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A ) e t r act 

Tais stui7 atte.,te_ to iavesti,ate, _escribe ani anal7ze the 

reepoD_ine behaviour of Sopho.ore Enclieh iaatructore of !AU to 

stu_ent writia,. Aa iavestieatioa was ma'e on what features of 

writia, the iastructers fecue while provi.ine feei)ack; at what 

sta,e the7 interve.e to ,ive fee')ack, an' how their etu'ents react 

to the fee')ack ,ivea to the •• 

Te achieve tae purpose of the stu'7, 12 Soph •• ore En,l1ah 

instructere (66. of the total populatioD) an' 60 of their etu'eats 

(five fro. each inetructor) were ran •• mly chosea. Tae necessary 

iata was collecte' from : (1) questionnairee ."iaieterei to the 

instructors ana the etu_eats, '(2) 126 papere aarkea .y the instructere, 

an. (,) a seven hour recoraia, of aaaple lessoas. 

Aaa17sie of the 'ata froa taese eource. revealei taat, while 

previ.iac fee.back, Sophoaore 1aatructore coaceatrate oa low crier 

concer .. (e.,. aecaaaics; sraamar) an' rarely or aever atten' to 

hi,h oraer ' coaceras (e.,. orcanization, conteat). It w .. also to ... 

taat iastructors reapoa. atter students coaplete their writ1nc taske, 

ani not before they be,in to write or ~s they write. It was also 

observe_ that the instructors often use a narrow raace of fee_balk 

teckkiques such as iirect correction of errors. Stuients aleo employ 

very fe. etratesies ia baailine feeiback. 

Basei on the fin.in,e of the stuiy, it was sUlcestei that 

instructors recoasiier their responainc behaviour ani tau. focus 

OD coatent level issues aa' orcanizational pro)lems an', relocate 

their feea.ack to the 'iftrent stases of writin" usine a wiier ranse 

of feei.ack tecaniquee. fhe nee' to ·train instructors with more 

effective ways of provi.ins fee.back, and train students with v~io,. 

waya of haniline their teachers feea.ack is the overall recommeniation 

of the stu'y . 



CHAprEB ONE 

INrRODUCTION 

1.1 The Problem 

In the teaching of writing, whatever the nature of the 

teaching may be, teachers are generally believed to playa 

vital role in helping students develop their writing skills. 

One of the important contributions teachers can make to 

the development of writing is the way they provide feedback 

to student writing. It is the belief of many teachers, 

researchers and theorists (see for example Brumfit 1980, 

Ziv 1984, Ksh 1990, Baimes 1991) that responses given to 

what students write are of considerable help in developing 

the skill. Chaudron emphatically notes "only by means of 

providing feedback, receiving information about the effects 

of their writing on readers, can learners develop their 

skills in effective writing" (N.D,P.2) -

The fact that teachers attach great importance to 

responses they give to their student writing is un~uestionable. 

Perhaps because of their feeling that students improve their 

writing skill in accordance with the feedback with which 

they are provided, teachers have been found to spend a great 

deal of time responding to student writing. In L1 (first 

language) context , it is reported that teachers spend some 

20 to 40 minutes on an individual paper (Sommers cited in 

Zamel 1985) ;in some L2 (second/fore.ig-n lallguag-e) settings it 
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has been found that they spend even more time, nearly double 

(Cumming cited in Zamel 1985). 

Attracted by the great deal of time teachers spend on 

responding, curious about the possible contributions 

teachers' response make to develop writing skill; and being 

inquisitive about the relative effectiveness of differen~ 

techniques of feedback provisions, some researchers in L1 

_ context (for example Searl and Dillon 1980, Zi., 198'r) have 

conducted studies on teachers' responses to student writing. 

In L2 eettings, too, similar studies (for example Zemel 

1985, Semke 1984, Robb et al 1990) have been carried ou~. 

Issuee like: "How do teachers respond to student 

wri ting?" I "What is the best method of responding to student 

writing ?"J"How do students r~ct to the feedback they are 

provided?" were some of the focus of these studies. 

Regardless of considerable time spent on responding to 

student writing; despite the claim that feedback provided to 

students would eventually improve writing skills; and 

irrespective of students' need to receive feedback from 

their teachers, research findings on the area (both in L1 

and L2 domain) seem to indicate that feedback provision as 

currently practised is of limited instructional help. 
\ 

Teachers are reported to respond only to limited features 

of writing (for example spelling, tense, word forms). 

I 
J 
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Particularly) process-oriented researchers suggest that 

teachers respond only to what students produce and not to 

the various stages of their writing. 

In spite of the relative emphasis given to responding 

to student writing b,y L1 and L2 researchers and educators, 

no study has yet been conducted in the Ethiopian context 

(be it in high school or higher institutes). Some three 

studies related to the teaching of writing in Addis Ababa 

University (Mammo 1981, Kiflemariam 1988 .and Demeke 1990) 

have of course been done. But)none of them has investigated 

the responding behaviour of teachers to student writing. 

Nor did these studies investigate the effectiye wa1(S) of 

responding. The only related study is that of Wondwassen's 

(1992). However, it deals with oral classroom feedback 

behaviour of Grade 11 English teachers, not written feedback. 

1.2. Im~ortance of the Study 

The absence of any study on teachers' responses to 

student writing is at least one reason for conducting this 

kind of research. It is also the researcher's hope that 

answers to be found to the ~uestione raised (see 1.3) will 

have some important pedagogical implications for writing 

courses given to almost all second year students of our 

university in particular and to the teaching of writing at 

a higher level as a whole. On top of that, the study will 

have i mplications for developing teachers' awareness of 
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feedback techniques and therefore be relevant to future 

teacher education. In other words, as indicated in Kroll 

(1990), it is the Qelief of the researcher that such a study 

will guide writing teachers in making informed choices about 

appropriate pedagogical approaches of providing feedback on 

what students write. 

1.3. Objectives of th~~ 

The purpose of this study will be to investigate, describe 

and analyse the responding behaviour of AAU Sophomore Inglish 

instructors to student writing. To that end, the researcher 

will be trying to answer the following basic questions: 

1. In the responses they give to student writing, ~at 

fe atures of writi ng do the Sophomore instructors 

concentrate on ? 

• 

• 

Do they focus on what are known 8S l.()weror der 

concerns (e.g. spelling, tense) or High Order 

Concerns (e.g. meaning, organization)? 

Is there a~ kind of uniformity (similar pattern) 

in the way they respond ? 

2. To what extent do teachers' responses contribute to 

promoting the major objectives stated in Sophomore 

English? 

3. Are t eachers' responses part of t he wri ting process 

or ~elega ted t o students ' final dr aft (if at all 
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there is such a thin& like a :1'inal draft) ? 

4. What are the reactions of students to responses 

gi ven to thelll ? 

5. Are there any pedagogical implications to be derived 

frolll the responses the teachers give ? 

1.4 Definition of Iles~ndi~ to Studen:L!!!.!!!!& 

Provision of feedback i8, in fact, referred by various 

nallles like "correction", "lIIarkin&", "assessment," "evaluation" 

etc. Yet, as I believe that such terlllS are inadequate in 

denotin& responses given to student writing, I have preferred 

a more conveient terlll -Irreepondin& to student ",ri tin&~ The 

term is here defined as a way of reacting to what students 

write verbally (orally or in a written form). The reaction 

can either be positive or negative. 
(f \\ 

The term feedback will 

also be uaed as a substitute for responding to student writing. 

1.5 A Pew !£rds About So~~re Engl!!!:..Q£...~ 

To have an overall idea about the Sophomore English 

course is necessary at least for two reasons. Pirst, the 

target population of the current study are primarily teachers 

who offer this course and then students who take it. Secondly, 

one of the objectivesof the study is to investigate the 

possible contribution of oral and written feedback on ",hat 

the students write to promote the objectives stated in the 

course . 
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Generally s~eaking, the Sophomore English course is a 

one semester course giyen to second year degree students of 

AAU who successfully com~lete the Freshman English (101A and 

101B). Prom the preliminary survey I have mads, I come to 

understand that Solomon's (1991) "Writing for Academic 
-

Purposes" serves as a major guide line for the instructors 
~ 

and as a text-book for students. And it is this book that 

provides us with the necessary information we need to know 

about the course. 

Though the three other major skills (i.e., reading, 

listening, speaking) and Bt~ skills (e.g. note-taking) are 

included in the course, the writing skill is the most 

emphasized skill. In broad terms, the course is aimed at 

meeting "the need of Ethiopian University students in develop­

ing their writing skills" (Solomon 1991:3). In other words, 

Sophomore English, as a final service course)hopes to equip 

students with the necessary writing skill so that they would 

be able to write well and meaningfully during their stay in 

the university and after graduation. 

When they finish the course students are eXpected ,-to: 

a) r: ;" write effectively the specific varieties of 

discourse needed within the students' subject areas 

including essays, exams, term papers and thesfS~ . 

b) Write all general types of discourse - e.g. essays, 
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summaries, letters, reports and research papers 

that any graduate need to do. 

c) EXpress themselves effectively in writing using 

simple but logical and clearly expressed language 

on any matter of general interest. 

(Solomon 1991:i-ii) 

To achieve t hose objectives, under optimum condition, 

the students are required to produce about 24 paragrp~hB and 

eight essays. In a way paragraph building is giyen the first 

priority. In relation to marking the texi for the Sophomore 

English course says little. Still, it is stated that both 

the teachers and students could be involved in correcting 

students' written work. 

1.6 Q!£anization of the Thesis 

Aimed at investigating, describing and analysing the 

responding behaviour of AAU Sophomore English instructors, 

the current study is composed of five major parts. In the 

first part, the objectives of the study are set. Given in 

the second unit is a review of the available literature on 

responding to student writing. To accomplish the aims set, 

the research procedure outlined in the third and fourth 

chapters includes: 

i) collection of data on recordings, marked papers 

and student and teacher questionnaires; 

• 
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(ii) development of system analysis dealing with 

various types of feedback demonstrated by 

instructors; and 

(iii) analysis and discussion of findings. 

The final chapter provides conclusions and recommendations. 



CHAPTER 'NO 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITEBATlJBE 

2.1. ~~oduc~~ch and the Process..!l?R!ollch 

to Teach!-ng Writing 

The product approach and the process approach are perhaps 

the two most widely discussed orientations in the literature 

on the teaching of writing. In this study, moet of the issues 

raised in the present chapter and to 60me extent in the 

subsequent chapters are discussed in relation to these 

orientations. For this reason, it is perhaps worth giving 

a brief definition of each. 

2.1.1. The Produet Approach 

The product approach is an orientation whose primary 

focus is the end result of 1Ihat students produce. Inthis 

approach, the teacher is concerned with teaching learners 

what the finished text should look like. Formal accuracy and 

correctness in grammar, spelling, use of vocabulary) convention 

of layout, etc. are given the utmost priority. Controlled 

compOSition, guided composition and in higher forms logical 

construction and arrangement of discourse forms are common 

procedures of this approach. 

2.1.2. 1££ Process ~pxo!£h 

Broadly speaking , the pr ocess approach is an orientation 

( 
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that puts more emphaeis on the composing process than on the 

end result, i.e., the composition. As concisely summarized 

by Silva, the teacher's role in the process approach is: 

to help students develop viable 
strategies for getting started (finding 
topics, generating ideas and information, 
focusing, and planning structure and 
procedure), for drafting (encouraging 
multiple drafts), for revising (adding, 
deleting, modifying and rearranging 
ideas); and for editing attending to 
vocabulary; sentence structure, grammar 
and mechanics (1990:15). 

Encouraging studentll to have a sense of purpose and 

audience while writing about a certain topic is another ~ajor 

task of the teachers who teach in line with this approach. 

2.2 The NeceSSity o! Feedback Provision to Writ!ai 

Among the possible contributions teachers can make to 

the development Of ~ the writing ability of their students are 

the responses they give to student writing. There seems to 

be a concensus among ma~ researchers and theorists (for 

example Brumtit 1980, Ziv 1984, Chaudron 1985, Zemel 1985, 

Charles 1990, Hyland 1990, Keh 1990, Cox 1991) that feedback 

given to what students write is a valuable aid to the 

improvement of the Skill. POinting out that teacher-response 

is an essential part of the writing process, Hyland contends 

that feedback improves student writing significantly. Por 

Brumtit, teachers' feedback, if done properly, is a teaching 
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strategy for developing student wri tinge To Zallle1, responding 

to student writing is a valuable help if it is elllployed to 

involve students in redrafting what they write. According 

to Cox "assesslllent in writing is a process of encouraging 

students to play an active role in learning" (Cox 1991:142)' 

In spite of the general consensus 8IIIong theorists, 

researchers, teachers and students that feedback on what 

students write is helpful in developing the skill, scholars 

engaged in the field vary significantly regarding various 

issues related to feedback prov~sion. SOllie of these issues 

i nclude: what is the best way of giv1.og feedback ? Corrective 

or interactive feedback? Positive or negative feedback ? 

Who should respond to what students write - teachers or 

peers ? When should feedback be provided - while the students 

write or after cOlllpletion? While responding, what features 

of writing should a responder focus on 1II0St ~ Low Level 

60ncerns or High Level Concerns ? 

Researchers and specialists of writing instruction 

greatly differ in answering these and other related ~uestions. -
• 

Perhaps, it is their significant difference that has lIIade 

-responding to student writing' a contentious issue or to 

use Rsimes' terlll "a thorny issue." Further investigation 

of the issues raised in responding to student writing lIIay 

perhaps give us a better picture of understanding the prob1elll. 

Therefore, sOllie ot thelll will be exalllined bel ow. 
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2.3. Some Basic Is~s on Responding To Student Writi~ 

2.3.1. When to Provide Peedback ? 

The issue ot 'when to provide teedback' is one ot the 

major process-product controversies ot writing instruction 

in general and responding to student writing in particular. 

In other words, it is a question ot viewing teedback provision 

as a principal part ot the whole writing process or not. 

Por product-oriented scholars, the tocus ot writing is on 

"the end result ot the composition process., that is the 

product of writing" (Hedge 1988:19). Banging trom setting 

writing tasks to responding to what students write, the 

proponents ot the approach are primarily concerned with 

meeting a certain academic requirement. In relation to this, 

Horowitz (1986b) has this to says 

There is a specitied ••• range of 
acceptable writing behaviours dictated 
not by the individual (student writer) 
but by the academic COJllJllunity, and it 
is the responsibility ot instructors to do 
everything in their power to ensure the 
student writing taIls within that range 
(p. 789 ) . 

In product-oriented writing in$truction, feedback is 

oft en given after students tinish writing their papers. 

Consequently, writing teachers who teach in line with this 

orientation are reported to employ "error correction" and 

"written commentary" as their major techniques of providing 

f eedback. '~hen a teacher r esponds in this manner," 

comments Ziv. "he or she alHHllll.ea that stud.ents 'Ifill l <;!'~.t'n 
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what good writin& i8 from the comments and will thereby 

improve in future papers" (1984:362). 

Yet, teachers' assumption that feedback given to the 

final version of a paper somehow help. the student to write 

better or more is very much challen&ed by process-oriented 

reseerchers. Porceee-oriented researchers and specielists 

in the teaching of writing in L1 context (for example Ziv 

1984, Griffin 1982, Hairston 1986, Moxley 1ge9) and 12 

context (for example Baimes 1983b, Zamel 1985, Cohen 1987, 

Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990) report that feedback provided 

after students finished writing is of very little pedagogical 

value to students. Such feedbaclc, the scholars claim, is 

unproducti~e to students and time consuming and tedious to 

teachers. 

The task of feedback provision in a product- oriented 

classroom, which is mainly directed toward students' final 

paper is shown (by Baimes 1983a:139) as: 

r-----------r-------~------~----------, 
Selection 
of topic 

Preparation Writing 
for w1'i ting 
and pre-
writing 
activities 

Bewri ting, 
editill& 
proof­
reading 

Teacher's 
marking of 
papers 

Contrary to the product-approach, ths feedback model 

proposed by the process-approach views feedback provision as 

en integral part of the writing process. Ziv, one of the 
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not integrally built into the writing process is of questionable 

_ value" (1982:364). Such claa of the approach seellls to SIIIanate 

frolll the way its advocates view "Writing" itsel:1'. 

According to the process orientation to teaching writing, 

writing is a recursive and a discovery process. Zalllel, the 

other cbief advocate of the approach , presents writing aa a 

"non-linear, eXplanatory and generative process whereby 

writers discover and reformulate as they attempt to approximate 

meaning" (1983:165). In a related sense, Shaughnessy views 

writing as "I messy process that leads to clarity" (quoted 

in Hedge 1988:21). As can be expected, revision and cognitive 

multiple drafting are cantral to this orisntation. 

In the process-approach, feedback has a crucial pllce 

(Haimes 1ge3a). "Feedback," notes Keh, "is a fundamental 

process of writing of the process-approach" (1990:294). As 

an integral part of writing, the responding is primarily 

concerned with involving students to produce lIIultiple drafts 

and revise their drafts. Various L1 and L2 studies report 

that feedback which doe~not involve students in revision and 

multiple drafting is of little help for students to improve 

their writing skills. 

In relation to thiS, Moxley, reviewing L1 studies of 30 

years on responding to student writing, has this to report: 
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According to ov~r thiry years of 
research students beneti~ trom our 
responses to their wr iting only when 
we respond to several drafts. To 
transfer grading papers into a 
learning process, we must allow students 
to revise their work in light of our 
criticism. Otherwise, they tend to 
ignore our commentaries, nomatter kow 
wiee our response may be (19a9:3). 

The wor~-, of L2 researchers in the field (for example 

Keh 1990, Charles 1990, Hyland 1990, Zemel 1985) are also 

in favour of the above recommendation. 

In a writing classroom where feedback is considered to 

be an essential part of the writing process; in a composition 

class where the students with the help of the feedback they 

are given are believed to resee, reassess and shape their 

work; and in a writing context where the composing process 

is viewed as a collaborative effort of teachers and student, 

the process is represented as follows. 
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,---- ---r--- -T--- T-- i--
Selection Teacher reads Student Student 
of topic by notes, lists, makes writes 
teacher and outlines, etc. outline draft 2 
lor students and makes 

suggestions 

Preparation 
for wri tingl 
prewriting 
activi ties 

of draft1 

student 
writes 
draft 1 

Teacher and 
students read 
draft: add 
comments and 
suggestions 
about content 

Taken from Haimes 198)e:140-141. 

