2 
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7. If yes, can you give an example? 

• No examples were given. 

8. While you were reading students' writing, what was your main focus on and why? 

content organization lang. use 

5+7 5+7 7 

• 5112 said content and organization 

• 7112 said all components 

Reasons: 

vocabulary mechanics 

7 7 

• Those who said content and organization gave no reason/s 

• Those who said all of the components said because they are equall y important. 

9. Rank the follow ing writing components according to their level of difficul ty for your 

students. ( I = most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

1 8 4 0 0 0 

2 3 6 4 2 0 

3 1 2 4 5 0 

4 0 0 4 3 5 

5 0 0 0 2 7 

10. Which one did you use in responding to students' writing? 
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praIse criticism both no response 

2 I 8 I 

I I. Did your students write preliminary drafts before they wrote the final draft? 

Yes No I am not sure no response 

9 0 I 2 

12. If yes, when did you intervene in students ' writing? 

first draft final draft no response 

8 I -

13. Did you use peer evaluation feedback in your writing classes? 

Yes No no response 

10 I I 

14. If yes, how frequently? 

often sometimes no response 

2 8 -

15. How much did your students like peer feedback? (5 = very much; I = very littl e) 

5 no response 

2 

16. In your opinion, was the writing performance of your students 'sati sfactory' for their level? 
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Yes No no response 

8 3 I 
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Appendix E: Second questionnaire for students and results (pilot) 

Read the following items carefu ll y and provide the correct information accordingly. 

A. Identification 

I. Code: _____ _ 

2. Group: _____ _ 

B. Qu.estions on feedback and writing 

Please think of the last essay/s that you r teacher/ peer corrected and returned to you. You wi ll be 

asked questions about what you did with this feedback from your teacher/ peer. Please answer 

as honestly as you can. In questions where multiple choices are given, choose the one you think 

is correct and where Yes or No is gi ven, say yes or no. 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got it back? 

all of it most of it some of it none of it 

13 3 4 -

2. How many of the teacher/peer corrections did you give thoughtful attention to? 

all of them most of them some of them few of them none 

4 11 5 - -
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3. To what extent d id these comments deal with: 

a lot some little none 

organization 7 6 5 2 

content 8 5 7 -

language use 4 8 6 2 

vocabulary 2 7 8 3 

mechanics 3 10 5 2 

4. If you attended to your teacher/peer comments, how much attention d id you give to items 

involving: 

a lot some little none 

organi zation 13 5 I I 

content 15 4 1 -

language use 6 9 2 3 

vocabulary 4 8 4 4 

mechanics 6 7 3 4 

5. Rank the fo llowing writing components according to their degree of importance in 

feedback. ( 1 = most important) 

rank organ ization content lang . use vocabulary mechanics 

I 6 12 2 I I 

2 10 4 4 I 2 

3 2 3 10 2 2 

4 2 1 I 7 8 

5 0 0 3 9 7 
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6. Rank the following writing components according to their level of difficulty fo r you. ( I = 

most difficult) 

rank organization content lang. use vocabu lary mechanics 

I 9 5 I 1 4 

2 7 5 4 2 2 

3 2 8 4 1 5 

4 I 2 3 \I 3 

5 I 0 8 5 6 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher/peer comments: 

• 20% made a mental note of the feedback 

• 5% wrote down points to consider for rev ision or for future use 

• 70% rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• 5% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay 

8. Were there any teacher/ peer comments that you did not understand? If so, give an 

example. 

Yes No no response 

2 14 4 

• No examples were given. 

9. How did you like the teacher/ peer feedback you received during th is semester? (5 = very 

much; I = very little) 
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5 

14 

10. D id you benefit fro m the preliminary drafts that you produced before the final draft? 

Yes No 

18 2 

II . Which of the feedback form/s was /were usually used by your teacher/peers? 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation no response 

0 18 0 0 2 

12. Which one/s would you have preferred and why? 

error identifi cation writi ng comments conferencing reformulati on 

3 14 2 I 

The follow ing were given as reasons for their preferences: 

• To understand my errors 

• To see my errors 

• To know my errors and correct them 

• To improve my writing 

• To discuss my errors with my teacher 

• To compare my essay with the version improved by the teacher 

• To identify my errors 
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13, Were any of your teacher/ peer comments positive? If so, give an example, 

Yes No no response 

16 2 2 

The fol lowing examples were given: 

• Good introduction' 

• Good ideas' 

• Clear central idea' 

• Clear ideas' 

14, Were there any comments made by your teacher/peers that were negative? If so, give an 

example, 

Yes No no response 

12 4 4 

The fo llowing were given as examples: 

• Not well argued ' 

• Poor handwriting! 

• Poor paragraphing! 

• Your essay is not related to the topic' 

15, Did you feel that the teacher/peer comments he lped you to improve your composition 

writing skill s? 
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Yes No no response 

18 I 1 

The onl y reason suggested was: 

• I could see my errors . 

16. Rank the following language skill s according to their level of difficul ty for you as a 

student. (1 = most difficult) 

rank speaking li stening read ing writing 

I 6 3 0 13 

2 8 1 I 3 

3 6 10 6 3 

4 0 6 13 I 

17. Rank the fo llowing language skill s according to their degree of importance for you. 

(I = most important) 

rank speaking li stening reading writing 

I 7 2 I 10 

2 7 4 4 5 

3 3 10 4 3 

4 3 4 II 2 

18. How wou ld you rate your skill s in writing compositions? 
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exce ll ent good fair poor no response 

0 15 4 0 I 
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Appendix F: Second questionnaire for students and results (main) 

I. How much of the essay did you read when you got it back? 

all of it most of it some of it none 

IS 5 6 -

2. How many of the teacher/peer corrections did you give thoughtful attention to? 

all of them most of them some of them none 

6 13 7 -

3. To what extent did these comments deal with : 

a lot some little none 

organization 9 13 3 I 

content 8 12 6 -

lang. use 4 IS 6 I 

vocabu lary 2 10 10 4 

mechanics 5 14 4 3 

4. If you attended to your teacher/peer comments, how much attention did you give to items 

involving: 

a lot some little none 

organi zation 14 6 4 2 

content 16 4 6 -

lang. use 8 14 2 2 

vocabulary 5 7 5 9 

mechanics 7 7 6 6 

254 



5. Rank the followrit ing components according to their degree of importance in feedback. 

(I = most important) 

rank organ ization content lang. use vocabulary mechanics 

I 8 10 6 0 2 

2 11 9 5 5 4 

3 4 3 11 5 5 

4 0 4 3 14 3 

5 3 0 I 2 12 

6 . Rank the fol lowing writing components according to their degree of difficulty for you. 

(I = most difficu lt) 

rank organization content lang. use vocabu lary mechanics 

1 15 10 6 3 6 

2 8 6 8 5 3 

3 1 7 10 3 8 

4 2 3 0 10 I 

5 0 0 2 5 8 

7. Please indicate what you did when you went over the teacher/ peer comment. 

• 41 % made a mental note of the comments 

• 4 % wrote down points to consider for revision or for future use 

• 50% rewrote the essay incorporating the comments 

• 4% referred to other papers and rewrote the essay. 
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8. How did you like teacher/peer feedback? (5 = very much; I = very li ttle) 

o 

9. Did you benefit from the preli mi nary drafts that you wrote before the fin al draft? 

Yes No no response 

22 3 I 

10. Which of the feedback formls was/were usually used by your teacher/peers? 

error identification writing comments conferencing reformulation no response 

0 25 0 0 I 

I I. Which one/s would you have preferred and why? 

error identificati on writing comments conferencing reformulation 

4 18 3 I 

Reasons: 

• The comments helped me to improve my essays 

• The comments showed me my problem areas 

• The comments showed my weak points in writi ng 

12. Were any of your teacher/ peer comments positive? If so, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

24 0 2 
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These were examples given for pos itive comments: 

• Good introduction I 

• Clear ideas! 

• Your main idea is well-developed! 

13. Were there any negative teacher/peer comments? If so, give an example. 

Yes No no response 

8 16 2 

Examples: 

• Poor paragraphing! 

• Some ideas are not related to the topic! 

• Your pars. are not well developed ! 

• Poor handwriting ! 

14. Did you fee l that your teacher/peer comments helped you to improve your composition 

writing skill s and why? 

Yes No no response 

23 I 2 

Reasons: 

• I could see my errors. 

• I corrected my errors in the final drafts . 

• I learnt from my mistakes. 
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15. Rank the fo llowing language skill s according to thei r level of di fficu lty for you as a 

student.( I = most difficu lt) 

rank speaking li stening reading writing 

I 12 0 2 15 

2 I I 4 6 8 

3 3 16 8 I 

4 0 6 10 2 

16. How would you rate your skill s in writing compositions? 

excell ent good fair poor no response 

0 2 1 4 0 I 

Sources: Adaptedfrom Cohen (1987) and Ferris (1995) 
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Appendix G: Teacher/peer comments (pilot) 

The following is a complete li st of the teacher/peer comments provided to students in both 

groups (Group I and Group 2) during the pi lot study. S stands for the student writer. The teacher 

comments on the three essays were provided first and then the peer comments on the three essays 

were provided. 