Teacher reads 
draft 2: 
indicates· 
good points 
and areas for 
improvement 

Student 
reads draft 2 
wi th guidelines 
or checklist: 
makes changes 

Student Tea c : 
edi ts Q.nd ass i ,. 
proofreads fo E , 

Student 
writes 
draft: 3 

t ask s 
help 
weak 

Teacher 
evaluates 
progress 
from 
draf t : . .1 
to draf t 3 

- l 

to 
' '1 

'c.' e9. ~ 
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In a briefer model/Keh (1990~l95) presents the writing 

process in the following manner: 

------------------------------------------
Implementation of feedback (for one paper) 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
input 

/ -------/ -------p-------/ -----p-------/------p------> -------
peer reading conferences cOAGenta ogtional 

(corrections) rewrite 

P = Peedback draft 

---------------------------------
Composition teachers who teach in line with the process­

oriented approach are usually advised to provide interactive 

feedback that puts teacher and students in a kind of dialogue 

(Ziv 1984, Zamel 1985). Techniques of providir~ feedback 

recommended in this orientation include: conferencing, taped 

commentary, reformulation, written coamentary and peer review. 

(For a discussion of techniques on responding to student 

writing)see 2.3). 

The contention that feedback should be an integral part 

of the ~riting process and thereby lead to revision is not 

without opposition. Some educators (for example Horowitz 

1986a, 1986b , Beid 1985) oppose the view on the ground that 

it is not applicable to most wr iting tasks in academi c 

community of higher insti tutes. Criticizing the notion , 
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Horowitz pOints out that process oriented approach gives 

students a false impression of how university writings will 

be eYa1uated. Horowitz further notes that the pedagogical 

role of revision in helping students improve their ~riting 

is overstated. "Whether an approach which cOllStantly 

emphaSizes multiple revisions will eventwally lead to a 

fluency that facilitates fast essay writing", he comments, 
.. ~.~ 

"is an unanswered Q.uestion" (Horowitz 1966a:},42/) !" I~~:\ 

. ~\ 
l' J. IL;; ! ,".,,~'f ~ \ C._ I, d~ 

,~""--.",, . 
2.).2 What Feature to Focus On? 

-;;..;.~ 

"The major question confronting any theory of responding 

to stu.dent lIriting," notes Griffin, "is where lie should focus 

our attention" (1982:299). PatMan and Whalley (1990) too 

concur. They note that "much of the conflict over teacher 

response to written work has been whether teacher feedback 

sbould focus on form (e.g. grammar, mechanics) or on content 

(eg. organization, amount of details)" (1990:178). 

Prior to dealing with the issue in Q.uestion, it may 

perhaps be worth discussing how researchers and theorists 

identify features of writing. Scholars in the field used 

different terms to denote different features of writing. And 

in some cases they attach different meanings to them. Keh 

(1990») for example identifies the features as Low Order 

Concerns (LOCs) and High Order Concerns (HOCs) . What he 

calls LOCs are mechanical and surface level problems whereas 

HOCs mean features like development of ideas J organizQtioll 

and the cvera1l foct.6 of what students write . Using dlfferent 
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terms with almost similar meaning, Pathman and Whalley 

classify what students write into "form (e.g. grammar, 
-

mechanics)" and "content (e.g. organization, IilIlOunt of 

details)". Like Pathman and Whalley, Taylor (1982) uses 
• II \t If " sim1lar terms: for~ and content. Yet, the meaning ahe 

attaches to this division/especially to form/is alaost 

entirely different. " ~ For her, content is what the writer 

says - what the writer is trying to cOllllllunicate. "pora', on 

the other hand is vocabulary, syntax, tone, formality and 

organizational patterns. Ziv (19a4) too uses two categories: 

"macro" (conceptual and structural) and "micro" (sentential, 

lexical and formal conventions) levels. 

Despite the variety of naaes given to diffarent features 

of writing, pathmsn and Whalley's (1990) classification of 

the features into form and content seems to be accepted by 

a lot of scholars (see for eKlilIlple Haimes 1983b, Zemel 1985, 

Allwright 1988~ Keh 1990). The following discussion of 

features of writing is in line with this understanding. 

Classifying features of writing that way, what we ahould 
on. 

then investigate is the issue of which feature to focustwhile 

responding: form or content ? Irrespective of few discrepancies, 

the findings in L1 studies seem to indicate that teachers of 

writing should give more emphasis to content than to form 

(Ziv 198~ Griffin 1982, Lees 1979, Hairston 1986, Moxley 1989). 

Moxley, having reviewed the state of the art in 30 years, had 

this general recommendation to provide: 
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We (composition teachers) need to teach 
students that writing well means Gore 
than forming grammatically correct 
sentences. We can teach students that 
what they say is more important or at 
least as important as how they say it if 
we primarily respond to the substances 
and Significance of their topics (1989:3). 

Similarly, Pathman and Whalley report that the trend in 

first language writing is focusing more on content than on 

form. In L2 Writing, the situation is not as simple as that 

at least for the reasons below: (1) L2 students, unlike their 

L1 counterparts, have to study the target language along with 

the writing skill; (2) the studies in 12 context on responding 

to student writing are relatively very limited; and (3) even 

the findings of these very limited studies are inconclusive. 

In particular/the issue of whether responding to form makes 

any difference in helping students to write better has become 

a very contentious issue. 

(a) ~ponding to Porm 

lIet!~onding to fOZ'J!I can ,generall:r be eQ.uated with various 

ways of error t reataent on students' written work s uch as error 

correction, er ror location, error identification or commenting 

about errors. Mainly concerned with the aim of investigating 

the significance of error treatment in written work, some ESL 

researchers (for example Lalande 1982, Semke 1964, Bobb ~ 

1966, Pathmen and Whalley 1990) conducted eXperimental stUdies 

comparing different methods of feedback pr ovision. The find ings 
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of these studies were, however, reported to be inconclusive 

(L8ki 1990, Fathman and Whalley 1990, Cohen and Cavalcanti 

1990). "Pocus on form in some caSeS appears to be effective 

in helping students to write better; in others it is not" 

tFathman and Whalley 1990:180). 

Soae of the studies (see for example Cardelle and Corno 

1981, Lalande 1982, Robb et 81 1986, Fathman and Whalley 1990 ) 

_ seemto sU€8est that sO.ll1e kind ot focus on form is helptl1l. 

In an experimental study, Lalande reported that students in 

his stl1dy group who were made to revise with the help of 

error code ol1tperformed students in the controlled grol1p who 

were just given direct correction by the 1nstrl1ctor. In a 

more or less similar study, Bobb's et al (1986) findings 

corroborated that of Lalande's. They fOl1nd that locating 

students' errors was more important than simple overt 

correction. Fathman and Whalley also reported similar result. 

They conclude c!: 

When teachers underline grammatical errors 
in students' texts, students showed 
significant improvement in grammatical 
acct1racy. All students made fewer irammar 
errors in their composition (1990:187). 

Contrary to these studies, others (for example Hendrickson 

1978, Seroke 1984) report that any kind of focus on form does 

not make any difference on improving student writing. 

Reviewing works on error correction, Hendrickson concll1ded 

that providing correct form in addition to noting errors had 
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no statistically significant effect on students' writing 

proficiency. In his detailed study, Semke (1984) compared 

four different methods of feedback provision and came ~p 

with almost similar conclusion. The study, among other 
jn 

things, reported that both direct and .direct methods of error 

correction did not Significantly increae writing Skills. 

In addition to thet, ~ike the findings of Lalande end 

Pathman and Whalley, making st~dents correct their errors with 

the help of error code was found to be "least effective interms 

of both achievement and attit~de" (Semke 1984:82). 

As can be understood in the disc~ssion above, research 

findings seem to imply that error correction of formJespecially 

direct correction, does very little to the improvement of 

students' writing skill. In spite of this, there is en 

int~itive sense among teachers and students alike that error 

correction is helpf~(Hendrikson 1978, Woods 19~). Studies 

carried on professors' reaction to written works of non­

native speakers (for example Santos 1988, Weir 1988) reveal 

that some errors on form have irritating effects and need to 

be corrected. LikeWise, research conducted on students' 

reaction to different ways of written feedback (for example 

Radecki and Swales 1988) indicated that learners approved and 

expected correction of errors by teachers. 

Thus, one may contend that error correction of form 

ShOuld/ to some exten7 be ma i ntained at least in ESL/BFL 

writing s etti ngs . Even then, comprehensiv e error correction 
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appears to be discouraged. What we might aspire is for what 

Norrish (1992) calls "selective marking." In selectiae 

correcting, one may deal with errors affecting intelligiblity, 

errors with high frequency, errors at a high level of 

generality, errors with stigmatizing and irritating effects, 

errors affecting a large number of students, and errors that 

have pedagogical effect (Cohen 1981:414-15). 

(b) ...!!espondi;9£ to Content 

At least in principle, most scholars appear to consent 

that res.ponding to content is very helpful for students to 

write more or better. What differs scholars concerning 

content feedback seems to be the question of how to respond 

to it. In other words, the issue is closely linked with the 

process - product debate. Por process oriented educators, 

feedback on content is useful if and only if it involves 

students in the process of revision and in producing multiJle 

drafts. On tne other hand, the product-oriented scholars 

seem to believe feedback given after students completed 

writing is helpful. 

2.3.3. ~~~actical Methods of Bes£2~~~ 

Student Wri tieg 

The other major controversial issues in responding to 

student writing as indicated earlier are: (1) who should 

provide feedback? and (2) how (in what way) should one 
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respond ? A separate discussion of these issues may give 

one a clear picture of each. Yet, it is the reseazcner's 

belief that the issues can best be dealt with in connection 

with a discussion of some prectical classroom techniques 

of responding to student writing. At least for cOnYenience 

sake, the question of who should respo!ld will thus be discussed 

along with different ways of reacting to a~udent writing. 

In this discussion it should be noted that terms such as 

"methods," "techniques,," "strategies" and "ways" are used 

interchangeably. The literature reveals that scholars use 

different terms to refer to the Same thing: ways of providing 

feedback. 

Perhaps as the result of varioue reseazchers' and teachers' 

endeavour to find out the best way of responding to student 

writing, teachers of writing have now various ways of provid­

ing feedback at their disposal. As noted by Haimes, currently 

the ways are as many as the teaching methods of writing. In 

a way of outlining possible options of responding)Haimes 

describes that teachers: 

can correct errors; locate errors; 
indicate the number of errors; comment 
on form; make generalized comments 
about content; make specific comments; 
ask questions; make suggestions; emote 
with comments; praise; ask students to 
cOllllllent on the source of error ••• or 
ask L1 peers to reformulate the student 
writing (1991:418- 19). 

And below is a br i ef review of some common ways of 

providing feedback to Vlr i tten work: 
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a. Error Correction ------

One of the most widely practised ways of responding to 

student writing in both L1 and L2 context is found to be 

error correction on learners' written work. The way teachers 

deal with students' errors of course varies. While 80me 

teachers correct almost all errors the students make, others 

deal with j~t some specific errors and leave the reat. Smme 

other t 'eachers just indicate or locate errors using eome kind 
~' 

of symbols or code and leave the students to take care of 

them. In other words, as succinctly put by Hobb et al -
(1986:83) "there seems to be no concens.us on how teachers 

best react to student error" on written work. 

One of the various ways of dealing with errors on 

written work is what Lalande (1982) calls comprehensive 

cor'rection. While usill€ this techniQ.ue, teachers overtly 

correct all the errors made by students. The rational behind 

this method is the notion that "the student does not improve 

his skill if he is not corrected" (Thompson cited in Lalande 

1982:140). Comprehensive error correction is very !lUch 

criticized by many researchers and theorists. Labelling 

such correction procedure as traditional aPproach, Eyrna 

accuses it of being "time conswning for the teacher and 

discouraging to students" (1988:124). LikeWise, Gwin (1991) 

and Allwright (1988) respectively condemn the method as 

"unproductive" and "spoon-feedill€ cor rec t ion." Haimes (1 983a) 

mockingly notes tha t comprehensive correct ion is tani8lllount 
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to re~riting the students' paper. The other common method 

of error treatment on ~ritten work is indicating or locating 

errors. This is usually done ~ith the intention of h~lping 

student ~riters correct the errors by themselves. As noted 

by Byrne, this technique of indicating errors -is normally 
or 

dona by underlining circling the mistaltes and using some kind 
A 

of symbol to focus the attention of students on the kind of 

mistake they have made" (19B8:125). 

Teachers who indicate errors of different sorts in u&ing . 

symbols usually have checklist (marksheet or correction skeet) 

a t their disposal. The type of checklist one uses may be 

quite different from a checklist used by another. While 

writers like G~in (1991) recollllllend a correction sheet 

consisting of 14 i tems , Josephson (1989) recommends a mark­

sheet with 59 items in it. Checklists containing 12 and 11 

items are respectively reported in iaimes (19830.) and 

Byrne (1988). 

As ~e1l as the use of such detailed checklis ts, it should 

also be noted that some teachers indicate errors by circling, 

underlining or writing some arbitrary abbreviations (Gwin 

1991). For many ~riters (for example Zame1 1985, A11wr i ght 

1988) the function of a checklist is believed to be limited 

to editing "surface errors in syntax, 1exis, spelling and 

punctuation" (AllY/right 1988:105). The technique is thus 

accused of over l ooking "more central issues of signposting , 

coheSi on, inf ormat ion packagi ng and clarity of meaning" 

(A11Y/riiht 1988:105). 
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Advocates of the techniques known as minimal marking 

(for example Hyland 1990) can also be included in the group 

who locate errors. Yet, it should be noted that they support 

neither the idea of correcting aistakes nor favour the notion 

of indicating specific errors. Inste~,they just locate 

errors by putting a crose (X) or more in the margin alongside 

the lines in which they occur. 

b. Written Oo.llll1entarl 

Providing written coasents is the other aajor technique 

of responding which is widely practised particularly at higher 

levels. The written cO.llll1ents aay be long or brief; general 

or specific; praise or criticism. Marginal comments such 

as "weak content", "not clear," "confusing" are examples of 

brief written criticisms. Suggestions or questions given in 

the form of a complete sentence like "can you tell me aore?" 

"I too have experienced the same thing " "my home town is just 

as beeutiful as yours" are instances of specific positive 

written comments. Some general comments which express a 

respondent's overall impression of a given piece of writing 

are a lmost Dart of written commentary. 

Hasty marginal comments such as "not clear", _or "W~rd 

order" are discouraged by researchers like Raimes (1983a) and 

Zemel (1985). The researchers report that students find 

such comments vague and too general . Similarly, end comments 

(e. g . A few confusing parts, organiza t ion OK) whi ch eit her 
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indicate an overall impression of a writer or deal with 

content related and organizational problems are said to be 

unproductive (Haimes 198)b: 143, Zemel 1985:91). 

On the other hand, content specific responses which in 

one way or another encourage students to revise their work 

are favoured by many writers and researchers (for sxamp1e 

Zame1 1985, Haimes 1983a, 1983b, A11wright 1988). Comments 

that emphasize the strength of a student writer are equally 

encouraged. In the words of Diederich "Noticing and praising 

whatever a student does well improves [his writi~ mora than 

any kind or amount of correction that he does badly·' (quoted 

in Baimes 1983b:143). In a related argument, Knapp (1978:3) 

contenda that students generally will remember praise "longer 

and ultimately be more motivated to learn because of it than 

if they received only negative comments." In one word~ 

supportive comments such as "That is a good way to say it," 

"That is an excellent choice of words" are believed to be 

productive. 

C. .Q.£nfer~!3 

Conferencill€ j. s an example of Ylhat Keh (1990) calls 

"interactive feedback:." It is a kind of discussion made 

between a student and a teacher about a student's written work. 

As an instructor discusses a given paper he can do a lot of 

thill€s. He may, for example, ask the writer to clarify aome 

points and encourage him to revise the paper. By directing 

t h e s tudent 's attention on some features of the 'II r i tten piece, 
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the teacher can alternatively make tactful corrections. At 

times, the teacher's comment may be restricted to praising 

the strength of the work. 

Even though responding to student fti ting in the form of 

a one-to-one conference is strongly favoured by researchers 

like Knapp (1978), S.ear Ie and Di llon (19M), S cardmalla and 

Berita (1986) it too hasn't escaped so~e criticisms. Rai~es, 

for instance, complains that it is "extre~ely time COnsUIRing 

and in some teaching situations j~t not practical" (1ge3b:145). 

Even then, its critics do not deny that e few minutes conference 

can be very productive and encouraging to student writers. 

d. Taped Commentary 

A taped commentary made in the absence of a student is 

another way of talking about his writing. Other than being 

a one-way communication, this techni~ue is the same as that 

of making a one-to-one conference in its approach. Comparing 

it to the techni~ue of giving written comments, its advocates, 

Hyland (1990), for instance, contend taped commentary is not 

time consuming. This techni~ue is, however, impractical for 

countries with few recorders. 

e. ~formulating 

Reformulating is a relatively new techni~ue of responding 

to student writing developed by proponents of the process 
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approach as a substitution for direct correction of students' 

written work. Generally, it can be defined "as an attempt 

by a native writer to understand what a non-native writer 

is trying to say and then to rewri tei:t in a form more 

natural t o the non-native writer" (A1lwright 1988:110) • 
. 

Nevertheless, as stated in Hedge (1988:159 ) , reformulating 

can be employed by non-native teachers with native like 

proficiency, as well. 

Teachers who use the techniQ.ue are advised to primari l1 

concentrate on writing features such as organization 

(coher ence, chonesion, order) and meaning. Keeping the 

original intention of the student of the non-native writer 

is another motto of the advocates of reformulation. 

Reformulation is claimed to be advantagioUB for: it 

allows students to compare what they attempt to write with 

a more acceptable version; it encourages students to discuss 

changes made in reformulated versions (Allwright 1988, Hedge 

]988). Despite these merits, the techniQ.ue is accused of 

being time consuming. Still, some experts are making less 

demanding adaptions like "the teacher's attaching a sheet 

to the original wi th several l' ewarded phrases and clauses 

the learner might want to consider when s/he receives the 

paper" (Celce - MurCia, 1991:472). 
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f. Peer ~ew/peer Co~rection 

The last but not least strategy of providing feedback 

to student writing is involving students in the process of 

responding to one anothers' papers. This technique is 

obviously employed vis-a-vis the strategies discussed earlier. 

Being provided with the necessary guidelines. students can 

(in groups. in pairs or individually) be made to correct. to 

locate errors, to reformulate. to talk about or give written 

comments on their friende' writings . 

A number of res earchers (for eXample,Brumtit 1980. 