• Teacher comments (Group 1) 

Essay 1 

SI 

I. You have raised good points in your essay. That is good! 

2. There are some errors in tenses (e.g. 2"d par. 1 st sentence) . Read your essay again and correct 

your sentences. 

3. The expression" I acquainted with her" (4'h paL) is not clear to the reader. So, you need to 

revise it. 

4. Your 5'h par. does not have a clear main idea. Think about the main idea you want to develop 

in thi s paragraph and write it clearl y in the fina l draft. 

S2 

I . Your first par. doesn't clearly show the main idea of you want to develop. 

2. These words which begin sentences in your essay should be capitali zed (e.g. 'si nce' in par. I , 

'then' in par.2, 'as' in par.3, etc. ). 

3. The last sentence of your par. I is not quite clear. 

4. The phrase "the new man ... bodily" (par.3) is not c1 eaL 

5. It is difficult to see what you wanted to say in the last par. of your essay. 
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S3 

I. The person whom you want to write about is not clearly specified in the introduction. So, you 

need to clearly identify the person you want to write about in the introduction before you write 

other pars. 

2. Some words are mis-spelt in your essay (e.g. kindes, forgete, memoreable, etc.). You need to 

check and correct them in the fi nal draft. 

3. There are errors in verb forms (e .g. 'have concerned' in par. I, 'has born' in par.2 , etc.). You 

should check and use the correct forms in the fina l draft. 

4. The last sentence of par.3 needs a revi sion because it is not clear as it is now. 

5. It is not clear what main idea you wanted to develop in your last par. 

S4 

1. Your introduction is not very clear as it is now. It does not clearly show the di rection of your 

essay. 

2. The expression "as a good luck for me" (par. I) is not c lear. Think about what you wanted to 

say and revise it. 

3. The phrase ".,. tough but rather thin" (par. 2) also needs a rev ision . It is not qu ite clear. 

S5 

1. You have good points to make in yoU!' essay. Well done! 

2. Some express ions (e.g. 'easy temper' in par.3, 'it is accustomed students' in parA, etc.) are 

not clear. 

3. Your conclusion seems to be incomplete. It needs further development so that the reader can 

clearly see what you wanted to say. 

260 



• Teacher comments ( contd.) 

Essay 2 

51 

I. Most paragraphs of your essay are not full y developed as they are now. So, you need to 

develop each par. adequately by adding more relevant points . 

2. Your essay lacks a conclusion. Think of points that can help you to sum up the essay and write 

a clear conclusion. 

3. The phrase B • •• can be get rid of ... " (last par.) is not quite clear. It needs a revision. 

52 

1. You seem to discuss more than one idea in a par. You should discuss one main idea in each 

par. and then move on to the next par. 

2. The introduction and conclusion of your essay are not very much related to your topic of your 

essay as they are now. You need to write an introduction and a conc lusion which are relevant 

to the topic of your essay. 

3. Capitali ze words which begin new sentences in your writing. 

53 

1. Your essay is not well developed as it is now. Each par. needs to be developed further so that 

the reader can see what the whole essay is about. 

2. Your essay seems to lack a clear organization as it is now. You need to show clearl y the 

beginning, development and end of your essay. 

3. Your handwriting makes it hard to read and understand what you wanted to say. You need to 

write legibly. 
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4. Subject- verb- agreement seems to be a problem in your writing (e.g. 'she do' in par.2, 'the 

husband take' in par. 3, etc.). 

S. The phrase "" . little works "." (par.3) is not clear . 

54 

I. You have rai sed good points in your essay. Good ' 

2. Your introduction does not seem to clearly show to the reader the direction of your essay. 

3. Your conclus ion is incomplete as it is now. It needs flllther development so that it can sum up 

what you have said in the preceding pars. 

55 

I.Your essay needs further development because it looks too short as it is now. Each par. needs 

to be developed further so that the reader can see the main ideas of the essay. 

2 . Your essay also lacks a clear organization. Your essay does not show to the reader the 

beginning, deve lopment and conclusion of the essay. 

3. Subject-verb-agreement is another problem area in your essay (e.g. 'children of above eighteen 

years seems to have'". , etc .). 

• Teacher comments (contd.) 

Essay 3 

51 

J. Your introduction is clear. That's good ! 

2. Your conclusion is incomplete. It needs furthe r development. 

52 

J. Your introduction does not clearly show the di rection of your essay. 
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2. You need to have one main idea in each par. and then develop that main idea into a clear and 

complete par. 

3. Your 3'd par. is not quite clear as it is now. It needs a revision. 

4. Your conclusion is incomplete. It needs further development so that the reader can see what 

you actually want to say. 

S3 

I. Your in troduction is clear. That is nice' 

2. Pars. 2, 3, and 4 deal with simi lar ideas. Each of them should deal with a separate idea. 

3. Some words are look strange and difficult to understand. So, check their spell ings (e .g. 

mimorab le, summerize, etc.). 

4. Your conclusion needs further development so that the reader can see what you want to say. 

S4 

I. You have rai sed goods points in you r essay. That is fine! 

2. The major problem of your essay seems to be that your ideas are not wel l developed into 

complete pars. 

3. You tend to write long sentences only. This has caused difficulty to read and understand you r 

ideas. So, you need to vary your sen tences by using both short and long sentences. 

4. Your essay lacks a clear beginning, development and conclusion. This makes it difficult to see 

the progress of your essay and follow what you wanted to say. 

S5 

I . Your introduction does not seem to show the reader the direction of your essay. 

2. The main idea of your 2nd par. is not quite clear as it is now. 
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3. Your conclusion is too short as it is now. So, you need to develop it further so that the reader 

can clearl y see what you wanted to say. 

• Peer Comments (Group 2) 

Essay 1 

S6 

I. You seem to include events not related to the main topic (most memorable person). 

2. Your ideas lack coherence. 

3. There are some grammatical errors ( e.g. par. I sentence 2) 

S7 

1. Your essay lacks one clear main idea. 

2. You have used short sentences throughout the essay. You should use both short and long 

sentences for clarity and variety. 

3. The same idea seems to have been repeated in pars. 2 and 3. 

4. Some words are also misused (e .g.'envisaged' in pars. 1 and 7) . 

5. The word "Advice" is misused. 

S8 

1. Pars. 1 and 2 di scuss the same idea. 

2. "women" and "children" are plural nouns already. 

3. Pars. 3 and 4 are too short. You should develop them further. 

S9 

1. Your in troduction is very short. 

2. Your organization of ideas is good. 
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3. Some of your sentences have no verbs (e.g. 'r trying' ... , 'My heart always in depression' ... in 

par. 2). 

S10 

I. Your essay is difficult to understand because you haven' t shown the introduction , development 

and conclus ion clearly. 

2. Some of your sentences (par. 2) are too long and difficu lt to understand. 

3. Your tenses are al so sometimes incorrect (e.g. 'r did not opposed' in par.4). 

• Peer comments (contd,) 

Essay 2 

S6 

I. You need to develop each main idea in a separate par. 

2. Your handwriting is hard to read and understand . 

3. Your ideas should be confined to the main topic. 

S7 

I. Your essay has no clear introduction and conclus ion 

2. Pars. I, 2 and 3 contain the same ideas. 

3. Most of your pars. are so short . 

4. Some words are mis-spelt (e.g. 'stablished' in par. I). 

S8 

I. The central idea of your topic is clearly shown. That is good. 

2. Your conclusion is not well developed. 

3. There are spelling errors in your essay (e.g. 'reuined ' in par. 3 and 'intemate' in par. 4 .). 
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S9 

I. The main idea is not clearly shown. 

2. There is no coherence between your pars. 

3. Your essay has no conclusion. 

4. Your handwriting is difficult to read. 

SID 

I. Your ideas are good. 

2. Some of your sentences are too long and lack clarity. 

3. Your handwriting is difficult to read. 

4. Your essay has no conclusion. 

• Peer comments (contd.) 

Essay 3 

S6 

I. YoU!· essay is well organized. 

2. Your handwriting is not readable. 

3. Some of your ideas seem not to be related to the topic. 

S7 

I . Your I" par. is not well developed. 

2. You seem to repeat the same ideas in different pars. 

3. Most of your sentences are too long. This has made your writing difficult to understand. 

S8 

I. Your introduction is not clear. 

2. Some sentences are vague in your essay. 
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3, Your conclus ion is very short, 

S9 

I, You have mentioned good ideas in your essay, 

2, Your introduction is not well organized, 

3, Your conclusion lacks clarity , 

SJO 

I, You have raised good points in you r essay, 

2, Your handwriting is hard to understand, 

3, Your essay has no conclusion, 
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Appendix H: Teacher and peer comments (main ) 

The following is a complete li st of the teacher/peer comments prov ided to students in both 

groups ( Group I and Group 2) during the main study. S stands for the student writer. The 

teacher comments were provided fi rst and then the peer comments. 