Chaudron 1\-' d,;.. Korrish 1992. Manglesdorf 1992) contend that 

it is an effective way of providing feedback to student 

writing. A few of the clai med advantages of using the method 

are: 

It is easier to see others' mistakes 
thsn your own: learners dis.cover they 
can learn from each other; peer comment 
is generally lees threatening than the 
teacher's; it can lead to the process of 
writing and rewriting; it caA save the 
teacher's time and enable him/her monitor 
and answer particular problems (Norrish 
1992: 21). 

'2.4 ( Works on Learners' Reaction to Feedback on their ---- - -- -
Y!::i.:.t ..;;..t e;.;n::...;W:.;;o:.;:r=k 

Partly because it is beli eved that students of wr iting 

are the benef iciaries of t he f eedback they are provided, 
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researchers have investigated students' reaction to the 

responses they receive from their teachers. L1 studies 

reviewed in Leki (1990), Hairston (1986), Moxley (1989), 

reveal that students do not generally seem to have positive 

attitude toward most of their teachers' response. Knoblauch 

and Brannon having surveyed the responding styles of L1 writing 

teachers presented this saddening report: 

(1) Students often do not comprehend 
teachers response to their writing; 
(2) even ...nen they do, they do not 
alllays use those responses and may 
not knOll how to use them; (3) when 
they use them, they do not necessarily 
write more effectively as a result 
(cited in Hairston 1986:120). 

That L1 students rarely read and even discard low graded 

papers; that they generally hate teachers appropriation of 

their papers; and that they are particularly hostile to 

negative criticisms is reported in Leki's review (1990:61-62). 

Despite some scholars' claim (for example Ziv 1984, Hairston 

1986) that feedback followed by subse~uent revision is very 

effective, Some students do not seem to attach the importance 

claimed to such kind of feedback. Citing the work of Preedman 

(1987), Cohen and Cavalcanti pointed out: "In a large survey 

of feedback in L1 writing, teachers were seen to favour giVing 

feedback during the writing process, whereas the students 

preferred their teachers to respond to the final version" 

(1990: 155) • 
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Recently in L2 context, ~oo, some researchers (for 

example Cohen 1987, Radecki and Swales 1988, Cohen and Caualcanti 

1990) carried out studies on students' reaction to teachers' 

feedbeok. Some of the focus of these .tudies "ere questions 

like: what are students' attitude toward the feedback they 

receive? What are their preferences? What do students do 

as a result of the feedback they get? 

Generally, the result of these studies, unlike that of 

the L1 domain, appear to show students' positive attitude 

toward teachers' responses specially to correction. One of 

the leading studies with regard to studant reaction is that 

of Cohen (1987). In that survey, Cohen asks some 217 college 

students to describe the type and focus of feedback they got 

and demonstrate the kind of strategy they used to handle 

feedback. As the study revealed, 80 per cent of the respondents 

paid thoughtful attention to correction given to them implying 

that L2 students are not as hostile as their L1 counterl'at'ts· 

in their reaction to teacher feedback. Yet, Cohen's students' 

preference to feedback on vocabulary, content and orgenization, 

which was reportedly lacking, appears to reveal that there is 

a misfit between what students need and what teachers do 

while resl'onding. 

In the work of Radecki and Swales, too, a more or less 

similar result was found. Surveying the attitudes of 59 ESL 

students they have come up with the conclUSion given below : 
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Most of the students reported positive 
or at least neutral reaction upon receiving 
a heavily marked paper whatever the nature 
of the marking. They deolared that they 
would read the comments and even expressed 
satisfaction that their teacher had marked 
their papers (1968:357). 

In short, as reported in Leki; (1990) L2 students seem 

to approve of teachers' comments on their errors but show 

"lack of interest in teacher reaction to the content of their 

Pipers" (p. 63). That students of writing are more interested 

in their grades than anything else is noticeable in both L1 

and L2 writing. 

2.5. !2£ks on the Feedback Provision of Teachers of 

!:.i!~ 

studies conducted on responding to student writing can 

generally be divided into two: experimen~l end descriptive 

studies. Basically, the first type of study is concerned 

with finding the best type of feedback and/or method of 

providing feedback. Citing the review of Knoblauch and 

Brannon (1981), Leki reports that different L1 researohers 

conducted studies: 

Contrasting responses of praise with 
ori ticism; contrasting the effeot of 
oral responses with that of written 
responses; contrasting end commenta~y 
with side comments; oontrasting oopious 
response with brief response; contrasting 
only error with response to content; 
contrasting outright correotion of error 
with naming of errors and with effer ing 
rules; oontras ting explioit sugges tion for 
change with implicit s llP....gcetion (·':J. :<I)~ t1). 
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/ 

The conclusion Knoblauch and Brannon arrived at after 

reviewing a number of experimental studies is, however, 

discouraging. They concluded that none of the above ways 

of providing feedback made Significant improvements on student 

subse~uent writing (cited in Leki 1990). 

In L2 domain, too, some researchers (for example, Lalande 

1980, Cardelle and Carno 1981, Semke 1984, Bobb !1-!! 1988, 

Pathman and Whalley 1990) conducted more or less Similar 

kinds of experimental studies. As indicated earlier, the 

findings of these studies are inconclusive. Some corroborate 

what Knoblauch and Brannon report; others don't. Contrasting 

some four ways of providing feedback (comments only, correction 

only, correction with comments, students' corrections) Semke 

concluded that none of the four ways had a significant effect 

on improving students· writing. "Results of this study," 

Seroke recorded, "indicate that student progress is enhanced 

D$ practice alone" (1984:195). 

On the other hand, findings of other studies (for example 

Cardell£ and Carno 1981) show that some ways of providing 

feedback are 

deSigned for 

better than others. In an experimental study 
tnKl~ 

80 studentsAtwo Spanish courses, Car delle and 

Carno compared four different ways of providing feedback 

(praise, criticism, criticism plus praise, no feedback). The 

results of their study indicated that: 
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(a) written comments would positively 
effect Spanish performance, (b) salient 
error conditions would prod~ce higher 
levels of performance than suppressed 
error conditions; and c) the highest 
overall level of performance would 
result in the salient error constructive 
feedback condition (1981:259). 

The second type of study, descriptive study to which 

the present study belongs is dedicated to des~ribing what and 

in what way writing teachers respond. For collecting data, 

researchers conducting descriptive research may use instru­

mentations such as ~uestionnaires. interviews, marked papers 

and think aloud protocols. Compared to the various experimental 

studies on the iss~e in ~uestion, the number of descriptive 

studies in both L1 end L2 domain are reported to be limited. 

Especially, studies which describe and investigate teachers' 

actual responses are reported to be very few both in L1 and 

L2 settings (Ziv 1984, Zamel 1985). 

Descriptive studies conducted both in L1 end 12 context 

indicate discouraging results about the responding behaviour 

of writing teachers. Some reviewers (see for example Moxley 

1989, Leki 1990) stated that most L1 writing teachers fail 

to respond in meaningful ways. - After examining papers marked 

by 35 teachers at two di.fferent universities, Sommers (1982:52) 

is, for ins tance, reported to have discovel'ed tha t "most 

teachers comm ents are not text-specifi4, and eould be i nter­

changed, rubber stamped from text to text" (cited in Moxley 
., ... : . ~~ . 

";"(' 
1989:4). ~,' 

. " .~ . ~ -" 1 
\,b ll; ...... liI1 
~7 

'>,1., .... ,>I ... 1~· 
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That most writing teachers pay more attention to 

editorial concerns such as spelling, tense than content level 

issues is another major finding. Applebee who made a large 

scale survey on how 135 highschool writing teachers gave 

feedback is for example reported to have found that "87.7~ 

of routinely indicated mechanical errors- (cited in Moxley 

1989:4). 

A few L2 descriptive studies which investigated the 

responding styles of ESL writing teachers appear to corroborate 

the findings of L1 studies. One among these few studies is 

the one conducted by Zamel, one of the leading authorities 

in ESL writing instruction. After investigating and analyzing 

some 105 marked papers by 15 teachers, Zamel came up with the 

following conclusion: 

ESL writing teachers misread students 
texts, are inconsistent in their reactions, 
make arbitrary corrections, write contra­
dictory comments, provide vague prescriptions 
impose abstract rules and standards, respond 
to texts as fixed and final products, and 
rarely make content s ,pecific comments or 
offer specific strategies for revising the 
text (1985:86). 

Cohen and Bobbina (1976) also reported that they found 

their own responses to students' papers to be vague and 

contradictory. Studies which attempted to look into teacher's 

written feedback from students' point of view (Cohen 1987, 

Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990) showed that teachers' feedback was 
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mainly on surface level features. In one word, the feedback 

behaviour of both L1 and L2 writing teachers as currently 

realized appear~ to be ineffective. 

Researchers dissatisfied with ths current feedback 

behaviour of teachers of writing were not, however, limited 

j~st to showing the ineffectiveness of their responses. They 

also suggested some better ways of responding. Below is a 

list of the most important recommendations as summarized by 

Moxley (1989:1). 

(1) Provide ''formative" as opposed to "summative" 

evaluation, i.e., give content specific comments. 

(2) Req~re m~tiple drafting. 

(3) Place students in small gro~ps and teach them to 

evaluate each other's work. 

(4) A void "appropriating" students texts and Simplifying 

students' roles to that of army privates. 

(5) Play the role of the st~dents intended audience. 

(6) Encourage students'revision to be an opport~ty to 

clarify and discover one's meaning. 

(7) Avoid overburdening st~dents with advice by 

identifying only one or two patterns of errors 

at a time. 

(8) Praise positive attrib~tes in each paper. 
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(9) Avoid excessive use of abstract formalaic text 

book language such as "edit for efficiency ... · 

"trans:! tion. " 

(10) Omit grades on individual papers. Inctead use the 

portfolio approach. 

Some critics of the process approach lika Horowitz (1986a) 

do not accept some of the above recommendations (for example 

omitting grade, multiple drafting) on the ground that they are 

unrealistic to writing situations for academic purposes. 

In the Ethiopian context no study (experimental or 

descriptive) has yet been conducted on responding to student 

writing. It can, however, be said that to some extent Mammo's 

(1981) and to a great extent Wondwossen's (1992) work are 

related to the present study. In his study, Mammo had collected 

data from some 157 essays written by 3rd and 4th year students 

for the course Advanced compo8ition and attempted to classify 

and analyse errors committed in those essays. Among other 

things, Mammo found, not surprisingly, that students made a 

lot of errors in grammar, style, spelling, punctuation and 

handwri ting. 

Wondwossen's study, the more relevant work to the current 

research, was aimed at investigating the oral feedback 

behaviour of Grade 11 English teachers. In his study, 

Wondwossen was able to find out that his subje cts spent qui te 
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a considerable portion (29.2%) of class time providing oral 

feedback. None the less, the study suggested that the teachers 

were unsuccessful in their provision of feedback for (among 

other things) they used "narrower range of feedback;" they 

showed "stringent demand for gralIllllatical accuracy;· and 

they did not involve students in an active &anner. 

Largely based on the works of feedback provision to 

B tudent 'IIri ting already revie'lled, and partially on the bas-is 

of the related works in Ethiopia, the present study attempts 

to investigate the responding behaviour of Sophomore English 

instructors in AAU. Though this study, as a descriptive 

study, has a lot to share with works reviewed in &any ways, 

it is differant in some other ways. In almost all the studies 

reviewed, either the oral or written fe edback of teachers is 

examined. The present study, however, looks into 'IIritten 

and oral responses of instructors using marked papers and 

video recordings respectively. The study's attempt to describe 

teacher's written responses using a relatively new and detailed 

model description is hoped to be a small contribution to the 

existing body of literature. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 

3.1. Subjects 

There are two groups of subjects for this study: 12 

Sophomore English instructors (66% of the total population) 

and 60 of their students taking the Sophomore English course 

in the 1992/93 academic year. The instructors were chosen 

primarily on their willingness to perticipate in the research 

project. Nevertheless, with an intention of giving a 

representative sample, teachers who gave the course to 

students from different faculties and department were 

included. The 60 students were randomly selected-I then 

checked that they were willing to take part in the project. 

3.2. Tech~~ues of Data Col1!ction 

Basically, the major sources used to collect the data 

for this study were: (1) teacher questionnaire, (2) student 

questionnaire, (3) video recording of sample lessons y and 

(4) marked papers returned to students. 

A teacher questionnaire containing 19 items was designed 

and distributed to 12 instructors. The item.s of the 

ques tionnaire were divided into two m.ajor parts: (1) general 
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information and (2) questions related to feedback. The 

first five items included wner the heading "General 

information" had to do with the personal data about the 

sample instructors. The five questions were set with the 

belief that factors such as teachers' work load, specializa­

tion, and the number of students they teach in a class may 

have an impact on the way they respond to student writing. 

In the second part of the questionnaire, an attempt 

was made to get the instructors' report about their feedback 

behaviour when responding to student writing. To that end, 

instructors were asked about the type of feedback t echniques 

they employ (e.g. peer correction, written cOlll&entarY)j 

what features of writing (e.g mechaniCS, content) they 

concentrate onj and about their atti tude to marking as a 

whole (For full version of the teacher questionna i rejsee 

Appendix-II) • 

It should, however, be noted that the chief purpose of 

the teacher questionnaire as well as the student questionnaire 

was to reinforce the data found from marked papers and video 

recordings of sample lessons. Note that all 12 questionnaires 

-
distributed to instructors \,ere return ed . 

3.2.2. Studen~estionn!.!:.! 

A student questionnaire consisting 14 items was deSi gned 

and distributed for 60 students. The student questionnair e 

looked into the f eedback behaviour of teachers from the 
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students' point of view. In other words, the student 

Questionnaire was basically aimed at investigating students' 

re~ction to feedback they get from instructors. The student 

Questionnaire had two kinds of items; items related to 

teachers' actual feedback (items 1-7) and items linked with 

the prOVision of feedback as a whole. The first 7 iteJlls 

attempted to find out what type of feedback students prefer; 

what type of feedback they concentrated on; and what type 

of strategies they employed in handling feedback. The next 

7 items (items 8-14) attempted to find out about students' 

preferences in error correction, teachers' intervention in 

the process of writing, etc. (For a complete version of the 

student Questionnaire see Appendix - I ,. ). 

Note that 52 of the Questionnaires distributed were 

returned. 

3.2.3. ~2.1!ecordi~ 

The video recordings of sample lessons were primarily 

aimed at looking into the oral feedback behaviour instructors 

exhibit in their writing class. The other reason for USing 

the video recording was to detect oral feedback by the 

students say in the form of peer review/peer correction. 

Originally, it was planned to video two sample lessons from 

each of the 12 participants writing lessons. None the less, 

that was not possible for two reasons. Number one, most 

of the participants , though willing at t he beginning of the 



- 44 -

project, later declined to be recorded. Untortunately, 

they had perhaps, considered what I was trying to do a8 

Some kind of supervision or evaluation. Some other instructors, 

for one reason or snother, were not recorded becaUQe the~ 

students as well as the other university students were in 

a series of strikes during the time arranged for recording. 

Consequently, only five of the 12 participants were recorded. 

While three of them were recorded for almost an hour each, 

the other two were videoed for two hours each. And that 

gave us a ~ 'J hour ', ~ ' r ecording . For describing and 

analyzing the data from the recorded lessons, no model ot 

description was developed. It was, however, attempted to 

give a general assessment of the ,oral feedback vis-a-vis 

the major categories developed for the data from marked 

papers . Ex tracts trom the tr anscribed r ecordi ng for each 

teacher are appended (see Appendix IV). 

3.2.4. Marked Papers 

The marked papers collected from the randomly chosen 

students cons tituted the principal data for this study. That 

was simply because the papers collected would serve as major 

sources for i nvestigati ng the written feedback given to what 

students write in their Sophomore English course. At the 

beginning of the study, I intended to collect 180 papers 

(3 from each of the 60 students). That was not possible 

beca use some of the students lest their papers or r eiTai ned 

from giving :them in. As a result only 126 marked paper s 
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were collected. The papers included any three essays composed 

in or out of class. Marked papers were not collected from 

the students of three instructors (17, 18 and 110). I did 

not collect from instructor 8 (18) because he did not mark 

tha student papers. To compensate for this, 18 was recorded 

for two hours while giving oral feedback. Marked papers 

wera not collected from the students of 17 and 110 for thair 

students went on strike during the collection of the papers. 

Note that extracts from papers marked by the instructors 

are appended (see Appendix.-;tU) . 

The following table provides. summarized information 

about the subjects and the data collected from them. Included 

in the table are: the list of the instructors and students 

who returned questionnaires, the list of faculties and the 

departments where the instructors teach and where the students 

belong, the number of marked papers collected from students 

and the approximate number of hours for the recorded sample 

lessons. 
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:!:!El:~: ~~~al~~.!!2E abo~.1ubjec~~d the 

Data Collected 

--- ---- -
Ins tructor (I) Paculty Dept. No.of No.of 

students marked 
who papers 

returned 
question-
naires 

11 Social Science History 5 15 

12 " " SOS! 5 15 

13 Education Edu.Adm 5 15 

14 " Bus .Edu 4 12 

15 " EPSY 4 12 

16 Business &: ECO Accounting 5 15 

17 " It MTPA 5 

18 Tec.h.nology Pre-Engi 

19 " " 4 12 

110 " " 5 

111 Library Sci. Lib.Sci. 5 15 

112 Law Law 15 15 

Total 12 52 126 

3.3. Model~~~iption 

--
Recorded 
lessons 
Iper houri 

1 
1 

1 

2 

2 

7 

To date, at least as far as I know, only two L1 

researchers (Searle and Dillon 1980,Ziv 1984) have attempted 

to develop a taxonomy for describine: and categorizing 

teachers' written feedback to student writine:. Consisting 

of six major categories (assessment, evaluation, instruction, 

audience, moving beyond and general comment), Searle and 

Dillon's model deals only with written comments provided by 
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Searle and Dillon's taxonomy is mainly aimed at describing 

the teachers' role while responding to what their students 

write. In other words, the model attempts to answer the 

question 'what role does a teacher of writing play while 

providing written feedback?': Instruct? Evaluate? Assess? 

or what ? 

A close s~ruti~ of Searle and Dillon's model may 

reveal that it is characterized by one serious weakness. 

Preoccupied with claSSifying teachers' written com&ents and 

the role they play while responding, the model does not 

attempt to classify (describe) correction of specific errors 

which is one of the daily routines for most teachers of 

writing. Direct or indirect correction of errors with the 

use of error code, checklist or abbrsvations is completely 

excluded from the model. 

The other model developed by Ziv (1984) consists of 

three major categories: explicit cues, implicit cues, and 

teacher correction. Compared to Searle and Dillon's model, 

Ziv 's taxonomy seems to be relatively deteiled. Still, the 

model is not without its limitation. As the model was 

baSically developed to categorize the author's own written 

responses to the writings of some six research participants 

in a case study, the sub categories it contains are rather 

limited. BeSides, the focus of the taxonomy is on written 

comments that involve students in producing multiple drafts. 