• Teacher comments (Group 1) 

Essay 1 

S1 

I. Your introduction is not quite clear as it is now . You need to write it in such a way that the 

reader can see the direction of the essay. 

2. Your 2'" par. is difficult to read and understand. 

3. Your 3'· par. lacks a clear main idea. 

4. Your conclusion looks incomplete. You need to develop it further in such a way that it Slims 

up the main ideas of the essay. 

S2 

I. The main problem of your essay seems to be organization. You may begin your essay by 

introducing the person whom you cannot forget without discussing the spec ific reasons in the 

introduction. Then , you can show the specific reasons in the body of the essay. 

2 .... " to had" ... (3'" par. ) an incorrect form of the verb. 

3. The abbreviation "ESLES" seems to be incorrect for what it suggests. 

4. Your conc lusion seems to lack clarity . It may be rewritten in such a way that it can sum up 

the main ideas of the whole essay. 
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S3 

I. You may begin your essay by introducing the person whom you cannot forget fi rst and then 

specify the reasons why you cannot forget him/her in the body of the essay. 

2. Your conclusion looks incomplete. So, you need to develop it further so that it may show, for 

example, the main points of the essay. 

S4 

I. Your essay should focus on one person whom you cannot forget for the various reasons you 

have mentioned. 

2. Your tenses in the 2nd par. need a thorough revISIon. 

3. You may use linking words (e .g.' in sum', 'to conclude', 'as a whole', etc.) that can help you 

to conclude your essay. 

S5 

I . Begin your essay by introducing the person whom you cannot forget and then give the specific 

reasons why you cannot forget him/her. 

2. Pars. I and 3 lack clear main ideas. 

3. Some words seem to be mis-spelt in the 4 th par.(e.g.'acadamic'). 

4. Your handwriting is at times hard to understand. Try to write more legib ly and clearl y in the 

final draft. 

S6 

I. You haven ' t specified the person you want to write about in the introduction. So, how can your 

reader know who you are writing about? 

2. Your conclusion is not qu ite clear. Read your essay again and then write a conclusion which 

may sum up the main points of the essay. 
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57 

I. What are the reasons that make your character memorable? You need to specify them in the 

pars . of your essay. 

2. Your handwriting is not legib le. So, you need to write more legibly and clearly in the final 

draft. 

3. YOUl·conciusion looks incomplete. You may use, fo r instance, the main points of the preceding 

pars. to write the conclusion. 

58 

I. Your introduction should introduce to the reader the person you want to write about. 

2. What are the main reasons that make the person you wanl to write about unforgettable? 

3. Your conclusion may be rewritten in such a way that it can sum up the main points di scussed 

in the essay. 

59 

I. What is the main idea of you want to write about in your essay? 

2. You essay seems to lack a clear organization. Which is the beginn ing? Which is the 

development? Which is the conc lusion? 

3. There are errors in subject-verb-agreement in your sentences (e.g. 'my sister can·y' ... in par. I, 

etc. ). 

• Teacher comments (contd.) 

Essay 2 

51 

I. What do you understand by the word 'family '? 

2. Your 2"" par reads well. We ll done l 
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3. Your conclusion should sum up the main points of the essay. 

52 

I. What do you mean by the word 'fami ly'? 

2. Your second par. contains more than one major idea. 

3. There are errors in subject-verb- agreement in your writing (e.g. lSI sentence in par. I) . 

4. Your handwri ting is at times hard to read what you are trying to say. So, you need to write 

more legib ly and clearly in the final draft. 

53 

I. What is 'famil y'? 

2. You seem to talk about a particular fami ly in your kebelie now. But, you should show to the 

reader 'fami ly life' as a whole so that the reader can have some general idea about family life in 

your kebelie. 

54 

I. You have raised good pints in you r essay. That is fine! 

2. Your 2"d par. is not qu ite c lear to see what you wanted to say. 

3. Your conclusion is not clear either. 

55 

I. What is the ti tle of your essay? 

2. What do you mean by the word 'fami ly'? 

3. Your last par. seems to be incomplete. 

56 

I. What is 'fami ly'? 

2. Your conc lusion is not clear enough to see what you wanted to show. 
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57 

I. What do you understand by the word 'family '? 

2. Have some clear points about family life in your kebelie and then discuss each of them in 

separate pars. 

58 

I. What do you mean by 'family'? 

2. Some verb forms need rev ision (e.g. par. 3 ... 'is seems' ). 

3. You have raised good points in your essay. That is good l 

59 

I.What do you mean by the word 'family'? 

2. Your 2nd par. is not quite clear to see what main idea you want to develop here. 

3. Some of your words look strange. Check their spelling (e .g. 'apartma' in par. 2). 

4. Your conclusion is not quite clear to understand what you wanted to say. 

• Teacher comments (contd.) 

Essay 3 

51 

I. You have raised good points III your essay. That is good! 

2. Your conclusion looks incomplete. It needs to be developed further. 

52 

1. Some of your sentences seem to lack clarity (e.g. last sentence of par. 2). 

2. This verb form seems incorrect (e.g. '1 was spent'- par. 2). 

3. You have mentioned some good points in your essay. That is good! 
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S3 

I .Why did you discuss the detail s of activities in the introduction? 

2. The last sen tence of your 20d par. is not quite clear. 

3. Your conclusion is not c lear. 

S4 

I. The last sentence of your introduction is not quite clear. 

2. The main idea of your 2"d par. is not clear. 

3. The phrase 'a shoes' needs a revis ion. 

S5 

I. On the whole, your essay is c lear. That is good I 

2. 'One of the NGO shop' ... needs a rev ision. 

3. Your last par. is incomplete. 

S6 

I. Some words are mis-spelt in your essay (e.g. 'siting', 'felt' in par. 2 ). 

2. Your conclusion is not quite clear. 

S7 

I.Your need to have more ideas for your essay. Think about some more points related to your 

topic . 

2. Do not di scuss more than one main idea in a pal'. as you did in the first draft. 

S8 

I. Your introduction is not clear. 

2. Your grammar needs a revision (e.g. ' is bu ild' in 3'd par., 'r always happy', 'to spent', 'must 

spent' in the last paL). 
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3. Your conclusion is not quite clear. 

59 

I. The report in par. 2 should be written in past tense not present tense because you seem to ta lk 

about a past event. 

2. Your 2"d par. is too long. You may need to divide it into separate pars . 

3. Some of your words are misspelt (e.g . " Ieaft" in par. 2). 

4. There are errors in subject-verb-agreement (e.g.' I and my aunt is very happy' in par.2). 

• Peer comments (Group 2) 

Essay 1 

510 

I. Your description of the person is good. 

2. Your introduction and conclusion need to be developed further. 

511 

I. Your ideas are good. 

2.Some abbrev iations (bin, b/c. etc.) are diffi cult to understand so you should write them fu ll y. 

3. You should also write the title of the topic clearly at the top. 

512 

I. You have rai sed a good idea in the introduction. 

2. It is difficult to clearly see the main ideas of some pars. 

3. You should develop the ideas in you r pars. further. 

513 

I. Your organ ization of ideas is good. 
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2.The problem in your essay is that some of your words are not readable. 

S14 

I. Your essay has no introduction. 

2. Your argument is not sufficient. You need to argue more. 

3. You tend to repeat the same ideas in different pars. 

4. The main idea of the essay in not clearly indicated. 

S15 

I . You have mentioned good ideas. 

2. You need to develop the ideas in each par. adequately. 

SI6 

I. Your pars. are not well deve loped. 

2. You have repeated the same ideas in different pars. 

3. You have also used (sometimes) wrong linking words. 

SI7 

I. Your 2"d par. is too long and it is difficu lt to understand the main idea. 

2. Your 3'd par. lacks good organization of ideas. 

3. You have misused linking words in the 4'h par. 

4. The main idea of the essay is clearly presented. That is good. 

SI8 

I. Par. 3 should come before par. 2 

2. There is a repetition of ideas in par. 2 
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• Peer comments (contd.) 

Essay 2 

S10 

I.You should not discuss spec ific points in detail in the introduction. 

2. Your pars. are well organized. 

Sll 

J. You have mentioned good ideas in your essay. 

2. But some of your sentences are too long to understand what you mean. 

3. There are grammatical errors ( subject-verb- agreement) in your essay. 

S12 

I . Your pars. are not well deve loped. 

2. Some pars. are not clear. 

3. Some of your sentences are difficult to understand. 

S13 

I . Your essay has no sufficient points. 

2. Your pars. are not well organized. 

3. Your essay has no conclusion. 

S14 

I.Your introduction is not clear. 

2.Your pars. are not coherent. 

3. Some sentences are too long to understand what you want to say. 

4 .You have made errors in capitali zation. 
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SI5 

I. The I st par. contains two different ideas 

2. Your layout is good. 

3. Your pars. are coherent. 

S16 

I. You have good points to make. 

2. Your essay is well organized. 

3. The last sentence (par.4) is not clear. 

SI7 

I. You have good ideas in you r essay. 

2. Your tenses need improvement. 

SI8 

I. The main idea of each par. is not clearly shown. 

2. Your organization of ideas need revision . 

3. Your English is good. 

• Peer comments (contd.) 

Essay 3 

S10 

I. There are grammatical errors in your essay (e.g. par.2) 

2. Your handwriting is hard to read. 

S11 

I. Y OUf pars. are not coherent. 

2. Some of your sentences are difficult to understand because they are too long. 
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3.There are errors in capitalization. 

512 

1. Your pars. are not well organized. 

2. There are errors in tenses. 

3. You seem to misuse the comma (see par. 2). 

513 

1. You have developed your pars. very well. 

2. Your have used linking words correctly. 

3. Your conclusion is also good. 

514 

I. There are errors in tenses. 

2. You have raised good points in your essay. 

3. Your essay is also well organized. 

515 

1. The pars. of your essay are not well developed. 

2. You have made errors in prepositions. 

3. There are repetitions of ideas in all the pars. 

4. The last par. is not related to the topic. 

516 

I. Your essay has no clear introduction. 

2. There are repetitions of ideas in your essay. 

3. Some of your sentences are hard to understand. 

4. Your conclusion is not well deve loped. 
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SI 7 

I. You have mentioned good points. 

2. Your 2"" par. is too long. 

3. Most pars. are well organized. That is nice. 

S18 

I.Good content. 

2. Your essay is clear. 

3.There is a repetition of the subject of the sentence in your I" par. 
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Appendix I: Students' sample essays 

About twenty sample essay drafts were selected from the pilot and main studies of thi s research 

and given below. Two sample essays were se lected from the impromptu essays (one from the 

pi lot study and another one from the main study both with intermediate scores as per the scores 

given by the two raters). The topic for the Impromptu essay was: Two most common student 

hobbies at the Addis Ababa University. The other eighteen draft essays were taken from the other 

three essay topics used in the pilot and the main studies of this research. Six of the essay drafts 

were selected from the pilot study and twelve essay drafts were selected from the main study. 

These eighteen essay drafts were selected from low, intermediate and high scores (as per the 

scores given by the two raters). The essays were taken from three different topics: The most 

memorable person in my life (first essay), Family life in my kebelie (second essay) and How I 

would like to spend my kiremt vacation (pilot)IHow I spent my last kiremt vacation (main) (third 

essay). 

The twenty sample essay drafts are shown below. S refers to the student writer and D refers to 

the draft. The first two draft essays were taken from the impromptu essays (pilot and main). The 

other eighteen essay drafts were taken from the other three major essay topics mentioned above. 

1. Two most common student hobbies at the Addis Ababa University (S7· pilot) 

Usuall y, university students may be engaged in diffeent activities. But the most common hobbies 

I have seen so far are playing different games and reading different books especiall y fictions, 

magazines etc . When we talk about games, they participate in different games which differ in 
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rules, and the number of students who participate depend up on their interest. University students 

engaged themselves to one or more than one game. Some play football during the day and chase 

after 8 p.m. Others play football and volley ball when conditions are favourable. There are 

students wh ich engaged themselves to one and only one game, for example chase, football , volley 

ball etc. 

The second and most common hobby in my university is reading different fictions written by 

famous foreign writers and some books translated to our languages besides newspapers are also 

read by university students as a source of information concerning science and technology, social 

problems, successs of different educators such as Nobel prize for different scientific research and 

new discovery etc. which give them encourage in their study and make their horizon of thinking 

more wider. 

2. Two most common student hobbies at the Addis Ababa University (83- main) 

Every member of AAU can easi ly observe some common hobbies performed by the students. 

From my point of view most of the students pass their time in sports, specially in football. If 

somebody goes out to the football field on Friday afternoon and Saturday mornings, he would 

see many guys playing football and others waiting to play it. The writer thinks that it is a good 

prospect for the country in producing a healthy society and they may be examples for some other 

students who wonna pass the ir time in bars , which delivers them to many problems. 

The other enjoyable hobby, actuall y it is becoming part of our life, is going to churches. If 

somebody watches the whereabouts of all students in the weekends, specially on Friday evenings 
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and Sunday morings, most of them are found in the churches. The St. Mark church near the 

campus and the Entoto protestant church up near the Ameri can Embassy gather most of the 

students, helping them to be morally good citizens. 

If it were not fo r the lack of time it can be said more about them. It is to say that the problems 

like after somebody plays footba ll , how much food does he get to replace the lost energy? Is there 

any water to wash his body? and so on. Or is there any controversy between fo llowers of any 

religion, or they go hand in hand to teach others and discuss each others? 

By this time I wanna thank the AAU officials or government for preparing convenient situations 

for the students to have good hobbies like by making easy access for the students in getting 

playing materials li ke football , basketball, handball f ields and the balls too and T hope th is 

situation will endure for a long time. 

3a, The most memorable person in my life (S2 ·D!) (pilot) 

One year ago, when I was a freshman student, it was my first time I came to Addis Ababa. We 

were two, with my dear elder brother. It was the first day. since we came from rural area so we 

saw Addis we became very happy however, we became affI'aid of gradually because every thing 

what we saw was new to us. 

then, we tried to come to the uni versity but we didn't know the place where the taxi found. we 

asked the man who stood up near to us to show us the place. the man was well dressed. he said, 

" oh I I can show you the taxi, it is easy to show, come and fo llow me." we then fo llowed him . 
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The man asked us, "where do you come from ?" we answered, we came from kiflehagar. he said, 

"ohl it is nice." having walked a kilometer of distance, the man met with one giant person. the 

new man was bodily and he dressed an old punched closes. and he seems a murderer. we are 

affl'aid of when we see the new man. 

as soon as the new man met the man with us, he reached to us and he come near to me and touch 

me. then he ask me excuse of hi s touching me. I response no matter just leave it. as soon as I 

spoke with the new man the old man or the first man tries to pick up my money from my pocket, 

I have never seen hi m but my brother catch up his hand as immediately as possible when the first 

man pick up the money from my pocket. after that we said, thanks for your coorporation fo r 

showing the taxi and then we have already know that the person are a thief. then we said , starting 

from now and then we don't want any person to show us the tax i, we knew it. so please go ou t. 

then the two persons go away and we go to the university by foot with out asking any person. 

3b. S2-DZ 

It was the first day of University of Addis Ababa. The story took place one years ago here in 

Addis Ababa when I was a freshman student . We were two, with my brother. We became very 

happy when we saw Addis. However we became affl'aid because every thing what we saw was 

new and things became fast here in Addis. 

Having reached the bus station, we tri ed to come to the uni versity but we didn 't know the place 

where the taxi is found. We asked the man who stood up near to us in order to show the place 

where tax i found. He was well dressed and seems very kind. Then he said, "oh! I can show you. 
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It is easy. Come and follow me." We followed behind him . The man asked us, " where do you 

come from?" We said we came from 'kiflehagar'. He also asked us, " for what purpose do you 

come here?" We also answered to learn in University. He then said , "ohl it is nice." 

After we had walked a kilometer of distance from the bus station, the man met with another giant 

person. The new person was fat and he dressed an old punched clothes. He really seems a 

murderer. we are afft'aid when we saw him. 

As soon as the new person met the fonner man, he then came near to me and touched me. Having 

touched me he asked excuse of hi s touching as so he made it wrongly. I said, don 't mention it, 

it doesn't matter just leave it. He tried to talk much with me. As soon as I talked with the new 

man, the former man tried to pick up my money from my pocket. I have never seen him as I 

didn 't expect him for doing as such. Because as I have mentioned before he was well dressed as 

well as he seems very kind and honest. He speaks also smoothly and kindly. By the mean time 

my brother saw him when the person tried to pick up the money so that my brother catch up hi s 

hands together with the money immediately. The man then said , "I am sorry, I made a mistake 

unknowingly, excuse me please." We said also, thank you for your coorporation. It doesn't matter 

so now you can go away. Then finally, the two thiefs went away and we came to the University 

on foot. 

The most memorable person is the person that tried to pick up the money wh ile I spoke with the 

other person and since he was well dressed and spok ki ndly I tell surely no one expected him as 

he was a thief. Then fi nally I concluded that all persons that are well dressed and seemingly 
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honest and kindly in Addis are not probably good and honest persons, they might be a thief as 

such not all of course. 

4a. The most memorable person in my life (86-Dl) (main) 

A person whom I cannot fo rget in my li fe is my cousin who came last kiremt from Canada for 

the first time in 18 years. 

She li ved Canada fo r a long time. In Canada there are few Eth iopians li ving and in the college 

she is enrolled she and other two are the only Ethiopians out of many. With her in Canada are her 

mother and her on ly brother relatives. 

She stayed here for two months of vacation. She is so frank and sociable. W hen she went I was 

very small to remember her. She is intelligent and has the capacity to remember events that had 

happen 18 years back when she was very small to remember such things. 