Vis-a-vis error correction, it says very littl e. 
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Developing a relatively more detailed and balanced 

model of description was thus one of the major task of this 

study. (In a way it can be said the model presented here 

is developed on the basis of the two models discussed and 

conteins elements lacking in them). Consequently, a model 

consisting of two major categories has been developed. ~e 

two categories are: (1) Cateaory I ~ written feedback to 

low level features of writing (e.g. mechaniCS, grammar) and 

(2) catesory II - written feedback to high level features 

of writing (e.g. content, organization). Whereas category I 

identifies various types of written feedback to features of 

writing such as mechanics, grammar and choice of words, 

Category II contains different written responses to aspects 

of writing like content and organization. 

Category I and Category II have in turn four and three 

sub-categories (feedback types); respectively. ''Direct 

Correction," "Indirect Correction," "Wri tten Comments" and 

"Ignore" are the four sub-categories for category I. 

SimilarlY, "Explicit Cues," "IlIIplici t Cues" and ''General 

Wri tten Comments" ere the three sub-categories that cOllie under 

Category II. 

Direct correction, the first sub-category of Category I, 

has' generally to do with simple provision of correct form(s). 

Included under this sub-category are smaller sub-categories 

like "substi tute~" "delete," "rearrange" and "add." 
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The second sub-category, Indirect Correction, is generally 

linked to making students discover right formes) by them-

selves. In a way it is an implicit correction. It consists 

of smaller sub-categories such as "indicate-identify," 

"indicate-locate," "indicate-not identify" and"indicate­

relate." The third sub-category "ingora" does not have 

further sub-dlvisions. Written cOlll!!lents, the fourth sub­

category of Category I, deals with provision of direct or 

indirect wri tten cOlll!!lents and clues on surface features of 

student Vlri tinge 

What Ziv calls ''Explicit Cues" is the first sub-category 

of Category II. "Explicit cues are those in which," notes 

Ziv, "the teacher indicates to the student exactly how he 

or she might revise a paper or points out a specific error" 

(1984:368). Smaller sub- categories that come under Explicit 

Cues are: "substitution," "rearrangement," "elaboration," 

"extension" and "dele.ion." IlIlplici t Cues, the second sub-

~ategory of Category II, is about written comments "in which 

the teacher calls ettention to a problem, suggests alternative 

directions for the student to pursue, or questions the student 

about what he or she has written" (Ziv 1984:369). Classified 

under this sub-category are "substitution," "addition" and 

"deletion." The third sub-category of Category II, General 

Written Comments, is linked with the provision of an overall 

impression of a teacher to what a student has written. The 

- smaller s ub-ca teogir es i ndica ted under it include: "praisa, " 

"cr i tiaim" and "gr ade • " 

\ 
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Note that a description as well as an example is provided 

for each of the smaller categories in the tables attached. 

It should, however, be noted that all the examples given to 

description of smaller sub-categories are not necessarily 

from the data collected. lor some of the categories lacking 

in the data, example has been taken from the literature. 

In such cases, the source is indicated. It is hoped that a 

close observation of the taxonomy attached would make the 

reading of the fourth chapter easier. 

3.4. !reguency Count 2! Written leedback 

To try and quantify teachers' written feedback is dearly 

difficult and in some cases arbitrary. In spite of thiS, I 

have attempted to indicate the general magnitude of teachers' 

written feedback in relation to the subo-categories identified. 

Tbis is done vis-a-vis the following frequency terms~ 

"Mostly," "frequently," "Sometimes" and "Rarely". 

1) 

2) 

~ 

M2st!l: An instructor is said"be using a certain 

type of feedback, say "delete'~, mostly if he/sbe 
Of . 

uses it in 75-100%Athe marked papers. 

FreS,!:ent!l: An illBtructor is said to be USing a 

certain type of feedback frequently if he/she uses 
Of 

it in 50 - 75%Athe marked papers. 

3) Sometime!: An instructor is said to be using a 

given type of feedback if be/sbe uses it in more 

• 
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than 25-50% of the marked papera. 

4) Rarell: An instructor is said to be using a 

certain type of feedback rarly if he/she uses it 

in less than 25% of the marked papers. 

Note that the frequency ceunt of feedback types used 

, 

by the sample instructors is given in Appendix IV along with 

from tttPe(s 
the extractsAmarked by the respective instructors. 
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A TAXONOMY OF WRITTEN FEEDBACK TO STUDENT WRITI nG 

category I: Feedback on Surface Level Features 

------------- ------------------------
----------------------' ---------

TYPE DESCRIPTION 
EXAMPLE 

-----------------------.-------------- ----~/i'Ci
 tr~' 

They don't ~l\lie.fOr ens l ,dy . 

Teacher substitutes part of the 

student's work with a mor e 

acceptable or appropriat e form. 

1. DIRECT CORRECTION 

1.1 Substitute 
.-. ;, -

----------------------
----------------------

----- ._----_. 

1.2 Delete Teacher crossout unacceptable, 

inappropriate form, word, 

phrase or sentence. 

Capi tal punishment i s a pun.'.et>J!i , 

by death against a murderer ", l ' 

by shooting or hangi ng -up--th . 

murderer. 

----------------------
----------------------

------,----

1.3 Rearrange Teacher rearranges part of the 

student's work in a more 

acceptable or appropr ia te manner. 

Thanks to hisJ'being (riot) a s t· 

one .•• 

-- ------_._------ -----, ,---------_. 

1.4 Add Teacher adds w~ds or phrases 

lackine in student's work 

The biggest market locally k 
iou!j1l18 I L 

as 'Gimbo Gebeya' is for~ce~ , 

and housshold, mCltt'(i(l~ , 

------------ -------------------------------------------------
----

d , 

' .. , .... 
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----------------- ------- ------_._-----------------------,--
TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 

,---------------------. ,-------------------------, 
2. INDIRECT CORRECTION 

2.1 Indicate-

identify 

-------
2.2 Indicate-locate 

Teacher indicQtes an error and 

identifies the type pf error 

with a code, a symbol or 

abbrevation. 

V 
Addie A baba is t he t own i n 11 ' 

I liVfl. 

-_._----------------------------
Teacher indicates an error by 

underlining or circling allowing 

the student to self correct, i.e. 

t eacher does not speci fy type of 

error. 

The student's backgro 'und a18(' 

have influence on studi es i n 

Universi ty level . 

----------------------------, ----------------------- --
2.3 Indicate-not 

identity 

Teacher indicates error with a 

certain mark (e.g . a cross /XI) 

allowing the s~,~dent to locate 

identify and self-correct. 

We appologize for the 

X inconveniency. It was a 4 , 

X because certain reasons t ha, 

things turned out t ha t W~ :' 

)( We did sent a driver t o t L 

X airport but it broke on ~ b· 

---------------- ------------------~~::. _____ Lt! . .1!£'.!:!s~~2 

• 
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------------------------------------------------ .------ . 
TYPE D:E.'SCRIPTION EXAMPLE 

--------- ------------------------------------------------------ -
2.4. Indicate-relate Teacher indicates ,~n inconsistency 

of use of form with an arrow 
allowing the student to self 
correct . 

The gu,y(w-;8) a surprisingly shor t y-
._. ---- - -

perhaps a bi t " j;aller than half. 
metre. His bOd~'~ } thill& 

------------------------ ------------------, --------------------------------------------------------
3. IG NORE Teacher inten-_tionally or The girl whom I have introduc ei 

~ 

unintentionally ignores certuin 

error{s) in the student work. 

with you is my step Sister. 
(N.B. the error ignored is wro, 
use of preposi tion: ''wi th II 

I insteQ.d of lito II). 

=====-----===--=;::.....-=-_-==:.:=---======--==--=--=======:t_ -=====--=======:-:-_--==--====: 
4. wnIT'rI';:; COb:ll1ENTARY T~acher comments intending that 3: He has so many parts about him 

s ~udent deletes a word or phItl:.J " . • a- that could turn a female on. 
4.1. Explicit Cues f 
4.1.1... 1;1e+e te 

. I 111,,1111 
I,. 

" ,l'I' I" ~ rU 

---------------------- -----, 

T: The words labout him' are 

,., 
I 

unnecessary in the sentenca and 
make it sound awkward. In your " 

rewrite, I sugeest you delet e 

"about him" eo that the senten",; 
reads "He ' has so many differen ii , 
parts th a t c'ould turn a f ecHlle ~ 

(from Ziv "1ge4). c 

--------~--. ---.. ~ .. ---------------------- -=" 

, 
.l_ 
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.-------.----,-----------------------------~----- ------, 
TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 

........ .... ............ _------------- -----------------------------------------. 
4.1.2. Substitute 

4.2. Dnplici t cues; 

4.2.1 Delete 

Teacher comments intending that the 
student substitute a word or a 
phrase. 

S: Juveniles are thirty percsnt G 

the population but they cons ti " 
almos t fifty percent of the cr: ,!l,e ~ 
in the United States. 

T: It does not lIIake sense to say ';:"a ~_ 

"juveniles cons ti tute crillles. " 
Try using "colDllli t " or "are 
responsible" and see what dif fere !!', ,I' 
lIIeanings are conveyed when you 
substitute one of these words 
the one you have written . 
(from Ziv 1984) • 

.. -------------.. ----------------------------........ ---------------~---,------
Teacher provides iIIIplict cOlDlllents 

intending that students delete a 
word or a phrase. 

S: Most of the middle class citi ~ 

moved out of this area and mo" 
to other places. 

T: "and lIIoved:' " This is awkward 

------------, .____________ ________ __ill" i984 ) 
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- -- --------- ----,---------- --~ 

TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 

----~---------------------- ----------.-------------. 
4.2.2 Substitute Teacher provides implioit oues 

intending that student 
substitute a word or a phrase 
with a more appropriate or 
aooeptable form. 

s: Although the mode of life in my co l ] 
waB different fro& the life I was 
leading before, it did not take me ~ 

than two weekS to adjust myself wi t h 
the prevailing conditions at coll ege 
to find new colleagues. 

T: Oolleagues are persons working toge ::· .. 
not living together. 

----------------._-------- - ---- --------------------_. 
4.3. Praise Teacher praises part of the 

student work • 
That is an excellent choioe of word . 

. _------- ------ ._------------------------- ---
4.4. Oritioism TeaCher critizize part of the 

the students work suggesting 
deletion or substitution • Wo.tch te.nse! 

. _-------- -------------------- --- ----- ------- ----- ------------------
' ,1 
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Category II: Peedback to Global Features 

------------- ----------------------- ---------
DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 

,--------------- -- ------_--... ~. 

Teacher comments 
intending tha t ' . 
student make a 

major conoeptual 
change. 

Sudent wr ites a paper in which she discusses her 
imagination to cope with the monotony of riding the 
subway ev eryday. One of her final line i s: 

s: "The faoulty of the mind to conjure up adventures 1;; 

order to deal with the monotony of routine i s 
fascinating . 

T: You could expand your eSBay with (1) as your centra l 
idea and use the eubway as one example. Other mono *· 
course may come to mind, (1) refers to the sencencl'; 
"The faculty of mind ... " (Ziv 1984) 

---_._---- ----------------, ._----
1.2 Reerrangement Teacher comments 

intending that the 
s·tudent rearrange 
paragraphs 

Student writes a paper about his composing process anu 
has a paragr aph near the end of the paper abo ut wh e! 
he writes his essays. 

T: Yo u s ho uld put the last paragraph near the beginnins 
where you set the scene for your composing process . ;" _______ ._______ __ __________ J Z/V .L9 ~;jJ _ _ _ 
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,----------------------- . ----------------- ._-------- ---------_ ... 
TYPE 

1.3 Elaboration 

DESCllI~ION EXAMPLE 
.-------------------------.-----... , .... --------~~~, ._--,---- --. 

Teacher comments intending 
that the student elaborate 
an idea or ideas. 

s: Student has written one general idea th~ 
life in his hOllle town is very expensive l,ut 
has failed to provide adeQ.uate examples to 
support the idea. 

T: Teacher suggests that the student need t o 
give additional eX8ll1ples, to show life in ! ' s-' 
home town is that expensive. 

---- ----- --- ---- ----------... 
1.4 Extension Teacher suggests , th.t 

the student extend his 
essay. 

The student's essay "the person wholl I aw , 
1II0St" lacks a concluding paragraph. 

T: Teacher comments, "I think you should ado 
last paragraph summarizing the Q.ualities , 
the person you admireZ' 

- --------------- --------_. 
1. 5 Deletion Teacher suggests the 

student cut part of a 
paragraph or paragraphs 
that are not pertinent 
to the central idea. 

T: Please delete the last three sentences i n 
your second paragraph. 

(Z i ~ 198"/) 
-~~------------------------ ,------.-----------~----- ~~~ 
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---------- ----- ------------
TYPE 

2. Implicit Cues 

2.1 Addition 

2.2 Substitution 

DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE --- -----------------
Teacher comments intending 
that student ela_orate his 
or her ideas. 

Teacher suggests that 
student substitute an 

Student writes a paper in which he compar 
life to a game of monopoly. She does not 
give enoU8h examples to make her analogie:,' 
vivid to the reader. 

T: You apparently like to uae analogies i n yo 
writing which is a good technique. Some­
how this paper is a little abstract. PerP' 
some concrete examples, for your genera l i zatic 

would help. (Ziv 1984) 
-------,-------------

Student writes a paper on the isola t ion of 
people experience in New yo.k City. Her 

introduction, conclusion concluding paragraph is about the suici de 
etc. rate in this country. 

T: Do you think your conclusion follows 
logically from the ideas you discuss i n the 
body of your paper? (Ziv 1984) 

-------.... _ ................ _-------------------, -------, ,----------------_ . 
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--------------- ----------- ,---------------------------- ---
TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 
---- --- ----------------

2.3 Deletion Teacher ~plicitly suggest that studant 
delet part of his work which is not 
pertinent to the main idea. 

Do you think the second three 
sentences in your concluding pa~E 
graph directly rela t e to wha t you 
have said earlier ? -------_. ----------------------~-------------- ------------~----.... ---- .------ --- . ~ ,-

3. GENERAL COMMENTS Teacher provides his or her overall 

3.1 Praise impression of student's work in 

the form of ~aise. 

Good content : Well organized . 

--_._----------------,--- --------------, 
3.2 Criticism Teacher provides his or her overall 

impression of student's work in the 
form of criticism. 

Poor content ! Ideas mentioned nc 
fully developed. 

---------- ------------- ---- ----,----
3.3 Grading Teacher grades student's work USing 

letters or figures. 

_______ ,_______________ - -'--1-,->-------------, 

B, 10 

15 
, Cont. 5 

Lang. 6 
Org. 4 

" 
15 

:: ~-

-- --------



CHAPTEB lOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

As pointed out in the introductory chapter, the main 

purpose of this study was to investigate, describe and 

analyze the responding behaviours of the s8Jllple Sophomore 

English instructors to student writing. To that end. the 

following basic questions were raised: 

i) In the response they give io student Writing, what 

features of writing do Sophomore English instruct~5concentrate 

on ? 

ii) Are instructors' responses part of the writing 

process or are they relegated to students' final draft? 

iii) To what 

to promoting the 

course ? 

i v) What are 

given to thelll ? 

extent do instructors' responses contribute 

major objectives stated in Sophomore English 

the reactions of students to reaponses 

This chapter intends to answer these research questions. 

This is done with the discussion and analysis of the data 

obtained frolll questionnaires .. for students and teachers .• lIIarked 

papers and video recordings. Por the sake of convenience, 

the results gathered are discussed in three parts: 
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1. Students' reaction and their strategies in handling 

feedback. 

The focus of this part is on the students. That is 

simply because students are thought to be immediate beneficiary 

of the feedback they get. Consequently, students' reaction 

to marked papers as well as to some specific feedback types 

are examined. Moreover, the strategies they employ to handle 

t~achers' feedback are considered. 

2. Teachers and their responses to students' written work. 

Since investigating the feedback behaviour of teachers is 

the central concern of this study, the second part baSically 

discusses the actual written and oral feedback the teachers 

give. lith the belief that some general information about 

teachers (i.e., their teaching load, specialization and number 

of students in a class) might ha¥e a bearing on the way 

teachers respond, a discussion related to this factors is 

also included. 

3. Teachers' and students' attitude to different types 

of feedback. 

The third and final part of this chapter presents a 

brief discussion about the attitude of teachers and students 

to feedback as a whole. Naturally, the attitude people have 

towards what they are doing has an impact on what they do. 

People with a positve attitude towards What they perform are 
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very likely to do things successfully. And the reverse may 

be ~rue. Although to a limited scale, it is with the afore-

mentioned common sense that an assessment and a discussion 

on teachers' and students' feeling is made. 

4.1. ~~ts' React~!!!d Strate&.i~~!!.andling 

Peedback --
Investigating students' reaction to the feedback given 

on what they write is ons among the various studies condcuted 

in relation to the Significance of responding in the teaching 

of writing. The importance of teachers' written feedback 

is often judged in connection with how students react to it. 

If the students' reaction to the teachers of writing as found 

in the works of Radecki and Swales (1988) is pOSitive, feed­

back is thought to be effective. If, on the other hand, the 

students' reaction is negative as in the study of Hayes and 

Daiker (ci ted in Cohen 1987), feedback provision is considered 

a waste of time and effort. 

In this study, the purpose of the student questionnaire 

was partly to find some information on how Sophomore students 

react to their instructor~ written feedback land in what way(s) 

they handle their teachers'responses on what they write. 

4.1.1. Students ' General Rea£!!~-!£ Their Marked Papers 

Items 2, 6, and 9 of the student questionnaire were set 

to elicit some general informati on about studen.ts' r eaction 
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on their marked papers. Naturally, students' reaction to 

teachers' f eedback begins with reading or not reading marked 

papers. With this regard, the results in this study are 

encouraging. As indicated in the table below, a great majority 

of them (86%) claimed that they reread all or most of the 

papers they got back. This conforms with Cohen's (1987) 

finding. In his study, Cohen found that 81% of his sub~ects 

reread either all or most of their essays. The attention 

paid to teachers' correction (31% = dll, 44% = most) is not 

discouragi ng ei ther. Compar ed to the frustrating report of 

some works (for exasple Hayes and Daiker 1984, cited in 

Cohen 1987) in which it wae f ound that most of the students 

see their grade and discard t~e papers, the degree of 

attention paid by students in this study is ~uite satisfactory. 