During her stay I was along with her every single tour even we used to send letters, photographs 

and other thi ngs so I haven't fou nd it difficult. We visited so many pl ace some of them I haven't 

seen them before or should say she showed me so many places. And she found the city (Addis 

Ababa) very attractive. 

Another thing about her is she loves music very much. She adore going to the night clubs and 

enjoy herself with her relatives. She doesn't want to disappoint any body but if she is very angry 
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she doesn't know what she is talking about and every body knows her and try our best to calm 

her down. 

The thing I couldn't forget is that had happened to her. One day she went out with one of my 

niece. She was wearing top mini skirt like the way that was dressed abroad and nobody has to ld 

her our cu lture or they forgot. As they reached to the place what is called Stadium the people who 

saw her stopped walking and start insulting her and she didn 't understand it why because she can't 

hear Amharic perfectly and at last the gi rl that was with her understood and they took a taxi and 

went home canceling other appointments. When she told me what happened to her immediatly 

she got her house and I couldn't stop laughing at the consequences and told her about those things 

that are not accepted by our soc iety. 

When she retu rn back to her country she was disappointed and she missed every thing. And she 

planned to return and settle her once and for all. 

4b. S6 ·D2 

The person whom I cannot forget in my life is my cousin. Her name is Metasebia Addisu. She 

came last year for vacation from Canada, for the first time in 18 years. 

W hen she left Ethiopia she was about eight years o ld . Her father di ed when she was one, so she 

has no idea about her father. She has a brother whose name is Biniyam and a mother named 

Nigisti. The three of them are together now in Canada. 
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In Canada, Metasebia is studyi ng nursing and she sometimes work in the hospitals. In the coll ege 

she is staying there are few Ethiopians who are intelligent as well. When she told me about them 

(foreigners) there is a competetion with the Ethiopians and they have negative attitudes towards 

Ethiopians and she said if you are not shy you would succeed in all aspects. 

Metasebia is very intelligent and sociable. She has a long blonde hair and she is very short. She 

like music and going to the night clubs and have fun with her rel ati ves. I can't forget about her. 

Most of all I admire is her capacity of remembering things eighteen years back: the good things 

and bad things. She also remembered and asked my mother questions about events wh ich my 

mam herself forgot such things. 

One thing I cannot forget most about her is something that happened to her here in Addis Ababa. 

As I mentioned above she has been abroad for almost eighteen years, which is very long and she 

has no idea about the dresses, totally the culture. One day when she went to visit her friends 

mother she was wearing mini skirt. She was with her niece. As they reached a place what is 

known as stadium to take a taxi , the people who were there stopped walking and started insulting 

her. At first she didn't understand what that was all about. Suddenly, her niece told her and they 

took a taxi and went home canceling her appointment. She was shocked about that thing and upto 

now she told everyone laughing the skirt story. 

As I mentioned above there are many things which are unforgetable and I will never forget the 

time we shared together, that I hope she felt the same as me. I know she enjoyed her vacation and 
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it was beyond her expectation. After these memorable and sweet times we spent together now 

she is back to Canada but she planned to return here after she finished her course and get married. 

Sa. The most memorable person in my life (SI8-Dl) (main) 

The most memorable person in my life is my best fri end when I was in grade eleven. How can 

I ever forget her? We used to have such good times together. She was so brilli ant, humorous and 

fortunatly pretty. She happened to be full of energy and very li vely till the time that awfu l truck 

appeared from nowhere and just passed over her! 

Her name was Sil via. She was half cast ; her father was an Italian . He was an ingeneer. Her 

mother was an Ethiopian and she was always busy working in their restaurant. Because of her 

roman's blood, Silvia turned out to be a beautiful girl with a fantasy body. She was happy, with 

medi um weight and small feet. Her long golden hair matched with her blue eyes. She usuall y 

dressed carelessly and always wore jeans with tee-shilts . As for her character, I fou nd her sinceI' 

and franc. She never lied and even wondered why everyone had to hide behind li es. The other 

thing I real ly admired from her was her selfi shness . May be most people don 't take thi s criteria 

positive ly but that definitely suited her. She never worried for anything, not even when she was 

plonged in a deep trouble. "God created me, then he's aware of my destiny for he's the one who's 

establi shed it' So, why worry'" said she one day. 

When I first met her, I remember, we talked about pop music and films. We were attend ing our 

fi rst hi story class and our teacher made us sit together. I was amazed because she knew perfectly 

well every pop star. And I did my best to impress her. Then , we found out we had so many things 
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in common, We started exchanging films and cassettes, One day, she even translated Bob 

Marley's song untitled "Africa unit" into french and presented it in class, Music was her life, 

But, there comes a time in everybody's life when one is confronted to an unreso lvab le problem, 

And Silvia couldn 't avoid it. She was cross ing the road , actuall y it was Churchill Road so as to 

get in school when she was suddenly run over by a track. 

Sb. SI8-02 

The most memorable person in my life is my best friend when I was in grade eleven. How can 

I ever forget her? We used to have such good times together. She was so brilliant, humorous and 

pretty, She happened to be full of energy and very lively up to the time that awfu l truck appeared 

from nowhere and just passed over her! 

Her name was Si lvia, When I first met her , I remember, we talked about pop music and film s, 

We were attending our first History class and the teacher made us sit together. I was amazed 

because she knew perfectly well every pop star. And I did my best to impress her. Then, we 

found out we had so many things in common, We started exchanging films and cassettes, One 

day, she even translated Bob Marley's song untitled "Africa unite" into French and presented it 

in class, Music was her life, 

Silvia was half cast; her father was an Italian, He was an engineer. Her mother was an Ethiopian 

and she was always busy working in their restaurant. Because of her Roman's blood, Sil via turned 

out to be a beautiful girl with a fantastic body, Her long go lden hair matched with her blue eyes, 
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She usually dressed carelessly and always wore jeans with tee-shirts. As for her character, I found 

her sincere and franc . She never lied. What I reall y admired on her was her selfishness . Maybe 

most people don't take this criteria positively but that definitly suited her. She never worried for 

anythi ng, not even when she was plunged in a deep trouble. In fact, she was fata li st. "God created 

me, then he's aware of my destiny because he is the one who's established it! So, why worry!" 

said she one day. 

But, there comes a time in every body's life when one is confronted to an unexpected happening. 

And Si lvia couldn't avoid it. Perhaps, was it her destiny? She was crossing the road , actuall y, it 

was Churchi ll Road, so as to get in school when she was suddenly run over by a track. That 

charming, brilliant and vivid flame was un li ghtened in a very sinister way. And, she left me, 

wondering in the middle of nowhere ! 

6a. Family life in my kebelie (S12-Dl) (main) 

Famil y means the group of relati ve people in one house usuall y all the members have similar 

behaviour as they follow identi cal way of life . 

The number of fami ly members different in one family from the other as a resu lt of the type of 

family. In my kebelie it is common to see the number of family members their two to ten 

ch ildren or on ly both otherwise additional of other par"tener like servants. 

Each member has his or her own role in family of life. Like mother in the kitchen to cook food 

or sometimes she may be working out of the house and father who is the head of the house only 

290 



bring money for monthly budget of the family and mostly he do not spent hi s time in the house. 

And the children have a role to be as their parants want and guide li ke if they want education they 

must learn properly. Finally the servants with the role to help the mother. 

One normal family has to communicat with his his neighbours and a soc iety within hi s village. 

Then soc ial life is important for the life of the family. The relationship of family with the 

neighbours is different as the village or kebelie . 

In my kebelie the way each family relate with their neighbours is very very limited than other 

kebelie which I saw. It is on ly for when there is bad th ings like death and also to share one 

fami ly's happines not more than that. We don't know detail s all about each families. But all are 

coperat ive for such things. Still in love each other. However, our kehelie is si milar with the 

others by some soc ial associations like edir and maheber. 

Even if it is our culture to see neighbours fami ly as our fam il y it must have a limit in the 

communication it must be only for importance to have real love not for all sily ones as our 

kebelie. Not what I mean to say not to love a neighbour at all but the relation must have gap to 

have ones own family to shape hi s member as his own family. 

6b. SI2-D2 

Family means a group of relatives within one house usually with al l the members who have 

simi lar behaviour as they follo w identical way of life. 
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The number of family members is differen t in our fami ly from the other. This is a resu lt of 

di fferent family types. In my kebelie it is common to see the number of fami ly number from two 

to ten. It includes mother and father with their children. Sometimes on ly both of them as a fami ly. 

Each member has hi s or her own role in a family of life. Mother works in the kitchen to cook 

food usually or sometimes she may be working outside of the house. Father is the head of the 

fami ly. Mostly he do not spend hi s time in the house. Final ly, the children have a role as their 

parants want and guide them. If their parants want education , the chi ldren must go to school and 

learn properly. 

A normal family has to communicat with its neighbours and society, wh ich means social life is 

important for the life of the fami ly. The relationship of family with neighbours is different as the 

kebelie is different. In our kebelie it may be strong and in others it may be low. 

In my kebelie the way each family relate with their neighbours is very limited than other kebelies 

which I saw. In my kebelie it is when there is something special in a famil y like death and so 

they share one's happiness not more than that. For such things all the members of the kebe lie are 

cooperative especially in a funeral ceremony. But we don 't gather for each coffee ceremony in 

every house. So we don't know each other deeply. Our knowledge is only about who belongs to 

which fami ly. However, our kebelie is similar with the other by some social assoc iations like 

'edir' and 'mahber' and still I think we love each other. 
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Even if it is our culture to see neighbours as a family, it must have a limit in communication. The 

more we communicate the more we quarrel. I mean not to love neghbours at all. But the relati ons 

must have a gap. It is also important to have one's own family. To shape a family member as 

one's own family . I think our kebe lie can be a good example for others. But we know each 

fam ily has its own characteristics. 

7a. Family life in my kebelie (88-Dl) (pilot) 

Whenever I come across family life in one particular area, I immediately recognize family life 

in my kebelie. I try to memorize its characteristic features. It is based on cooperation rather than 

individualism. 

The majority of families in my kehelie are composed of husband , wife and childrens. However, 

there are still families that are composed of grandfather, grandmother, uncle, nephew or niece 

in add ion to husband, wife and childrens. Families which include servants are also common. 

Coming back to their share of tasks, each member of the family has his own spec ific task to 

accomplish. For example, the task of leading the family is the husband's. The husband proposes 

to do one specific task. Then the wife gives her opinion or suggestion toward the proposed task. 

If they agree, they will perform the task other wise, they will be lead to co ll apse. This shows us 

even if the husband is the one who proposes suggestions for the act of leading, the wife is not 

neutral to the act of leading the childrens and other members of the family. Similarly ch ildrens 

and others that are members of the family has their own performance based on their maturity 
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leve l, intelli gence and physical fitness. For example, childrens work in the garden , they repair 

reuined fences. Grand mothers support babies or they perform any simple house work. 

Eventhough they accomplish their own specific tasks, their main purpose is to achi ve their 

intemate goal in common. They respect one another and agree up on any situation. For example, 

the father is given the first position in respect. Wife and childrens respect the husband. Next, 

childrens respect their mother. Younger childrens respect their elder brothers and sisters also. 

In general, fam il y li fe in my kebelie is an interesting one. It is based on the performance of share 

of tasks and mutual benificial. 

7b. S8-D2 

Knowing the family life of one particular society is important because it has its own advantages 

and disadvantages. Whenever I come across the fam il y li fe of one particular soc iety, I 

immediately thi nk of family life in my kebelie . Its characteristics are interesting. People are 

cooperati ve rather than individual ist. 

The majority of families in my vi llage are composed of husband , wife and children. However, 

there are still some families that are composed of grandmother, grandfather, uncle, nephew or 

niece in addition to husband, wife and chi ldren. Fami li es that include servants are also very 

common. 
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When we come to their share of work, each member of the family has hi s own specific task to 

accomp li sh. For example, the task of lead ing the fami ly is the husband's. The husband proposes 

one specific idea. Then, the wife gives her opinions or suggestions toward the proposed one. If 

they agree, they will perform it, otherwise they try to find other possible so lutions. The 

implication of this is that wives are not neutral to the act of leading but have their own role 

accord ing to fam il y life in my kebelie. In addition to participating in the act of leading, wives 

have their own common work. Of course these jobs are the main ones for them . For example, 

housework is totall y burden or loaded on the mother. Similarl y, children and other members of 

the fami ly have their own task to pelform based on their maturity level , intelligence and physical 

fitness . For example, ch ildren repair ruined fences, look after the house, fetch water and so on. 

Grandmothers support babies or perform any easy housework. 

Eventhough each member of the fami ly performs hi s own specific job to do, the main purpose 

is to ach ieve intimate goals in common and manage life in a systematic way. The respect of one 

for another in the family is related to hirearchy. For example, wife and ch ildren fear and respect 

the husband. Children respect their mother too. Finall y, younger children respect their elder 

brothers and sisters. 

In general , fam il y li fe in my kebelie is cooperative. It is based on performing and sharing of 

tasks and mutual support. 
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8a. Family life in my kebelie (SI8-01) (main) 

In my kebelie, families have different ways of living. Their difference li e mainly on their standard 

of li ving. The big business man's fam il y is not simil ar with that of the poor facto ry worker. But 

generally , fam ilies happen to ignore their background differences and interact happily, wh ich 

brings to the kebelie harmon ious charm. 

First of all , what is a family? It is the smallest group of individuals, hereditarily related, who live 

together. This group includes the father, the mother, the chi ldren and other relatives. The ideal 

family is genera lly said to be that which is composed of four indiv iduals. The parents have to 

assume the biggest responsibi li ty. They have to run the house, take care of their chi ldren and 

interfere in the kebelie's life. As for the children, they must obey to thei r parents and go to school. 

Different fam ilies meet at different occasions in the neighbourhood. Important contacts are made 

through what is traditionally called the 'edir' . Every time a sadest event happens in one's house, 

each member of the edir must be present for at least bringing consolation. 

Another contact between neighbours is also done through the ceremony of the coffee. In Ethiopia, 

there's a tradition which states that one mustn't drink the coffee alone. So, every time the coffee 

is ready, all the neighbours should be present ti ll the ceremony ends. 

There are also other pleasant contacts and relations in the family life of the kebe lie. Helping 

those who are in trouble, celebrating together a happy event like marriage for instance or 

meeti ngs in church are some of these. But should we limit ourselves in these events that occur 
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every day throughout our li ves. We don't give enough time for other enjoyments. M aybe, it is 

because of the lack of intertaining places in the kebe li e. If the local government had taken into 

consideration the fact that each family is in the need of more acti vities, it coul d have tryed to at 

least bring new ideas. 

8b. S18·D2 

In my kebelie, families have different ways of living. There are those who, due to their standard 

of li ving, can't get away from a sophisticated and luxurious habi t. Near to these are the 

unfortunate who can' t get rid of their misery. In other words, the big business man's fa mil y is 

dramaticall y opposite to that of the poor factory worker. But, generall y, in my kebelie, fa mili es 

have completely forgotten and ignored their background differences and in teract happil y, which 

has hrought a harmonious life to the neighbourhood. 

First of all , what is a family? It is the smallest group of indi viduals, hereditaril y related and li ve 

together. This group includes the father, the mother, the children and sometimes other relati ves. 

The idea l famil y is said to be that which is composed of four individuals . Each member of the 

fami ly has its own role to play and its own duties to fulfill. The parents have to assume the 

biggest responsibility. They have to run the house, take care of the ir children and moreover 

interfere in the kebelie 's li fe. As for the children , they must obey the parents , he lp in the house 

and go to school. 

Different families meet at different occasions in the neighbourhood. Importan t contacts are made 

through what is traditionally call ed the 'edir'. Every time a sad event happens in one's house, each 
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member of the 'edir' must be present for at least bringing conso lation to the sad family. Another 

contact between neighbours is also done through the ceremon y of coffee. In Ethiopia, the 

tradition does not allow oneself to drink coffee alone. So, every time the coffee is ready, all the 

neighbours should be present till the ceremony ends. There are also other pleasant contacts and 

relations in the family life of my kebelie. Helping those who are in trouble, celebrating together 

a happy event like wedding or meetings in church are some of these. Children do also participate 

in the life of the kebelie. They usually organize some big activities like for example football, 

ath letics or even music nights . They join in group and prepare the whole thing in the kebelie's 

sport field. Then, every interested person is welcome. But, most of the time, the field is so 

crowded that they must send away non-members of the kebelie. 

In any case, every body does always try to bring a more fresh and viable atmosphere to the 

neighbourhood but there is still lack of creativity. [n other words , all these activities are 

monotonously repeated and part of the kebelie is now showing its bored face . In fact , we have 

limited ourselves in events that occur every day throughout our li ves. We are not giving enough 

time for new entertainments. We keep on sticking to the same routine. 

9a. How I spent my last kiremt vacation (810-Dl) (main) 

T spent my last kiremt vacation mostly by visiting my relatives and friends inside and outside my 

hometown , Haik. I am really interesting to see them again. 

During my stay in my hometown I usually had chat with my friends, my relatives about uni versity 

life. They were reall y delight to hear from me about the city of Addis, its people, its weather, its 
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soc ial and economical affairs. My friends also asked me some questions about uni versity and 

university life. I told them all I could frankly about the situation . 

I don't forget the time when I was visiting my aunt and her daughters outside my hometown. She 

is a farmer. her daughters are high school students. When I went there my aunt was very happy. 

She gave me something to eat and drink and asked me some questions about my stay in the 

uni versi ty, about the city of Addis and so on. I was reall y surprise because my relati ves as well 

as my friends asked me the same questions. And I spent most of my kiremt vacation there. It 

was very interesting to me to stay in the rul ar area during kiremt vacation. 

To sum up my last kiremt vacation passed like thi s. I entertained myself because I have got my 

relatives ali ve and I was very happy to see my friends. My last kiremt vacat ion was very nice. I 

am longing to see them again. I wish that I were with them. 