Table I - Students' Reaction to Teachers' Feedback 

Respondents 

Items All Most SOAle None 

No % No % No % No % 

1. Ho" Jluch of the essay 
did you reread "hen 
you got it back ") 24 46 21 40 7 14 

2. Ho" many of the 
teachers • correction 
did you give thought-
ful attention to ' 16 31 23 44 13 25 

In item 9, students were asked what they looke. at first 
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when they got their papers marked. 

students (73%) answered they saw the ' grade first, a few of 

them (17%) responded they saw corrections. Still a few 

others (10%) said they looked at general written comments. 

This in fact seems to suggest students attach great 

importance to their grades. Given that most of the teachers 

frequently give gradea to students' papers, the students' 

pr iority to grade is to be expected. 

The purpose of items 10-11 of the student questionnaire 

was generally to obtain students' overall reaction to some 

feedback types like grade and correction. The table below 

contains the items and the responses of the students. 

Table II. Students' Reaction to Error Correction and Grade ---- -------- ---

Respondents 

Items Like it don't like .Indifferent 
it 

10. What is your reaction 1 1 37 4 
t o a paper with only a ( 21%) (71%) (8%) 
grade on jt ? 

11. What is your reaction to 
marked papers with 
corrections every one 24 24 4 

or two lines ? (46%) (46%) (8%) 

12. What is your reaction 45 6 1 
to speci fic errors~ (86% ) ( 12% ) ( 2%) 
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fn this study students' reaction to error correction, 

though not very clear, appears to be negative. As shown in 

~able II,a great majority of the respondents (86%) expressed 

approval of correction of only specific errors. On the 

other hand, an equal percentage of students (46%) showed 

positive as well as negative reaction to heavily marked 

papers. This seems a bit contradictory. Nevertheless, 

students' general remarks (in item 14) about marking in 

general showed dislike of heavy error correction especially 

toward mechanical errors. One student has for example said; ) 

"I wish my teacher would over look silly mistakes like 

spelling and punctuation." The fact that 73% of the 

respondents disliked a paper with only a grade on it seem 

to imply that students in this study are not concerned only 

wi th grades but need some kind of feedback as-. well. That is 

a good sign. 

4.1.3. Students~cti£e to-l~es of Wri~ 

In the fourth item of the students questionnaire, I have 

attempted to find out the degree of attention students paid 

to teachers feedback on different features of writing. The 

table below indicates the results. 

( 
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Table III. Students-!!!~tion on E!fferent Peatures of 

Writi~ 

Item Respondents 
If you gave attention to the 
teachers' comments how much a lot some litUe none 
atteitlon did you give i teas No ~ No % No ~ No :lnvo v n,g 

1. Mechanics 30 56 8 15 10 19 4 
2. Gram..mar 28 54 :11 83 '7 :13 -. 

3. Vocabulary 20 38 22 4:2 9 17 1 
4. Organization 30 58 9, 17 6 15 5 
5. Content 21 40 13 25 8 15 10 

in the 
As shown"table abQve, the majority of the respondents 

(58%) reported that they paid a lot of attention eQ.uall"! . .: to 

mechanios and organization. The reason why they paid m.uch 

attention to mechanics appears to be clear for it more or 

less corroborates what teachers were reported to do. Students 

higher attention on content and especially on organization is, 

however, some wh,t surprising. In table VIII, it is noted 

- that only 17 respondents (3~1) said that their teachers 

comments gave a lot of attention to organization. In the 

above table, however, 30 respondents (58%) said that they 

paid a lot attention to thts J feature: ' . There is a sizable 

difference between the two reports. The seemingly exaggerated 

report of the students is perhaps attributable to the high 

value they attach to organization. Or it can be seen as a 

reflection of what they would like not what they actually get. 

~ 

8 
~ 

a: 
10 
19 
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4.1.4. ~~dents' strategies to Handle Teacher8' 

Peedback ---
In the discussion above we have noted that the st~dsnts 

claimed that they reread almost all their marked papers and 

they paid tho~htf~ attention to teachers corrections. We 

have also noted the dsgree of attention they paid to different 

feat~es of writing. One may, however, wonder how they make 

use of teachers correction or co~ents. Or in Cohen's terms 

- whst "strategies" they employ . to handle the teachers' feed­

back given to those feat~es. It was with this q~estion in 

mind that item 5 of the ~crent' questionnaire (with a little 

sdaption of the strategies identified by Cohen and Cavalcanti 

1990) was designed. 

Like that of Cohen and Cavalcanti's subjects, the majority 

of the students (65%) reported that they freq~ently maie a 

mental note of teachers' comments. The use of other strategies 

seeJll to be distrib~ted from "freq~ently" to "never". Still, 

it can be said, next to "making a mental note," the strategies 

reported to be used with a relatively higher degree were: 

(1) "iddlltifying points to be eXplained" (p = 29%, S.T = 46%), 

(2) "refering back to previous composition" (p = 25%, S.T = 
. 

48%), and 0) "consulting a grammar book" (p = 21%, S.T = 50%). 
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Table IV - ~udents' stretegi!!-!~~~e Teachers' 

]eedbaclc 

-----------------------------,----------------------_____________ Respon~!! _____________ ____ 

Students' Strategies 

e. Making e mental note 

b. Listing errors by type 

c. Arranging errors by type 

d . Identifying points to be 
explained 

e. Asking for teacher 
explanation 

f. Refering beclc to previous 
composition 

g. Consulting a graJlUllar book 

h. Rewriting 

i) Only incorporating 
teacher's comments 

ii) ReviSing and 
expanding 

i. Not doill8 anything. 

1resuently Soaetia-!! Rarely Never 

No " No ~ No __ ~ No " 
34 65 13 25 ' 5 10 

4 8 13 25 23 44 23 

5 

15 

9 

13 

1 1 

4 

5 

3 

10 

29 

17 

25 

21 

7 

10 

6 

6 

24 

19 

25 

26 

1 1 

11 

4 

1 2 2.4 46 17 33 

46 

37 

46 

50 

22 

21 

8 

10 19 3 6 

14 27 10 19 

10 

11 

20 

19 4 8 

21 4 8 

38 17 33 

17 33 19 37 

10 19 35 61 

,--------------------
As can be understood from the table above, there are two 

extremes in the way students employ strategies to handle teachers' 

feedbaclc. One one extreme, a great majority of them made mental 

note of their teachers' written feedbaclc; on the other hand, an 

insignificant portion of them used the strategy of "re-writirg." 

Practically, making a mental note of t eachers' responses is next 

to doing nothing. It is very unlikely for the students to benefit 

, ' 
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by just making a mental note of the feedback they get from 

their teachers. At the same time, the act of re-writing 

which could have at least involved students in a more 

productive task is almost totally lacking. It can thus be 

argued that students know very little or nothing of what to 

make of the written feedback from their teachers. Perhaps 

they consider teachers marking ae an ordeal that ends their 

writing activities. This in turn is a result of teachers' 

feedback being relegated to the students' finished product 

and not to the process of writing. 

It is obvious that the primary aim of the current 

research is to inve~igate the kinds of treatments teechers 

offer to their students' written work. To achieve thiS, 

teachers' and students' ~uestionnaires and video-recordings 

have been employed. It has thus been possible to find out 

basic informstion about teachers, the written and oral feed­

back types they provide, and the genera l techniques and 
speeific types they emp loy. 

Ite&s 1-5, Items 6-8 and Ite&s 11-16 in the Teachers' 

Questionnaire were basically deSigned to collect the necessary 

data in ~atlon to teachers' eXperience, load, area of 
Q. 

specialization, the number of students they teach in class, 
A 

and the general practices they follow before students embark 

on the task: of Writing. Accordingly, the following .result s 
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----- -----------------------
Teaching 

Instruc- Experience 
tor (I) for this 

course 
(in years) 

Specieli za tion 
Weekly 
Teachill8 
Load 
(Ored! t 
Hours) 

NUlllber of 
stuAents 
tau.ght in 
a class; 

------------------------------------------------
11 

12 

- 13 

14 

15 

16 

I7 

18 

19 

110 

111 

112: 

10) 

1 sem 

2 

4 

6 

1 SSll 

6 

12 

1 sem 

1 sem 

1 sem 

3 

Literature 

TEFL 

TEFL 

TEFL 

TEFL 

TEFL 

Li terature and 
TEFL 

Lan,guage and 
11 terature 

TEFL 

TEFL 

21 

6 

21 

5. 

15 

9 

12 

15 

15 

21 

13 

21 

40 

3~ 

35 

40 

35 

35 

45 

40 

40 

40 

25 

40 
----------------------------------

As previoulsy stated, the attempt to elicit some general 

information ebout the semple instructors was done to find out 

if the factors in the table above will heve so&e influence on 

tbe respondin,g behaviour of instructors. 

Although nine of the sample teachers heve specialized in 

Englisb language teaching, tbeir experience in teachin,g the 

course is limited. Almost half of the teachers heve taught 

the course only for a semester. In eddit ion to ot her courses 
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they teach, three of the sample teachers (11 12, 14) also 

teach the course for three sections; five of them give the 

course for t'110 sections. The number of students taught in 

most of the classes is 35-40. While giving in class writing 

assignments, it is very unlikely that teachers would be able 

to give the necessary feedback to all of their students. To 

use one of the sample teachers' words, "9ometime~ there are 

too much (many stUdents] in a class, so the marking is 

killing." 

The other observable feature in Table 1 is teachers' 

overload. With regard to this one instructor commented: 

"Due to much overload and number of students in a class, it 

is impossible to clearly point out students' errors." 

Although the consideration of the above factors 'lias 

baSically made to see if they could have a bearing on the 

feedback beh,Yiour of the teachers, the striking resemblance 

between teachers in the treatment types they used (as 

discussed in 4.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.4) belied the assumption. 

True, in the task of feedback provision to student 

writing, teachers' role begina when or if they decide to give 

writing assignments. This is simply because responding to 

student writing presupposes providing writing assignments. 

In this study it was found that all except one of the teachers 

frequently gave aSSignments. This . was done by using Items 
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6, 7 and 8 in the teachers' questionnaire. The cited instructor 

said that he gave in class asaignments frequently. ~a other 

instructors said they frequently gave both in class and out 

class writing assignments. This, of course, implies that the 

instructors have the possibility of using various ways of 

providing feedback. In addition to giving writing assignments, 

all the instructors also reported that they frequently gave 

written as well as oral feedback to what students wrote. 

Teachers also said they usually made a note of students' errors 

for subsequent class discussion. 

Teachers: were alao asked if they involve students. in 

producing drafts or not; and when they intervene to give feed­

back. The data collected with regard to these factors by using 

items 11-13 in the ltex:i.che~· questionnaire is summarized in the 

table below. 

Table VI. Teachers' Intervention and __ their Involvement-2! 
~tudents ~ Writ~ Drafts 

-- --- - --
I telll 11. Do you involve students in Itelll 13. When do you often 
writing different drafts when they intervene giving feedback to 

-
-!~-!£2ut a Earticular tOEic ? what-l~students write 1--___ 

Item 12. How lIIany While While After the 
drafts you make thelll they are they are complete 

y 

write ? planni..n.g writing writiza --
Yea No One two ~ee ~ 

araore 

72...~i. -- -- --
_!!2_..1~ ~.L No '1> N£..... __ ~ No '1> No '1> No 1: 

9 75 3 25 4 33 5 42. - - 2 17 - - 10 83 - --- -- - --
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Asked whether or not they involved le8rners in the 

process of drafting, the great majority of teachers, contrary 

to the researcher's expectation, answered in the affirmative. 

As lIay be seen froll the data, five of the respondents said 

they required their studenta to produce two drafts while 

writing about a topic. Looking 8t what tea,hers say here 

from the recent developllent of the te8ching of writing which 

encourages multiple dr8fting, one might say the practice is 

quite encouraging. Results from the marked papers, however, 

show quite a different picture. A close picture of marked 

papers (see Appendi% III) indicates that most of the teachers, 

far from involving students in producing multiple drafts, 

hardly focused on features like content and organization. 

Thus, it is possible to say that the response of the 

respondents that they involved students in producing drafts 

appears to be an exaggerated report. In giving such a response 

they were perhaps reporting what they think they should do, 

not what they have been doing. The following additional 

response of one instructor to items 10 and 11 is perhaps a 

genuine representation of the case: 

When I give students writing assignments. 
it is mostly for the purpose of evaluation. 
In the course of the class disQuBsion, 
however, they are repeatedly told about 
the importance of rewriting. I assume, 
therefore, wh8t the students give me the 
discussion in practice (SIC). But I 
IIUSt admit that few students make use of 
lectures. 
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Another important iss~e sought by Item 11 in the 

teachers' questionnaire was when teachers intervene in 

offering feedback. As may be seen in Table VI, most of the 

instr~ctors (83%) intervened after completion of writing 

and a very fe" of them. (11%) sJaid they irltervened during 

the planning stage. Surprisingly, none of the respondents 

said they intervened during the "riting stage. One m.ay in 

fact "onder what the teachers do while providing in class, 

assignments. ~ust sit stand and wait till the st~dent~ 

finish? Very likely. And this waa what was observed from. 

the lessons recorded (see Appendix IV. 13, 15). 

4.2.2. The Provision of Written Feedback - --- --

To reiterate, the main purpose of this research "aa to 

identify the specific ~pes of responding behaviours Sophomore 

English teachers exhibit. In the researcher'S opinion this 

ranges from the general techniquea that these teachers employ 

to handle feedback to the specific types of treatments they 

offer. The discussion below dwells on this. 

4.2.2.1. ~era1 T~igues Emp±2yed 

Item 9 in the teacher q~estiGnnaire (specifically b, c, 

e and h) was used to elicit the techniq~es teachers use in 

responding to student writing. The result is reported below, 
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Table VII. !£~n Feedback Te~gu!!~ed by Teacher~ 

-----------

Written Feedback 
---.!!esl!ondents --

Freguently Someti.1lles Rarely Never 
TechniQ.ues - _ ....... -

No " No " No " No ~ -
errors 1n Correcting 

wri tillg 6 50 6 50 :I. 8 

Indicating errora u.sing 
symbols, codes, etc. 4 33 3. 25 1 8 4 

Givi ng written cOJlllllents 8 67 1 8 2 17 

Giving grades 8 67 2 17 2 

Peer correction 3. 25 5 42 3 25 1 

-- ---.-- ----- --
That the teachers dominated the practice of feedback 

provision 1s noticeable in Table 3. While 8 teachers reported 

to be frequently giving written cOJlllllents; only three of t~m 

replied that they frequently u.sed peer correction. !hat the 

great majority of the teachers (67%) gave grades to what 

students wrote seems to suggest the instructors' are very 

interested in evaluating the students' work, not in helping 

them to resee/revise the papars. A sense of testing rather 

than teaching is noticeable here. 

Responses given to the first two items in the table may 

show that Sophomore instructors prefer a direct way of treating 

errors. Whereas almost all the respondents replied that they 

either freQ.uently or sometimes corrected errors, only 7 of 

them said they indicated errors with codes, symbols, etc. 

33 

17 

8 
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A~has been pointed out, most of the teachers directly 

corrected students· work. It might thus be essential to look 

at the 8~ecific types of treatments provided to students' 

work and the emphasis teachers give to various features of 

writin&. 

4.2.2.2. !!~asis Given ~arious Feature!-of-!!!ti~ 

Before embarking on the taak of specifically lookin& at 

the treatment types used by teachers, it was thought necessa%y 

to elicit the kinds of emphasis teachers and students say 

are given. This procedure will indicate what teachers say 

they do, what they actually do and what the students say is 

done. ~e following table shows the results obtained. 

Table VIII. ~~~s' an~~!~ Perce~ion o!_EmEha~ 

Given to vario~!-~~ures of Wri ti!!C\ 

~---------------- ------------------Bes~ond~ ________ . ____________ __ 

_______ , __ ~T~e~Q~ch;~ _______________ ~tudents Peatures of 
Writing !.l:2.! __ ~~_illll!..E2!!L...! lot some.Jl.!.llL none_ 

__ No "No "No "NU_No "N~_% No_~_No_ " 
Mechanics 

G r 8I!lJI1Qr 

Vocabulary 

Organize tion 

Content 

4 33 3 25 5 42 28 54 12 21 9 17 3 6 

6 50 5 42 1 8 

4 33 8 67 

9 75 .> 25 

9 75 1 25 -

19 37 18 34 13 25 2 4 

14 27 19 37 15 29 4 7 

17 33 12 23 19 37 4 7 

10 19 13 25 19 37 10 19 -----------------------------
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As previously stated, one purpose of the teachers' 

questionnaire was · to find out what features of writing the 

teachers say they focused om while providing feedback. The 

above table clearly shows the picture. All of the respondents, 

though not equGlly, said they paid ettention to the five 

features identified. Peatures of writing reported to receive 

the highest attentioD from teachers were: organ1zatio~ and 

content; nine of the 12 respondents replied that they paid 

a lot of attention to both of these features'. In contrast, 

almost all the teachers claimed that the feature they gave 

the least attention to was mechanics. 

If one has to depend on teachers' responses, it may be 

concluded that they are in conformity with the current trend; 

paying more attention to high-level than low-level features. 

However, students' answer and the actual practice of teachers 

(as ubserved in the discussion about data obtained from 

students' marked papers) go against this observation. 

Students' responses, while against the claim made by 

teachers, seem to corroborate the findings of other studies 

(Zamel 1985, Cohen 1987, etc). According to students, mechaOics 

and grammar were features given relatively higher attention. 

In contrast, less importance was attached to features like 

organization and content. 54% and 37% of the respondents 

said a lot of teachers' feedback focused on mec.ha.nics and 

form respectively. On the other hand, sadly enough, a 
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considerably portion of the respondents (56~) said either 

few or none of their teachers' comments dealt with the 

content of their essays. This is actually confirmed when 

we look at the specific treatments teachers' employ on the 

marked paper. 

4.2.2.3.1. Direct Correction 

As shown in chapter three, the sub-cateogires of Category 

I are ''Direct Correction," "Indirect Correction, n ''Written 

Comment~ry" and "Ignore n. Among these four categories 

"Direct correction" was: found to be the only techniQ.ue used 

by all of the nine instruotors from whose students the papers 

were collected. In spite of that, the extent and freQ.uency 

of the techniQ.ue varied from instructor to instructor. The 

majori ty were noted to use > it mostly or freQ.uently. Instructor. 

who used direct correction with a relatively higher freQ.uency 

were I1, 12, 16, 19 and I12. On the other hand 13, 14, 15 and 

I11 were found to be using the techniQ.ue with a relatively 

lower degree and freQ.uency (See Appendix III ) • 

.. 
Common among the instructors who used Indirect Correction" 

with lower freQ.uency was that they have all specialized in 

TEFL. There, however, appears to be no common element among 

the instructors using 'nirect Correction" with a higher degree 

and freQ.uency. Eather than the commoness, the difference 
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among them (at least in relation to specialization) is more 

apparent. Whereas 19 reported to have no specialization, 

11 I'e'ported to have been trained in literature. On the other 

hand, 12, 16 and 112 reported that they were TBPL specialists 

(see Table V). 

Of the smaller sub-categories identified under "Direct 

Correction", "Substitute" appears to be the most frequently 
. 

used technique. I~elete" is also ths other frequently 

employed strategy in relation to direct correction. I~e-
. 

arrange" and "Add" were, however, used with a relatively 
. . 

lower degree and frequency (see Appendix III). 

4.2.2.3.2. Indireot Correction 

In comparison with Direct Correction, Indirect Correction 

appears to be used with minimum degree and frequency. As 

shown in Appendix III, almost all the teachers seem to be 

acquainted with an indirect way of dealing with errors. 

However, very few of them made use of the technique. The 

teachers' failure to use the technique may be discussed in 

relation to the subsequent sub-categories identified under 

"Indirect-Correction. " 

!he first sub-category under Indirect Correction is 

Indicate - Identify. Among th. nine instructors whose 

written feedback was investigated, only three of them (14, 

15 and 111) were observed using this indirect way of dealing 
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~ith students' work. Despite the similarity of these 

instructors in their use of error codes, they were observed 

to be using different symbols. This is, of course, quite 

acceptable. As long as their students understand the codes, 

they may use whatever code they wish (Norrish 1992). The 

three teachers also varied in the extent they used Indicate­

Identify. Unlike 14 and 15, 111 appeared to be highly 

dependent on this technique. 

Even though it was noticed that only three teachers 

frequently used "Indicate-IdentifY," it should be noted that 

almost all other instructors, though, inconsistently, used 

the technique while dealing with students' errors in 

spelling (see for example Appendix III Extractes 2, 12, 32). 

That may in fact suggest that there is a desire on 

the part of the instructors to use "Indicate-Identify." 

Their failure in USing the technique might be ascribed to 

their ignorance of error codes. 

Though with a lesser frequency and extent than I~ndicate­

Identify," some five instructors wele observ ed to be USing 

"Indicate-locate." Except 13 and 14 who used it with higher 

degree, the other three instructors (12, 15 and 111) were 

noticed employing this sub-technique not very frequently. 

Compared to the two techniques discussed above, the 
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use of "Indicate-relate" and "Indicate-not identify" was 

noted to be eveo more limited. Practically, none of the 

instructors used "Indicate-not identify." That might be 

because none of them know about it. If any of the instructors 

had known how to use this technique, he/she could have used 

it at least on one occasion. Unlike "Indicate-not identlt7," 

"Indicate-relate" was observed to be used at least in four 

situations by three teachers (see Appendix III Extract 18, 

39, 43, 44). 

!.:o:g;;;n~o;;.r~e 

Ignoring surface level errors on students' written work 

seems to be a strategy used by most of the instructors in 

this study. The use of this strategy does not, however, appear 

to be intentional, i.e., with the aim of concentrating on 

higher level features like content and organization. 

Inconsistency on the part of the instructors seems to be the 

possible explanation for their ignoring errors (see Appendi x 

III Extract 3, 11, 27, 32, 48). 

In the literature on student writing, giving feedback 

on ferm through written commentary is reported to be one of 

the most widely practised technique (see for example Ziv 1984, 

Haimes 1983a, Haimes 1983b, Fathman and Whalley 1990). 
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Contrary to the reported common practice, the instructors 

surveyed in this study ~ere found to be giving written 

comments of this kind on very ~are occasions. Almost all 

types of comaents under the sub-category of "written 

commentary" ~ere practically non-existent. Praise such as 

"That is a good choice of word" ~as totally lacking. The 

same can be said of criticism on form. Except for a few 

occas10n8l comments like ~atch tense," "few grammatical 

errors" by two instructors (11 and 14), criticism on form was 

absent. Likewise, "Implicit Cues" and w.&xplicit Cues" as 
- . 

understood by Ziv (1984) were not there either. These kinds 

of cues were used in very rere occasions (see Extracts 12, 34). 

4.2.2.4. Written Feedback to High-Level Features 

i£~~rl II 

With an intention of classifying and describing ~ritten 

feedback on content-level issues and organizational problems, 

three sub-categories, viz I~xplicit Cues" "Implicit Cues" 

and "General Written comments" were identified. Under these 

sub-cateogires, smaller sub-categories were also included. 

The jnvestigation of the marked papers, ho~ever, revealed that 

the teachers' written feedback on content and organization 

were too limited to be described in relation to the sub-

categories identified under Category II. 

Of the nine instructors, whose marked papers had been 
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investigated, it can be said th.t only three instructors 

(11, 12 and 15) showed a relatively higher degree of concern 

on the meaning and overall structure of what the students 

wrote. II and 12 almost always gave end comments on almost 

all the papers they marked; 15 gave comments on more than 

half the papers he marked. On the other hand, the other 

instructors rarely or never gave written comments on the 

features under discussion. If it is argued that giving 

grades and general comments of praise and/or criticism is 

responding on high-level features, it was observed that 

most of the instructors frequently gave grades and some of 

them gave grades along wi th praise like "gooa," ''very good," 

etc. Only 3 out of 12 teachers gave comments and these were 

of very limited type. 

Practically almost all the comments provided by 12 and 

most of the comments provided by the other two instructors 

(11 and 15) are similar to comments found in the worka of 

Sommers (1982) (cited in Moxle~) and Zemel (1985). The 

comments can be grouped under the third sub-category of 

Category II i.e., feedback on high level features. Below are 

some examples: 

Relevant Ideas 
Good content and organization. 
An excellent piece of work, 
Fekade, of all things I appreciate 
the originality of your writing 
very much. 

Organization of ideas rather poor. 
Rather br i ef and deals with the 
generali ties. 
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The oQtline is good but the 
paragraphs are sketchy. 
Ideas rarely mentioned and hardly 
explained. 

Fine but doesn't read saoothly 
me~ng is not clear at places, 
cause of length of sentences. 

In comparison with most of the teachers, who gave little 

or no attention to the content end organization ~f what · their 

students wrote, the effort of these three instructors is 

worth- . noting. By providing comments of the above type, the 

inetrQctors might be able to give their students the impression 

that they are concerned about what the students attempt to 

commQnicate. That the cOJlllllents are vague, abstract and in 

some cases conflicting (see the last example) is, however, 

Qndeniable. 

Feedback types identified under the first and second 

sub-category of category II (Explicit Cues and Implicit Cues) 

were practially non-existent. Only one instructor, though 

in a prescriptive manner, quite often demonstrated text­

specific comments of the following type: 

Mostly concentrated on informing 
aboQt the hero. state the 
quallties you admire in the hero 
(see also Appendix Extracts 4, 7) 

Prescriptive as the comments of the above kind seem to 

be, it is .IIlore beneficial than comments like "Ideas merely 

mentioned and hardly explained." For learners of writing , 
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the former does at least give a clearer direction on what 

to do and pinpoint what is wrong. Unfortunately, however, 

only one of the nine teachers whose marked papers have been 

investigated were noted to be employing this particular 

strategy. 

The Provision of Oral Feedback -- ---

Among other things, one thing that this research has 

made clear is that in addition to written feedback teaehers 

also use oral feedback. 

To inves~tigate teachers' oral feedback behaviour some 

items in the teacher questionnaire (Item 9a, d, g) and most 

importantly video recordings of five lessons were made. The 

results are diacussed below. 

The general oral feedback techniques identified in the 

study are given in the following table. 
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Table IX. Oral Feedback Te.b.hnique:!, Empl£led...'£l...~....!!! 

- ----------------------------------------
-----------, Feedback Techniques Frequently 

~spon~ents 

SOllie times Rarely Never 

----_._-, 
Correcting error 
orally 

Conferencing (dis­
cussing papers with 
students) 

NO 

3. 

NO 

25 8 

17 5 

NO 

67 1 8 

42 4 33 1 8 

Taped COll1ll1en tary 12 100 

,----------------------------------------------------
A cOlllparis10n of the result in the above table with the 

written feedback made by teachers reveals that very few 

teachers use oral feedback to react to the written works of 

students. However, the researcher was able to witness that 

all of the saIllple teachers who were video-recorded used oral 

feedback. The researcber imagines that in sOllie cases this 

strategy Illay be used as a substitute for the till1s and labour 

consuming wzitten feedback. This informed guess could be 

ascertained by looking at the aIllount of time spent on the 
• 

feedback and by conSidering the juncture at which it is, 

given (see Appendix IV) I8)' 

Among the general techniques identified in Table 4 only 

2 teachers said they used conferencing (discussing papers 

with students) frequently. This technique, which can be used 

in a situation when teachers give in class writing assignments, 
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was not noticed in ~ of the sample lessons recorded (see 

Appendix IY).This may be due to the large number of students 

in class which doesn't actually allow the use of this 

technique extensively. 

A quick glance over the above table also showS that 

none of the instructors used "Taped COJlUllentary," Altholl8h 

the qualities of taped cOJlUllentary are discussed by some 

(for example, Moxley, 1989, Keh 1990) the data found about 

the use of the strategy is hardly surprising. Considering 

their teaching load and the number of students they have in 

class, it would be too idealistic to expect teachers to use 

this technique. Added to that, it is very unlikely for most 

of the teachers to be congnizent of the provision of taped 

cOJlllllentry. 

The video-recordings show that elmost all of the teachers 

use oral feedback. Surprisingly, teachers also show unanimity 

on when they use oral feedback. They use it aftsr students 

have composed, i.e. on the final product. Only one teacher 

(i.e., I2) gathered and or cOJlllllented on students ideas or 

allowed other students to supplement, adjust or comment. 

(see Extracts 1-11). 

There is also a resemblance among teachers in the 

procedures they follow when they offer oral feedback. 
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After students are given some time to compose, teacher ask 

them to read aloud their statements or paragraphs. This is 

followed by the teacher's comment which is sometimes 

accompanied by the act of writing students' statements on 

the blackboard. The latter is usually done to attract students' 

attention to the specific type of mistake made by the 

individual student or to give other students the chance to 

correct. This act, however, is a rare occurence in the data 

obtained (see Extract 23). 

It is obvious that in this kind of feedback it would be 

difficult for teachers to pin-point the error made by the 

students with perfect accuracy (as might be possible in the 

case of written comments). The teacher has no chance to go 

over the work of the student and might simply act on what 

he feels about it the first time he listens to it. Some 

teachers ask students to repeat their utterances in order to 

avoid this problem (see Extract 22). But still, one can say 

that some errors may go uncorrected due to the limitation of 

the strategy itself. 

When teachers give their oral comments, whether it's 

direct or not, it is most often on the grammatical error in 

students work (see Appendix - IV,I3) only in rare occasions 

~ students praised for the content of what they write. 

Almost every lesson is a testament to this; every correction 

begins wi~ a discussion on a specific grammatical error and 
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ends by correcting it. Teachers keep mute about the general 

content of students work. They do not offer students the 

chance to see what their language errore may mean viz-a-viz 

the content of what they write (see Extract 12, and 22-25) 

The above behaviour is highly observable speCially in 

one case (see Appendix - Iv 18) where the class changes into 

a kind of law-court and the defendant (the student) has to 

offer his answers and explanations to the judge (the teacher) 

who finally passes the verdict. Not with standing the 

feeling that this might create in students (the feeling tblt 

they are still haunted by 'Grammar') - and this is actually 

confirmed by student perception of teachers' emphasis on 

features of writing (sae table-VIII) and by the actual 

treatments sample teachers gave - it turns the class into 8 

place whe r e students read their works only once and remain 

idle; or d . other things for the rest of the class time. 

The proyision of correction (especially the provision 

of correction to grammatical errors) is frequently accompanied 

by interruption (see Appendix IV, 13, 14, 18). students are 

interrupted in their mid-sentences and ere asked to repeat 

the utterances that contain the error or are immediate~ 

offered ~e correction. This is a frequent act which in one 

case receives direct opposition from a student who asks the 

teacher ::.cot to interrupt him and give him the chance to 

f inish L:.-S sentence. The following extract roay show this. 
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S - Cock of the walk 

T - Who? 

S - Cock of the walk 

T I can't hear. Say it clearly 

S - Cock of the welk 

T - Say it again 

S Cock of the walk 

T How do you spell it ? Tell me. 

S C-o-c-k 

T C - 0 - c - 1< - cock ' of the walk like this? 

S Yeah 

T - What does that mean ? 

S Let me read. 

When teachers ask students to repeat their statements, 

they seem to create confusion. This is because they do not 

indi ca~e to the students why they need the repetition. Is it 

because they didn't hear it or because they want to show 

up students' errors? (see Appendix IV All except I 12). 

Perhaps in their .id not to discourage students, some 

teachers repeat students' statements with change (offering 

the correction) and pass on to the next task. This is done 

without oalling students' attentior. to the kind of mistake 

made. ~e emotional side of this act is understandable. 

However, whether students benefit from it remains open to 

questi o~ ~ or students have no way of checking whether they 

have ~c.e mistakes or not (see Appendix IV, 13 ani 14). 
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In some cases teachers simply accept various ideas from 

student's and do not comment on anything or they don't tie 

ideas together, leading students to decide for themselves 

(see Appendix IV, Extract 17). 

In some cases when peer - cofrection is initiated the 

focus still falls on correcting grammatical errors (see 

Appendix IV extract 23). Students are invited either to 

locate errors made by individual student and/or are asked to 

correct or modify the statement. In anly one case (see 

Appendix IV - 112) does peer - correction go beyond this stage 

and involve most of a class. In this one case the focus is 

on content. Students were asked to explain, adjust, change 

or defend their line of argument. In no instance were 

students asked to reform their grammatically incorrect sentences. 

And the teacher never interrupts students interaction U9less 

he deems it necessary that the students' discussion shouldn't 

10:8e direction. Every student is accountable to whatever 

he says or presents as his point of argument. This might be 

a good indication that we (as teachers) may have a lot to 

learn from how our students correct each other's mistakes 

(see Appendix IV, Extracts 26-31). 

The other type of comment observed in the study is praise. 

Almost all of the teachers (see all Appendices) use it. 

Although teachers do not pin-point the strength or which 

part of the statement/paragraph specially needs praise, 

they invariably use this strategy either to commend the student 



'." l-

- 93 -

himself (see extract 10) or to acknowle~e the correctness 

of the utterance (See Appendix IV, Extracts 3, 5, 6, 8, 22) 

It has also been noted that error-free sentences (interms 

of grammar) usually receive this kind of treatment (see 

Appendix IV - 13, 14 and 18). 

This is true of both oral feedback and to a limited 

scale written feedback and is possibly the most positive 

finding of this study. 

4.3. ~achers' a~ Students Attitude and Preference 

on R~~onding to ~~!!!.LWri ti~ 

In the preceding sections of this chapter, I have attempted 

to show what the Sophomore instructors' actual and written 

feedback looks like. I have also tried to i ndicate how 

'OtUc.eLts react to the feedback they receive. What follows 

logically from that is a discussion on what both teachers 

and students think of feedback provision as a whole. 

4.3.1. Teachers and Students Attitude on the - - -
Benefit of Peedback ----

From the teachers point of View, the feedback they give 

to students is helpful for learners to improve their ~riting 

skill. In item 17 of the teacher questionnaire, instructors 

were asked if they thought their feedback was helpful, and 

all of them answered in the affirmative. Even then, some 

teachers expressed their doubts about the students use of the 
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remarked: "The~ (studentf!J don't look at correction or learn 

from it. They repeat the same errors." In a more cautious 

way, another instructor reinforced that. "Although I think 

the feedback I give will help them," he noted, "students don't 

seem to make use of it." Considering the use of the limited 

strategies of students to handle feedback, the instructors' 

concern with the students' failure to make use of feedback 

is plausible. 

Despite their unanimous feeling that feedback is helpful, 

they vary in their attitude toward marking. In the 18th ttem 

of the teacher questionnaire, instructors were asked about 

their general atti tude to marking. Two teachers (8%) said 

they likadthe practice; the others expressed either indifference 

(41%) or dislike (41%). Seeing their teaching load and their 

use of very limited techniques of routine tyfe (e.g., direct 

correction), such a response is not surprising. 

In their attitude to the benefit of feedback, students 

seem to be in agrement with their teachers belief. Asked 

whether they found marking helpful, the great majority of 

them (88%) gave a positive response. Related to this is 

students· preferred priority for the focus of teachers' 

feedback. The 13th item in the student questionnaire elicited 

in what order of importance students want theif teachers to 

concentrate while providing f~edback. The results are 

indicated below. 



- 95 -

Table X - Students' Preferred Priori ty for the Focus of Teacher!:!!..Peedb~ 

--- --------- ---. 
~s.E0ndenta ._---

_.2~ 4 ____ l..._ t _ 1 Grand A': 

Features - Total Tt 
No Total No Total No Total No Total No Total value v , 

value value value value value -
1 • Mechanics 4 20 4 16 3 9 11 22 30 30 97 

2. Grammar 8 40 1 1 44 19 57 1 1 22 3 3 166 3.1 9 

3 Vocabulary 2 10 4 16 14 42 20 40 12 12 120 2. 31 

4. Organization 18 90 20 8e 8 24 5 10 1 1 205 3 - . . 

5. Content 20 100 13 52 8 24 5 10 6 6 192 3. 69 

--- --- --- -- - --

-Nos 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 refer to the value allotted to each feature. -
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As indicated in the table above, the preferred order 

seem to be organisation (3.94), content (3.69), grammar (3.19), 

vocabulary (2.4) and mechanics (1.87). (Note that the feature 

with the highest figure is the most preferred one). 

The above preferred priority goes in line with what 

teachers claimed as to what they do in class. As previously 

discussed, teachers said they give much attention to high­

level features. In practice (as found out from the student 

questionnaire and marked papers), however, these features are 

given the least attention. It might thus be possible to 

say that in the process of feedback provision, there appears 

to be a misfit not only between what the students want their 

teachers to do and what their teachers do, but also between 

what the teachers themselves intend to do and what they actually 

do. 