9b. SlO-D2 

I spent my last kiremt vacation mostly by visiting my relatives and friends inside and outside my 

hometown. I am reall y interested to see them again. 

During my stay in my hometown, I usually had chat with my fri ends and relatives. They asked 

me many questions about the university life, the city of Addis, its people, its weather, and its 

social and economic life. I told them that all I could say about their questions. They were happy 

to hear from me. They were surpri sed when I told them the situations which I faced during my 

stay in the university. 
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I do not forget the time when r was visiting my aunt and her daughters outside my hometown. 

She is a farmer and her daughters are high school students. When I went there, my aunt was very 

happy. She asked me about my stay in the university, the city of Addis and so on. I was surpri sed 

because my relatives as well as my friends asked me the same questions. I spent most of my last 

kirelnt vacation there. It was very interesting to me to stay in the rural area during my last kiremt 

vacation. I cannot forget the scene in rural areas, the herds, the rivers , the mountains covered by 

grass, trees and the people. To be honest, the rural people are very friend ly, hospitable and 

hardworking. 

To sum up , my last kiremt vacation was very nice. I was very happy to see my friend s and 

relatives. I am longing to see them again. I wish I were with them. 

lOa. How I spent my last kiremt vacation (S13·D1) (main) 

The last kiremt vacation was interesting for me in many ways. But the main one was my journey 

to Arsi to visit my uncle. Ther I spent a lot of interesting time. The other one was after I came 

back from Arsi I spent here in Addis the rest of time with my brother. I was glad to meet him 

when I came back because he was in Assab for about 6 months and above. Besides these I helped 

my parents in the house and my brother in his study. 

During my stay in Ars i I saw many things since I was there for the first time.Starting from my 

way to Arsi I saw many fanners in the field far away outs ide the car. When I reached there every 

thingg was different from Addis. The streets were full of donkeys. The houses were scattered 

here and there.There is on ly one Orthodox church around one vi ll age. I was interested to see all 
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the things. The way of life was completely different from Addis. The children I saw was helping 

their parents rather than going to school. They fetch water, keep cattle and even plough. That was 

the on ly thing that made me sad otherwise I was happy. 

When I came back from my journey I spent my time by visiting my relatives and going to 

different recreation centres with my brother here in Addis. We saw fi lms and musiums. I was 

glad to be with him and do all these things. 

Besides these I assist my parents in the house. I prepare food for the fami ly, clean the house, 

wash clothes and every thing I can. 

I also help my brother in his study. I gave him some in formations for the next class. I prepare him 

by read ing the books of the nex t class in advance and other English books which help him to 

increase his vocabulary power. 

For me it was the best kiremt of all those I spent before. Every thing I did was interesting for me. 

My visit of Arsi , meeting my elder brother after 6 months and every thing . 

lOb. 813-02 

The last kiremt time was interesting for me in many ways. But the main one was my journey to 

Arsi to visit my uncle. There I spent a lot of interesting time. The other one was the time I spent 

here in Addis with my brother after I came back from Arsi . I was glad to meet him when I came 
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back because he was in Assab for about 6 months and above. Besides these I helped my paren ts 

in the house and my brother in his study. 

In my stay in Ars i I saw many new things since I was there for the first time. Starting from my 

way to Arsi, I saw many farmers and cattle in the fie ld far away outside the car. When I reached 

there every thing was different from Addis. The streets were full of donkeys and other animals. 

The houses were scattered here and there and there is onl y one church around every village. I was 

interested to see all things. The way of life is completely different from Addis. The chi ldren I saw 

were busy helping their parents. They fetch water, keep cattl e and even plough, that means they 

can't go to school. That was the onl y thing which made me sad otherwise every thing was 

interesting. 

W hen I came back from my journey I spent my time by visiting my relatives and going to 

different recreation centres with my brother here in Addis. We saw fi lms and visited musiums. 

I was glad to to be with him and do all these things. 

Beside these what I did in my last kiremt time was that I ass isted my parents in the house. I 

prepared food for the famil y, c leaned the house, washed clothes and everything I can. 

I also helped my brother in hi s study. I gave him some information for the next class. I made him 

ready by letti ng him read the books of the next class in advance and other Engli sh books which 

can make him to increase his vocabulary power. 
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For me it was the best kiremt of all those I spent before. Everything I did made me happy: my 

visit o f Arsi, meeting my elder brother after 6 months and everything was nice. 

lla. How I would like to spend my kiremt vacation (87 -Dl) (pilot) 

I wou ld like to spend my vacation in a proper and well programmed way. During the kiremt 

vacation if God allows me, I have planned to do four things. 

One of them is reading Bible. In order to develop in God word, I wou ld like to spend by reading 

Bible. I have planned to read Bible for three hours every day. When I read a lot I will know the 

aim of God for my life and recognize the message of God. By doing so, I hope I wi ll get some 

knowledge of God word. 

Since reading the Bible doesn't result in the development, I have planned also to pray a lot to 

know the aim of God. Since the fruit of prayi ng is good, I wou ld like to bear thi s fruit by doing 

so. I have also planned to pray for those people who do not know Jesus Christ. After praying, I 

will tell them about Jesus Christ and the revealed God grace fo r human being. Since the 

revealed God grace is to save the world th rough Jesus Christ, I will te ll to every body about the 

revealed God grace through Jesus Christ. 

Besides reading the Bible and praying, I would like to spend my vacation by reading different 

spiritual magazines and books. I hope these things also may help me in maturing in God word. 
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Tn addition, I would like to go to Bahrdar and Gondar to visit my re lati ves. On my way of visiting 

my relatives, I wil l see lake Tana and the Fasil edes castle. 

To sum up, these are my plans for kiremt vacation and I hope I will enjoy my vaction by doing 

these things. 

llb. S7- D2 

I would like to spend my vacation in a useful well programmed way. During thi s kiremt vacation 

if God allows me, I have planned to do four things:! wi ll read the Bible. I will pray a lot, I will 

read other spiritual books and magazines and I will also visit my relatives in Bahrdar and Gondar. 

In order to develop in God's word. I would like to spend by reading the Bible. I have planned to 

read the Bible for three hours every day. When I read a lot I will know the aim of God for my li fe 

and other people and know more the message of God. By doing so, I hope I will get some 

knowledge of the God's word or message. 

Since on ly read ing Bible doesn't result in what I expect, I have planned also to pray a lot and to 

know the aim of God. Since the fruit of praying is usefu l, I would li ke to bear thi s fruit by doing 

so. I will pray for those people who do not know Jesus Chri st. After praying for them I will tell 

them about Jesus Christ and the revealed God's grace to human being. Since the revealed God's 

grace is to save the world through Jesus chri st, I will tel l to everybody the revealed God's grace. 
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Bes ides reading the Bible and praying, [ wou ld li ke to spend my vacation by reading different 

spiritual magazines and books. I hope all these things also may help me to mature in God's word. 

In addition, I would like to go to Bahrdar and Gondar to visit my relatives. On my way of vis iting 

my relatives, I will see lake Tana and the Fasiledes castle. 

To sum up, these are my plans which I have for thi s vacation. I hope I will enjoy my vacation by 

doing these things and others if there is enough time. 
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Appendix J: Essay results (pilot) 

T bl 52 I a e : mprom tu essay 

code content organization vocabulary language mechanics total average 
use score 

G, 

5 1 22+23 12+14 13+ 14 18+19 3+3 68+73 70 

52 17+ 18 12 +13 14 +12 15+ 14 2+2 60+ 59 59 

53 17+ 18 13 +12 13+ 15 16+ 17 3+ 3 62+ 63 62 

54 18+ 19 12+ 12 14 +14 13 +1 5 3+ 3 60+ 63 61 

55 19+20 14+ 15 15+ 16 18 +20 3 +4 69+ 75 72 

G2 

56 19 +20 14+ 13 16 +1 7 18 +19 3 +3 70 +71 70 

57 18 +20 14+13 14 +13 18 +20 3 +3 67+ 69 68 

58 17 +18 12+13 13 +12 14 +16 3 +3 59+ 62 60 

59 19 +21 13 +1 3 13+ 13 15+ ] 5 3 +3 63+65 64 

510 20+2 1 13 + 13 15 +1 3 18+ 17 3 +3 69+67 68 

Note: the first scores (in each cell) were given by the first rater and the second scores were 
given by the second rater. 
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T bl 53 E a e . ssay 