In the 8th item of the student questionnaire, students 

were asked when they best liked their teachers of writing to 

give them feedback. Where as the majority of the respondents 

(5~) expressed preference for feedback given to them after 

they finish writing, a considerable number of them (38%) chose 

feedback while planning. And a very few of the respondents 

(6%) showed preference for feedback given while writing. That 

the majority of the respondents preferred feedback after 

completion and a very few of them chose feedback during actual 

writing is not strange. It can be attributable to their 

orientation ; normally they happened to see their teachers 
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giving feedback after completion of writing: as indicated 

earlier, 84% of the teachers reported that they frequently 

gave feedback after their students completed writing papers. 

What looks unusual is the students' preference at the planning 

stage of writing. Not only does this seem again to indicate 

a misfit between what students want and what teachers do, 

but also appears to suggest that students have a problem 

getting started. 

In general, when we see the attitude of teachers to 

mark ing they seem to find themselves deep into the quagmire 

of indecision. On the one hand , they don't like it, on the 

other, we see them as heavy markers. But one thing is clear: 

although they may not able to say how, most of them agree on 

the benefits of feedback. 

Students on their part pr efer to have marking - marking 

where more attention is given to high- level features. However, 

unfOEtunately, teachers attach more attention to low-level 

features. This is more unfortunate when we think of ~at 

teachers want to do and what they actually do. 



CHA P 'iEB FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS A tID RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study has attempted to investigate, describe and 

analyze the responding behaviour of AAU Sophomore instructors 

to student writing. Though the study was mainly aimed at 

investigating the written and oral feedback of instructors, 

it also tried to look into the students' reaction to the 

feedback they are given. In other wordS, the feedback 

behaviour of the teachers was also examined from the pere­

pective of students. For that reason, the study had two sets 

of subjects: 12 instructors and 52 Sophomore students. 

To achieve the purpose of the study, the necessary data 

was collected from questionnaires administered to instructors 

and stude~ts, marked papers and recordi"~s of sample lessons. 

Among other things, the study has revealed that almost all 

Sophomore instructors believe the feedback they give help their 

students improve their ~riting skill. That was demonstrated 

by the tice and effort the instructors spent on providing oral 

and written feedback. They often gave assignments and 

frequently marked them. They also provided oral feedback on 

what students wrote. 

Although they exert much time and effort on responding to 

student wri ting, it appears that the Sophomore instructors: 

frequer-tlJ respond to very limited features (i.e., mechanics, 

gr~aI;; employ limited strategies (for example direct 
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correction). and never involve students in producing multiple 

drafts. In addition, their students do not seem to make use 

of the feedback given by their instructors. This being the 

general obeervation of the study, in specific terms, the 

following conclusions are made: 

Conclusions -- -
5.1.1.. Teachers concentrate on 10'/1 order concerns 

and give little or no attention to high level concerns. 

The data collected from the ill3rked papers revealed that 

almost all the teachers' responses fitted the first two sub-

categories of category I: ''Direct correction" and ''Indirect 

correction." Pew instructors (11, 12 and 14) 'IIere found to 

respond to features of content and organization in the forfl 

of written commentary. Analysis of the video recordings also 

showed that intheir oral feedback, the instructors exhibited 

a similar behaviour. Of the five teachers whose lessons have 

been investigated, only one teacher (112) showed concern about 

what the students say (see Appendix IV, Extract 26-31). That 

the teachers focussed on surface level features ~d overlooked 

con tent level issues was also reported by students (see Table IV) . 

5.1.2. There is a mismatch not only between what the 

teachers do and what their students wish them to do, but also 

between what the teachers intend to do and what they actually do. 

In this study, students want their teachers to focus on 

organizational problems and content level issues (see Table X); 
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teachers also claim to be concentrating on these same features 

(see Table IV). Analysis of the teachers actual feedback has, 

however, revealed quite the opposite picture. 

5.1.3. Sophomore instructors appear to employ very 

limited techniques of responding ,to . student writing. 

Correction of students' errors orally or in the written for~ 

is the dominant method. Techniques like peer correction, re­

formulating, written commentary, conferencing, etc., are used 

on rare or no occasions. In relation to error correction, 

it has also been found that: 

i) the teachers freQ.uently use lInd prefer "direct" 

correction to indirect correction. 

ii) teachers dominate the practice of error correction 

(in both oral and written form ). 

5.1.4. Factors like specialization, teaching load do not 

seem to affect the way teachers respond. Irrespective of 

differences in their specialization and teaching load, almost 

all the teachers seem to provide feedback in more or less a 

similar manner (for example, focus on surface level features, 

use corrective feedback). 

5.1.5. While providing feedback, most of the Sophomore 

instructors (84%) intervene after the students complete their 

writir~ tasks. The majority of the students (56%) seem to 

approve of this pattern. Still, a considerable number of 

"'~Il<'l.er.te ( 3I.<io ) wo uld l ike their te achers t o inter vene n""';:l1S 
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the pre-writing stage. 

5.1.6. Instructors appear to give positive feedback 

while responding orally; when giving written feedback, however, 

very few instructors praise the students' written work. In 

either cases, the teachers' positive feedback is restricted 

to general praise words like "V. good, Good." 

5.1.7. Students have positive attitude towards teachers' 

feedback. The great majority of the studEnts (8~) reported 

that they found teachers' 'marking' helpful. Even though, it 

has been noted that the students use a very limited strategy 

(i.e., making a mental no te) to handle feedback (see Table IX). 

5.1.8. Seeing the teachers' pre-occupation with surface 

level features like mechanics and considering the instructors' 

neglegence over the students' attempt to communicate something, 

it is concluded that the teachers feedback has little to do 

with the objectives of Sophomore English - an ambitious course. 

(For the objectives of the course see 1.5 ) . 

5.2. Reco1ll1llenda~~: 

On the basis of the above conclUSiOns, the following 

reco1ll1llendations are forwarded. 

5.2.1. Obviously learning to write is more than producing 

grammatically correct sentences, punctuating properly and 

spelling appropriately. Students are als o expected to learn 
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to say things clearly, logically and organize their ide~s 

meaningfully. This is especially true of writing instructions 

st a higher level like Sophomore English course. To help 

them learn these things, Sophomore instructors, as opposed 

to what they seem to be currently doing, are thus advised to 

pay attention to what students are trying to communicate and 

to the way they structure their ideas. 

5.2.2. Even if corrective feedback (in the form of 

direct-correction) may have some pedagogicsl role to play 

depending too much on it may not be as productive as desired. 

On the contrary, it may be boring to teachers and frustrating 

to st!.ldents. Teachers of writing need to use less time comuming 

ways of directing students' errors (e.g. using error codes, 

symbols) • 

5.2.3. 'reachers of vori ting need not always be pre-occupied 

with students errors alone. In other wordS, as satirically 

put by Hairston, they should not be e~uated to policemen "Who 

lurk in the shadows waiting for people to make mistakes so 

they can punish them for it n (1986:122). They need also be 

able to indicate what is good in students' work. As common 

sense tells us, praising students' work is likely to have a 

motivational effect on students' further writing performance. 

5.2.4. Responding just to the final work of students 

OJri ting is reducing the role of instructor to that of a judge. 
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True, academic realities of university course re~uire students 

to complete certain writing tasks in a given time. Writing 

exam essays are one of these instances. In preparing students 

for such tasks, the teachers' intervention to the finished 

product i8 justified. Writing exam essays is not, however, 

the only writing academic re~uirement of higher institutes. 

Students are also expected to write term papers, reports, 

senior essays. In such cases, it is recommended that teachers 

intervene before the students begin to write, while writing 

and give them some help. In doing so, the teachers may play 

a role of "consultants, assistants and facilitators" (Zamel 

1985:96) and thereby involve students in the act of rewriting 

and redrafting. One may think of this kind of feedback 

proviSion as time consuming. But why not? Sometimes, time 

consuming efforts of such kind may result in long lasting 

effect. 

5.2.5. In some situations (as observed in this study) 

teachers of writing have to teach a lot of students and 

consequently respond to their written work. In such cases, 

assuming 80le responsibility for a teacher to provide feedback 

may be time consuming and boring. Under such circumstances 

teachers need to encourage students to share responsibility 

by correcting one anothers' work. By involving students in 

the act of peer correction not only they minimize their work 

pressure but also help students enjoy the benefit of peer 
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correction already suggested in the review. 

5.2.6. The reason why teachers concentrate on very 

limited features of writing, why they assume the role of a 

judge and why they use very limited range of techniQ.ues 

while responding may be partly due to lack of orientation to 

do otherwise. The mismatch between the teachers' intention 

and the actual performance noticed in this study may partly 

be attibutable to the teachers' ignorance of the current 

trends on the area in question. The ne ed to raise teachers' 

awareness on more effective ways of responding to student 

writing is thus highly commendable. Linked with this is the 

need to train students with a wide range of strategies for 

handling feedback. This is, of course, closely associated 

wi th encouraging students to "learn how to learn". If we as 

teachers, in stead of giving s poon feeding kind of le~tures 

and corr ecti ons, let our students take reaponsibli ty for 

what they learn, we are likely to help them learn succesBfully. 

5.2.7. The final point to be made as a major point of 

recommendation is the need for further research on the area 

of investigation. As pointed out in the earlier chapters, 

studies on feedback provision to student writing in ESL/EFL 

setting are scare; in the Ethiopian context practically non­

eXistent, the current study is just a small beginning. Arriving at 

conclusions based on research may not, however, be safe. The 
more research we have, the more reliable our conclusiDns would be, and 

the stronger our recommendations. 
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APPENDI:t I 

student Questionnaire -

Dear Students: 

The questionnaire attached here is designed for 

research carried out on student writing. Hence, the 

researcher kindly requests you to give your frank 

response. Your co-operation in responding to the 

ques tionnaire will be of considerable help to the 

success of this study and subsequently it may be used 

to improve the qualify of Sophomore English Instruction 

in Addis Ababa University. 

N.B. Please feel fr ee to give your answer in 

Amharic for those questions which need 
written answers. 

Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your time 

Getnet Tizazu 
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I. Direction: 

Please think of the last Sophomore English essay(s) 
that your teacher corrected and returned to you. 
You will be asked questions about what you did 
with this feedback from the teacher. Please 
answer as honestly as you can. (Please mark with 
a tick (v ) through except when the question 
required written respor£e.) 

i . How much of the essay did you reread when you got it back? 

a. all of it c. some of it 
b. JIlOS t of it d. none of it 

2. How many of the teacher's correction did you give 
thoughtful attenti on to ? 

a. all of them c. s ome 
b . L".os t d. none -

3. To wbat exter.t the teacher ' s comments deal with: 

a lot some little -- --
a. Mechanics (spe lling, 

punctua tion) 
b .• G r S1llIlla r 
(I. Vocabulary - -d. Organization 
e. Content -f. If any other specify - -

none 

-
4. If you gave attention to the teacher's comments how much 

at ~ ention did you give items involving: 

a . Ji[e chanics (spelling , 
lHmctua tion) 

a lot some - little none 



- 11 4 -

a lot some 1i ttle none --
b. Granunar --
c. Vocabulary 
d. Organization --
e. Content --
f. If any other specify 

5. If you did anything aboijt the teacher's feedback, indicate 
how frequently you did any of the actions below: 

Frequentty ~ometime 

a. Making a mental note 
b. Listing errors by 

type 
c. Arranging errors by 

type 

d. Identifying points 
to by explained 

e. Asking for teacher 
explanation 

f. Hefering back to 
previous composition 

g. Consulting a graroroar 
book 

h. Bewriting: 

i) only incorporating 
teacher's cOllllllents 

ii) revising and 
expanding 

i. Not doing anything 

j. If any other specify 

-

-

--

llarety Never 

- -

- --
-
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6. Wer e there any teacher comments that you did not understand? 

If so, what were they like (e.g. "Be more precise here") 

Ple,se specify or give examples. 

7. In general, did you find the marking 

a. helpful 

b. Irri ta ting 

II. Directio!:! 

Below are questions about your general attitude 

about teachers' responses to student writing. 

Please answer as genuinely as possible. 

8. When do yo u best like your teacher to give you feedback 

on what you write? 

a. Whi le planning ___ _ 

b. While writing 

c. After completion _____ __ 

9. When your work is returned to you l!lllrked, what do you 

look at first? 

a. the grade 

b. corrections 

c. general written comments 

10. What is your reaction to a paper 1Ii th only a grade on ·i t ? 

a. I like it 
b. I don't like it __ _ 

c. I don't mind --

j 
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11. What is your reaction to marked papers ~ith corrections 
everyone or two lines ~ 

a. I like it 
b. I don't like it 
c. I am indifferent 

12. What is your reaction to only specific and important 
errors ? 

a. I like it ___ , 

b. I don't like it 
c. I am indifferent 

13. Which of the following aspects of your essay do you want 
your teacher to concentrate on and correct? Please 
rate them (1-5) accol'ding to the order of importance 
you believe is appropriate by writing "5" to the most 
important and "1 II to the least. 

a. . echanies --
b. G r aLIlLIla r --
c. Vocabulary 
d. Organization ____ 
e. Content 

14. Other COLIlLIlents on the way your essays have been marked. 
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APPENDIX II 

~tractor Qu~onnaire 

Dear Instractbrs . 

The questionnaire attached here is designed for 

research carried out on student writing. Hence, the 

researcher kindly requests you to give your frank 

responses. Your co-operation in responding to the 

questionnaire will be of considerable help to the 

saccess of this study and sQbsequently it may be used 

to improve the quality of Sophomore English InstrQction 

in Addis A babae Universi ty. 

Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated. 

Thank yOQ for your t.i&e 

Getnet Tizaza 

,I 
I 



- 118 -

Direction -
Please read the following questions and answer 

them as genuinely as possible. (Please mark with a 
tick (~) except When the question requires 
written responses.) 

A. General Inf~~: 

1. What is your area of specialization? 

2. For how long have you taught Sophomore English ? 

3. Which other courses, if any, do you teach? 

4. What is your total teaching load (both regular and 
extension) currently ? 

5. On average how many students do you teach in a class 
i n this course ? 

B. ~estions R~l~~ Peed~ 

6. Do you often give writing assignments? 

a. Yes b. No --
7. If you do what kinds of assignments do you often give 

8. In class assignment 
b. Out class assignment 
c. both 

8. How often do you respond to what students write 
(either orally or in writing)? 
a. Frequently 
~. Rarely __ _ 

b. Sometimes 
d. Never --

? 
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9. If you use any of the following ways of providing feedback 
show how often you use each: 

Ways of providing feedback FreQ.uently Some time a Rarely Neve4 

a. Correcting errors 
orally 

b. Correcting errors in 
writing 

c. Indicating errors using 
symbols, codes, etc. 

d. Coni erencing (discussing 
papers with students 

e. Giving written co=ents 

f. Pee.r correction 

g. Taped cOJllJllentar~ 

h. Giving grades I 
I 

! 
i. If any other please , 

I 
! 

specify. 
i 

10. While respondir~ to your students' papers how much 

a. }(ecnanics (spelling 
p.unctuation) 

b. G r 8JIIJIIar 

c. 'Iocabu1ary 

d. C'.rganization 
e. Oontent 
f. ~ any other, specify 

a lot some Ii ttle none -- - -

-- -
--
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1 1 • When do you often intervene giving feedback to 
what your students write ? 

a. While they are planning --
b. While they are writing ---
c. After they cOlllplete writing 

12. Do you involve students in writing different drafts 
when they write about a particular topec. 

a. Yes b. No 

13. If you do, how lIIany 4rafts you lIIake thelll write? 

s. One b. TYio c. Three or more --
14. How of ten do you make a note of your studen ts' errors 

a. Frequently c. Rarely -b. Sometimes d. Never 

15. While marking students' papers what do you prefer to 
mark with? 
a. A pen -- b. A' pencil 

16. If you have any colour preference while marking what 
"olour do you prefer ? 

-------
17. Do you think your responses to What students write 

will help them improve their writing ability? 

a. Yes b. No 

18. Generally what is your attitude to marking ? 

a. I like it, 
b. I find it boring and tiresome 
c. I 8lII indifferent 

19. Other comments on the way you give feedback to what 
students write: 

? 
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~x trac ts f r o~ ~apers ~arke d by I nstruc';or 1 (Ii ) 

C'lt ccories/ 

3ub-Ca t. 

Identifif:d ---

1/1.4/1.1 

II 1.11 , . 

- / .. 1 
J../ c.. . I 

,"... .. ~, lot' ~ ... d 

I II 1. 3 

Responses 

Extract - 1 

The major festivals i n ~thiopia a re s o 
Inl~'\ 'I 

'Ifrttci: bu;; I'ti-th-th€--if;~ :C;a s ter a:1d 
fan-,ou...i ones 

Cilristmass sre the most. Let llS see 
A 

Ex t ract - 2 
-----

L.y LOlJe tOY;" via s established before the 

riche d Addis ~baba. 

:!:x tract - J _ .. _---
A 
·at t}-.a t Hoes the childrer. Expected that 

wau /rJ 
Ev e ry bc<iy who lived i:. ;;b e house..is· r ise 

ir: a larm and fly at the guilty :;ero. 

Yo u could have included one more 

pa r a£r arh tc lli r-t why you picE-oed on this 

as t ronau t as a h e r o alld the qu~ li t i es th"t 

make thi s man a h8ro. 
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Categories! 
Sub-0at. 
Identified 

Responses 

II!3.1 Goo' content and organization. 

Extract - 6 

II!3.1!3.2 pacts are relevant to the topic. Choice 

of words and few grammar errors, i.e., 

sentence construction. 

Extract - 7 

II!2.1 You did not give your personal reasons 

why you consider Menilik a hero. 

Peedba~ Type!!, 

.. 
I!1. Direct correction 

1 .1. Substi tute 
1.2. Delete 
1.~. Add 

2. Indirect Oorrection 

2.1. indicate-identify 

3. Ignore 

II!1. Explicit cues 

1.3. Elaboration 

2. Implicit cues 

2.1. Addition 

Mostly 
Mostly 
PreQ.l4ently 

Rarely 

Sometilll.es 

Sometimes 

PreQ.l4ently 
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?eedtack '~ v pe s ______ 110. __ 

3. Ge ne ral co mme nts 

3.1. ? r a ise 

3.2 . Criticism Frequently 

- - --- --- ------ ---
Cateeor ies/ 
Sub-Cat. 

I deaj;Uied 

T / ~ 2 . 2 

=/ i . 1 

T '3 . ( 

Responses 

Extract - 8 

Further mo re, University studer.ts par ticipate 

in different activities outs ide the regular 

acad~flli c work. 

f; e r. ce seme stude nts have inter est in 

r~oderni zati on , fashi oned way of clothing, 

3LC. hair cu:s of s ome other stud e .::ts . 

.,? ..... \ . 
1'0 lJak e clear the I il:fl tter let us t a!:e two 

fa lOli l ies family A ar,d B. Family i. be 

a ho usehold of a merch2nt (i;r eeer : and 

family B a house hold of a farmer . 