code content organization vocabu lary language mechanics total 
use 

G, 

S I 17 +18 13 +13 13 + 14 17 +18 3 + 3 63 + 66 
18 +18 13 +14 15 + 14 18 +1 8 3 +4 67 + 68 

S2 14 +15 10 +1 3 14+ 13 14+ 13 3 +2 55 + 56 
16 +15 12 +1 3 12 + 13 15 + 15 3 + 3 58 + 59 

S3 16+15 12 +13 12 + 12 12 + 13 3 + 3 55 + 56 
18 +16 13 +1 3 13 + 12 12 + 14 3+ 4 59 + 59 

S4 18 +20 14 +14 15 + 16 18 + 17 3+3 68 +70 
20+20 14 +14 16+ 15 18 + 18 3+4 71 +71 

S5 18 +18 13 +13 14 + 13 18+ 19 3+3 66 +66 
18 +19 14+1 4 15 + 14 18+20 3+4 68 +71 

G, 

S6 15 + 16 13 + 12 14 + 15 15 + 17 3+3 60+64 
16 +16 14 + 15 14 + 16 17 + 18 3 +3 64 + 68 

S7 17 +17 13 + 13 15 + 15 14 + 13 3+3 62 + 61 
20 +1 9 14 + 13 14 + 15 15 + 14 3+3 66 +64 

S8 16 +1 8 13 + 13 14 + 13 16 + 17 2+3 6 1 +64 
17 +18 12 + 13 13 + 15 16 + 18 3+3 6 1 + 67 

S9 18 +1 8 12 + 13 15 + 14 18 + 17 3 + 3 66 + 65 
19 +20 14 + 13 15 + 16 19+ 17 3 + 3 70 + 69 

SIO 16 + 15 12 + 12 12+ II 14 + 15 3 +2 57 + 55 
17 + 16 13 + 13 II + II 16 + 15 3 +3 60 + 58 

Note: the scores in the first row (in each cell) refer to the first draft and the scores in the 
second row refer 10 the final draft as given by the first and second raters. 
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T bl 54 E 2 a e . ssay 

code content organization vocabu lary language mechanics total average 
use score 

G, 

SI 18+ 18 13+14 14+1 3 18+20 3+3 66+68 67 
20+18 14+14 15+13 19+20 3+3 71+68 69 

S2 16+17 12+ 13 14+15 14+14 3+3 59+61 60 
16+1 8 13+12 14+1 5 16+ 16 3+3 62+64 63 

S3 15+1 7 10+10 13+14 11+12 3+3 52+56 54 
17+ 18 11 + 11 12+14 12+14 3+3 55+60 57 

S4 18+20 14+13 14+15 17+18 3+3 66+69 67 
18+20 15+14 14+15 16+ 18 3+3 66+70 68 

S5 18+16 13+1 2 12+ 14 14+16 3+3 60+61 60 
18+16 12+1 3 14+15 15+18 3+3 62+64 63 

G2 

S6 18+20 13+13 12+1 3 15+15 3+3 61+64 62 
18+20 13+13 13+ 14 15+ 16 4+4 63+67 65 

S7 19+20 12+13 14+1 6 18+17 3+3 64+69 66 
20+22 12+14 15+15 18+18 3+3 68+72 70 

S8 17+ 17 12+1 1 13+13 16+17 3+3 61+61 61 
18+ 18 12+13 13+ 15 16+18 3+3 62+67 64 

S9 15+16 12+1 3 13+ 13 15+ 16 3+3 58+6 1 59 
15+1 6 13+12 14+1 3 16+ 16 3+3 61+60 60 

SIO 16+ 15 13+12 13+ 13 15+ 15 3+3 60+58 59 
16+16 14+1 3 14+14 15+ 16 3+3 62+62 62 
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T bl 55 E 3 a e ssay 

code content organization vocabulary language mechanics total average 
lise score 

G, 

S I 17+1 8 12+ 13 13+14 18+20 3+3 63+68 65 
18+19 13+13 14+ 15 20+20 3+4 68+71 69 

S2 15+14 12+1 2 13+ 14 13+ 15 3+3 56+58 57 
16+ 14 12+13 12+ 14 15+16 3+3 58+60 59 

S3 16+18 12+ 13 13+ 14 17+16 3+3 61+64 62 
18+18 13+13 13+1 2 18+18 3+3 65+64 64 

S4 17+1 6 12+13 13+14 15+17 3+3 60+63 61 
18+1 8 13+13 14+14 18+ 18 3+3 66+66 66 

S5 16+1 8 13+13 14+14 18+17 3+3 64+65 64 
18+18 14+13 13+14 18+18 3+3 66+66 66 

G2 

S6 18+18 13+12 14+15 17+17 3+4 65+66 65 
20+20 13+ 14 15+1 5 18+ 19 4+4 70+72 71 

S7 18+19 14+ 14 14+15 18+20 3+3 67+7 1 69 
20+20 15+14 15+16 20+20 3+3 73+73 73 

S8 15+16 13+12 15+14 17+18 3+3 63+63 63 
16+ 18 13+13 15+ 16 17+19 3+3 64+69 66 

S9 14+14 12+1 3 12+1 3 14+13 3+3 55+56 55 
15+16 13+ 13 13+14 15+ 14 3+3 59+60 59 

SIO 14+15 12+ 13 12+13 15+15 3+3 56+59 57 
16+17 12+ 12 11+1 3 15+ 15 3+3 57+60 58 
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Appendix K: Categories of comments and students' responses (pi lot) 

T bl 56 C a e .. f ategon es 0 teac h / eUjJeer comments 

categories of comments teacher peer total 

content 2 1 16 37 

organization 13 J5 28 

lang. use 6 6 12 

vocabulary 6 I 7 

mechanics 

-punctuation 0 0 0 

-spelling 2 2 4 

-capitali zation 2 0 2 

-leg ibi lity J 5 6 

-paragraphing 3 5 8 

Total 54 50 104 

Group 1 (teacher) 

• 34 (63%) comments dealt wi th content and organization and 

• 20 (37%) dealt with grammatical, lex ical and mechan ical errors 

Group 2 (peer) 

• 3 1 (62%) dealt with content and organization and 

• 19 (38%) dealt with grammatical, lexical and mechanical errors 
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Tab e .. .ypes 0 I 57 T f responses (G roup I) 

comments changed as changed but not removed part of the ignored prmse total 
(teacher) suggested as s u gges ted text that was object 

of comment 

cont. 10 2 - 4 5 2 1 

org. 5 3 2 2 I 13 

lang. use 4 I I - - 6 

voc. 4 I I - - 6 

mech. 5 I 2 - - 8 

Total 28 8 6 6 6 54 

Source: The types of responses used in this section were adaptedjiom Ridley, D. (J 989) 

• 52% were used by students as suggested by the teacher 

• 15% were also used but not as suggested by the teacher 

• (II %) part of the text that was object of the comments was removed 

• I I % were 'ignored' 

• I I % were 'praise' 

• 78 % were uti lized as a whole 
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T bl 58 T a e . : 1 ypes 0 f responses (G 1'01IQ 2) 

comments changed as changed bu t removed part of the ignored praise total 
(peer) suggested not as text that was the 

suggested object of comment 

cont. 5 3 I 3 4 16 

org. 5 4 I 3 2 15 

lang. use 3 I 2 - - 6 

voc. - - I - - I 

mech. 9 - I 2 - 12 

Total 22 8 6 8 6 50 

• 44% of the comments were used as suggested by peers 

• 16% were al so used but not as suggested 

• (12%) part of the text that was the object of comment was removed 

• 16% were 'ignored' 

• 12% were 'praise' 

• 72% were uti li zed as a whole 
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Appendix L: Essay results (mai n) 

bl 6 0 I Ta e .1 : mpromptu essay (G I (19) dG2( 10 18)) - an -

code content organization vocabulary lang. mechanics total average 
use score 

S I 19+20 12+1 3 13+15 15+1 7 2+3 6 1+68 64 

S2 15+1 6 11+12 12+1 2 13+ 14 2+3 52+57 54 

S3 20+19 14+14 16+15 20+ 19 3+4 73+7 1 72 

S4 20+2 1 13+11 17+1 5 18+20 4+4 72+7 1 7 1 

S5 20+1 8 13+15 17+14 18+1 8 3+3 71 +68 69 

S6 14+1 3 10+1 2 11+1 2 12+1 2 3+4 48+53 5 1 

S7 20+20 11+13 14+1 3 15+ 18 2+3 62+67 64 

S8 13+14 11 +12 13+ 13 14+ 13 3+3 54+54 54 

S9 18+ 17 13+ 13 13+ 14 16+1 5 3+3 63+62 62 

S 10 19+1 8 11+1 3 14+13 18+20 3+3 65+67 66 

SI I 20+ 19 13+1 5 14+1 6 17+16 3+3 67+69 68 

S12 17+19 11 + 1 1 13+12 15+14 2+3 58+59 58 

S 13 18+1 7 12+11 13+14 15+16 2+3 60+61 60 

S14 20+19 12+13 14+13 15+1 7 3+3 64+65 64 

S15 20+2 1 14+1 6 13+ 15 17+ 15 3+3 67+70 68 

S16 14+1 6 10+10 10+11 12+1 3 2+2 48+51 49 

S 17 18+1 9 14+1 3 15+15 16+1 7 3+3 66+67 66 

S 18 20+19 13+1 2 12+12 15+16 3+3 63+62 62 

S.D = 7.8 (G I) and 6.09 (G2) 

to = 0 and t, (0.05 and 0.01 , 16) = 2.120 and 2.92 1 respectively. 
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