Ex tract - 11 ----
I i I ,-,e re the presider.t of thi s cow. try 

I Vlo uld have declared the populatior; policy 

r:o t tomorrow but today at this hour . 
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-------_._----- ---_._---.-_. __ ._--- - - - -
c8tegories/ 

S ub-Ca t. 
Iuentiti ed ~ 

-
-----~--- .... 

~ 

1/2.1 Student: 

1/1.3 

Hesponses 

Extract 12 
Sr 

Although the mod of life in may college 

was different from the life I was 

leadir.e before, it wouldn't t~e me 
"""~~elf 

mor e than two weeks to adjust my self 

with the prevailing co~ditions at 

colleges and to find new *colleagues. 

Teacher: ·Colleagues are persons ~£~~ 

together not livir~ toeether. 

-. 
It's a very cc od piece of work. Your 

rrh.1 conten ts and their develo piner: 1. e ! e 

rb rtic ~ la r ly impressive . 

~- .,.. 
m9....trenc~' of Feedback ~es \3se<i EU,? 

I/1. Dire.ct c<:>!"1'ec:tion 

1 • , • Substi tute 
delete 

rearrange 
add 

j,jostly 

PreQ.uently 
Ra rely 
Sometimes 
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2. Indirect correctior, 

2.1. !11".1 cate--'identify 

" 2.2. Indicate-locate 

3. Ignore 

Rare ly 

Rarely 

Sometillles 

4. Written cOllllllEwtary 

4.1. implic}t cues Rarely 

II/3 General c0mifen"ts 

3.1. Praise l"ostly 

3.2. Criticislll SOllletillles 

c a tegories/ 

Iden.tUied 

1/1. 1 

1/1.2 

1/2.2 

I,2.2. 

._-- -=------ --------- - .--- .-- - - ---. 

Responses 

f\.ther-l::-13w be li s ': os that P inal~r~ 
Of PO'ltrrt 

tr e ... ellir;g by bus is a sign io-F-poor.fless, 

Since he is a weal thy perso:-. he doesn't like 

to be considered ~ ~ poor by others. 

!2xtrac,! - 15 
? 

After wer rlln 1'5! killotletres apart from 

the lion, I becallle very tired. But my 

friend now became strong and strong. 
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Reapor.ses 

Extract - 16 

1/1.4 

But we want water; no water is available. 

'k' 8',lIe u.s Som" wo.ter? 
I asked O!l! women. She gave us. ';Ie drank and 

~ . 

start our jorney talking about the mountain. 

II/3.1 V. Good, Keep it up I 

1/1. Direct correction 

::1/3 

1.1. substitute 

1.2. delete 

1. 3. add 

2 . :~5irect correction 

2.2. Indicate-locate 

3. Ig:<ore 

General Coaments 

3.1. praise 

Sometimes 

Frequently 

Rare ly 

:,;os tly 

Sometimes 

PreQl!.ently 

-
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Extracts frol.: Papers ;,:arked by Inskuctor 4 (I4 ) 

Responses 
Categories/ 
SUt-C8t. 
Identified 

--'=--~-=-=-=--'-------~.-------.--- ..... . 

1/2.4 

11'2. 1 

: ; 2.1 

1/2. 2 

1/3 
1/2.2 

1/1.1 

Extract - 18 

Doro-wet :=~~r0,"::"' t he delecious Ethiopian 

CuI tural 'doro-wet'~ making is 

a tiresome proce~S 

It also Beems that the government allocates 

some budget around t h i s area as there are 

cOW1cil houses 
sp 

foreiners etc. 

prep -
whi ch are ented f~ diplomats, 

Ex tra ct - 20 

It hilS differ e nt avenues named by di fferer.t 

~ames, by diff erent personalities, roadvs, 
T 

bu.ildir;gs, hotels which gave a good feature 

for the tOWL. 

Extract - 21 ----
;,;r. JO!l.es Vias short put the p lump·ness gave 

him surprisingly thin l egs . 

Ex tract - 22 ---

Street beggers are . d~ff~rent to get .sympathy. 

1\ mother sleeps her little baby in a cold 

and hot weabter. 

e 
On those days, p lenty of beggars are coming 

$',tting 
from all directions, lil: i rcg or, the way to the 

church \,here that parti. c ul ar holiday is 

" s l ebrat e: • 



cateGories/ 
Sub-Cat. 
Identified 

1/1.2 
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Extract - 24 

~here are many dealess who sel1@) goods ir. 

____________ t~~ for.'D of wholesale and retail. 

Frequency of Feedback Types used by 14 

Feedback T'yoes - ~. 
E!:~uenc,y: 

1/1 • Direct correction 

1.1 . substitute 

1.2. delete 

Sometimes 

Sometimes 

2. Indirect correction 

2.1. Indicate-identify 

2.2. Indicate-locate 

2.~. Indicate-relate 

Frequen tly 

Frequently 

Rarely 

Extracts from Fapers wariced by Ir.structor 5 (15 ) 

categories/ 
Sub-Cat. 
:::dentified 

1/1 .1 /1 .2 

1/1.2 

r/2.1 

Responses 

Extrac! - 25 

clQ.sses (s'h~"'~ As soon as they begiL t he c l ass, they s~ 

have to take notes and they are expected 

to visit the freshman libr~~y at lest 

twice a wee:k to get infor li1a tior-€). 

Extract - 26 

Another resone for the fail of studen ts 

in the universities is lack of planning. 



Categories/ 
Sub-Cat. 
Identified 

1/3 

II/2.3 

1l/~'1 . 

II/2.1 

1/2.2 

n!.3';I. . 
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Besponses 

Extract - 27 

But when I came in the univereity and 
~hen I continue my education, I became 
a~are of their characters. 

Extract - 28 -----
I doubt if I '1lOuld re4l.dily agree wi th your 
labelling of "polite," "neutral," etc. 
Still the langua~e is fine. Is the 
aggressive teacher agreable or not ? 

Who is worse the aggressive or the neutral ? -

not ans~ered. 

( N.B. The student wrote an essay about 
university teachers). 

After the examination the vacation 
followed, at this time students are 
gOing to refresh wordering here and there. 

Bather brief and deals with generalities. 
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Freque!'lcy of Feedback Type s Used by 15 

Ill. Direct correction 

2. 

3 . 

1.1. subs ti tute 

1 .2. delete 

Indirect correction 

2.1 • Indicate-identify 

2.2. Indica te,..lo.ca te 

I gnore 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Frequently 

Frequently 

Sometimes 

rr/2. Implicit cues 

2.1 • addition Rarely 

2.:3. del etion Rarely 

3. General comments 

3.1 • praise Sometimes 

3.2. criticism ·Sometimes 

Extracts from paper s r~a rked by Instructor 6 (1 6 ) 

----- - - ----_. - - -_ •. _ .. -----
Categories/ 
Sub-Cat. 
Ide.n:tified Response s 
.. - --.. - -- -----------------------'--

I/1.1 

1.2 

3 

1.4/2. 1 
. 4 

:§xtract - 31 

~ Iceland has a total area of 39,756 square 

miles, About 1% area is devoted to 
of tnt: jCU\d ; 1 

agriculture, about 25% l""ra.S$ -
e '-' 

land and vegltation. 

Extra~- 32 

Pei taluari H/GiQrgis VIas " also knoVln for 

his Intrigues. Because he was ab le to ovcr 

t hrow Lij Eyasu and brought Empr ess Zawdi tu to 

the thr one and appoin t Reg en t and ,~uc:s~;\~5 
to t h e thrOl1l 

( 



Ca tego ries! 
Sub-C at. 
Ide ntifie d 

----- ----- -
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:lespo!1lJes 

3xtr a ct - 33 

Very cood l. You could have dwelt more on 

the s t riking features of Habte GhiorGis. 

~~~ - 34 

S: Iatura l d isasters whi ch are beyon d hum8n 

cor,trol such as f l ood , war, fire, etc Z'lso 

cause poverty. 

1/4 . 2.2 '.r : Is this a natura l disa s ter or ar e you 

talkir~ about wild fire ? 

--------------------------

Frequency ()f !"eedback Types Use d by 16 

Feedback Types 

I/l. Dir ec t correctioJ: 

1 .1. s ubsti o;ute 

1 . 2 . dele te 

1 .4. add 

2. I ndirect correctio~ 

2.1. Indicate-ident ify 

3. Ignore 

4.2 Implicit cues 

4 .2. 2 . Subs titute 
11 I J. r:xpl'l <..-,t ee. e5 
II!3. Ger.er a l c Olcments 

3.1. praise 

• 

l.:ostly 

'.:os tly 

?requeLtly 

Rarely 

Ra r ely 

Rarely 

Sometimes 

; 

-
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Extracts frol;] papers tr.a rked by Instructor 9 (19) 

categor i esl 
Sub-Cat. 
Identified 

1/1 .1 

1 .4 

1 • 1 

1 . 2/1 .4 

E/3 .2 

Responses 

Ex!~ - 35 
cu." bl! 

Although he is busy with his studies, he ® 
very active politically 

Dessie 

Extract - 36 
h~l;;-- -the 

wa s"affected by" natlU'al disas ter and 

continious was of the nortl1ern parts of the 

cour:try. 

~rect - 37 
the. h:gheJt PUfli~h:ne"i 

Capi tal punishment is..:o- ,onee~ment· ·l'lhich 
. ~ 1 

Rea 'seeR gi velA to the- crim,,{lailBak el':3 

You hove to SUv;)ort e i the r argwnent. :0 are 

si~ti~g i n a fence. 

FreQuency of Feedback Types Used by 19 

~/1. Direct correction 

1.1. substitute 

1.2. delete 

1.4. add 

11/3. General comments 

3.2. cr iticism 

Mostly 

Mostly 

Frequently 

Rarely 

• 
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Zxtracts from P apers I,iarked by Instructor 11 (I11). 

Cc; tegorl c s/ 
Su e-Cat . 
Identified 

1/1.1 

1 .4 

I/2.1/2.4 

II1.1 

1/1.1 

Responses 

Mothe rs-in-law in our society d.ecide the 
,... c 'I ether With +he; I" 

fate of the young in marriage. They are 
. +Jot;.!( 

respor~ible with their husbands ~nominate -, -
the f u tur e husband or l'life of their sor. or 

daughter. 

s ip c 
An ordinary g uards hove mar~ cheracters 

A;., v.1;: .3\ '-

wllid , ll.i.:: fer then from otl1er workers. --
Extract - 41 

C. 
One of the mos t importar,t th i ng th" t make 

N 'A ;I 

the i,] si,ni 18r is their i~J.ige_r:lce to ge 
S 

bride from gusts who come for several -sip 
'p ur pos e. 

~!Eact - 42 

~enerallY one country must have educated 

persons a nd experts to develop. Th ey are 
orig;!l 

the real source of modernization and 

civilization . 
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Cateeories/ 
Responses Sub-Cat. 

I dentifj ed 
-=--- ---"-'--'-"---"-- - --_.- - -'- ._ - .. ---.- ... 

E!xtract - 43 

One cannot tell whether te is angry of 

not for his eyes are ~evoid of any 

expression 

1/2.4 He doesn't talk much. But theJ1 be 

really need to, for his eyes 

say it all. 

Frequency of Feedback Types used by 111 

1/1. Direct correction 

1.1 substitute 

1.4 add 

2. Indirect correction 

2.1. indicate i c:entify 

2.2. Indicate-locate 

2.4. Indicate-relate 

Somet imes 

So."::letim es 

[IIost1y 

Sometimes 

Rarely 
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Extra cts from Papers r.:::l rked by I nstr ucto r 12 (I12) 

Categories/ 
Sub-Cat. 
Identified 

1/2.4 

l,r, .1 

l/2.2 

1/1.1/1.3 

1/3 

I/l.1 

aesponses~= 

Extract - 44 

The surprising~ short, 

bit tallera than half metre. 

thin in contrast he has a l~~Ge head. 

ExtrAct - 45 

.It 
4!he-d-ay wa s Monday. It was around 

5: 00 pm. I was wi th my two boy friends, 

Abebe and Beke le. 

2xtract - 46 

And latter as we wanted to take rest, we 
~ 

sat dOVin under a big three found there • 

....... . 
The man, t he shortest in Aeight of everybody 

hjm . ~ 
I know is I~. '-'hanks to hiS .. . ~ being ~ a. 

wa..5 So.vE:" f,-cm h(w , "B 
stout one, he we~d hev~-fted the shape of 

a basket-ball. _ 

Extract - 48 

The mos t strikiI'-8 thing I remember of him 
is the poise in his heart. I can never forget 
his COnfiden~ walking' style among people 

which resembles/ that of ancient warlo!"ds I 

used t o see in (:he movies. 
> L...,)r-c-n c nleo....n ; n~ 

~ -
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Categories! 
Sub-Cat. 
Identified 

Responses 

~xtrac! - 49 

Excellent 1 

------------------------------

Frequency of Feedback Ty~fS Used by 112 

~dback Ty~es 

1/1. Direct correction 

1.1. substitute 

1.2. delete 

1.3 rearrange 

2. Indirect Correction 

2.2. indicate-locate 

2.4. indicate-relate 

3. Ignore 

4.1 Dnplici t cueS' 

4.1.1. delete 

II/3. General cOllllllentll 

3.1. praise 

Mostly 

Mostly 

Some times. 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Sometimes 

Rarely 

Frequently 
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APPENDIX IV 

Extracts from the Recorded Lessons -----------

S- The possibility of getting a job 

T - Yeah (writes on BB) xx ehm 

S - The chance of employment outside governmental offices. 

T -
S -

Extract 2 ----
(T writes on BB) right you have some more to 
Some more, Yes - en --- well - - - there are 
graduate students. 

add ? 

few eh 

T - (Writes on BE) There are a few graduates already in the 
field and you think that you will have a better chance 

T -

of every thing there • 

Tesf u • • • Redi • • 
Look at the list here 
you think are here. 

• you've something to say? 
and don't tell me the points that 

S - The development of socielogy in order to solve ®cial problems. 

T - To solve social problems 
S' - Social problems which are basic to • • • II 
! _ alright to solve (wri tea on BB) when you 'IIri te you have 

to specify the problem 

S - This include lack of opportunitiesfi/ 

T - Such as 

S - Lack of job opportunities 

T - That's right - - - eh 

~ey : 
~~)(_ .< nlntell,-q-. _, r C 'c 
II _ . -- rrv.pe-; 

()(<-) _ r.~ ' .. ~. ____ ~_~~_~~_. __ • 
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S Prostitution 

T Such as the pro*m of (writes on BB) 

S XX 

T (goes on wri ting) right /I 

Extract 1 

T OK. Ala,a: 

S Lack of humanitarian Lc "e 

T Yeah humanitarian love? Is that the way? ShouldIwrite it ? 

S Activit ies of humanitarian. 

T Yeah lack of humanitarian feelings /I 

Extract 5 

T eh - - - what else do you have ? 

S Experience in s t udying human behaviour 

T Yeah (writes on BB) curiousity to study human behavio ur •• // 

Extract 6 

T Do you have some more to add to the list? Do you think 
the ones you have here are enough ? Seyoum 

S already - - - mentioned but to add something to solve 
the society problem. Crime 

T Yeah and we have it some where. 

S NUIIlber 3 /I 
T To solve the existing social problems such as the problem 

of finance,instituti on,housing problem XX hospitals and 
problems related to the patterns of the distribution of 
education and here you hav e some prob Lems rel a ted to cr ime 
eh ? 
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s - ~.rotivation from reading a book 

T - about 

S - Social society 

T - That·s right XX human behaviour XXX you have here is 
the motivation has come from reading (writes on BB) 
book and other materials - - - and so you have 

S For your acadamic performance 

T - (writes on BB) with an experience in the university or 
with a related background 

Extract 8 

S - better of social perception 

T - That·s right (Vlri tes on BB) eXpecti!'.g social X. x 

Extr act-2 

'I! - eh. . • 

S - XX Education 

Extract 10 ----
T - Kassahun 

S - To study more about nature 

T - To study more about nature. He actually belongs to a 
different category. That·s why he talks about nature 

S (Laughs) 

T - (writes on BB) well to study more about nature eh - - -
J 

S - XX For instance soil, climate and all the~e are used 
for human beings. 
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T - Yeah •• alright ••• Actually there are the motivation 

of tilose who have already joined the department or have 

a programme of joining departments. 

Extract 11 
--~~-

T - And those who are coming from the department of Accounting : 

have many more interesting motivations thQn we have on 

the board. It has to do more on Pinance. Yeah. 

S The interest to join business world. 

T - The interest to join 

S - Business world 

T - Business world (writes on BB) eh ••• too general 

S - The widening of the business in the countlY 

T (writes on BB) the field of study is widely used in the 

society - eh • • • 

S- n 

T - To help the country to invest capital more meaningfully 

if that is what you have 

S - The rest are XX 

T - Ok ••• just look at the point~on the board and gather 

those concepts which you think are more relevant to your 

work and more the points you think are not as such 

seriously requirements to your point and then bring these 

points USing suitable coordinations. I mea~~ri~t 

organising your ideas. Group the points into different 

paragraphs and then develop your paragraph. You don't 

have to take all of the points that are on the board. 

Take as few as you think are important to your work. 
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Instructor 3's-1!ll-~~ 

Extract 12 -----

T - Give one example of each of the figures of speech we have 
here • • • yes • • • ( T lIgoes round the class) (T goes 
to individual students and gives comments which are not 
louj enough to be heard) ••• 
Well for s4m1le now ••• iet's see some of your examples 
(xi) eh ••• 

5 - Addis Ababa is as a beautiful girl decorated on the 
holiday. 

T - A.A. is like a beautiful girl ••• eh ••• 

S - decorated on the holiday 

T - O'k.decorated on a holiday so ~he says A.A. is like a 
girl (X2) decorated on a holiday. What's she comparing 
here by the way? what's she comparing here? 

S ThecityofA.A./I 
T - O.k. the city o~ A.A. with 

S - a girl 

T - or wi th~beautiful girl. Do t.lJ.ey have the same nature? 
(x2) well actually nO,one is a big city_a city like A.A. 

) 

T. 

and the other one is a person isn't it ? What does ahe s'1 ? 
) 

She says that A.A. is qk. I mean ... A.A. is like a girl 
decorated on holidays means A.A. looks like a girl 
decorated for a holiday ••• 50 she compares a girl with 
A.A • ... II 

Ext!,!ct 13 

any other example.,en example for metaphor • •• 

s - Your brother has strength of a lion 

T - Ok " II . " " II (x2) what're we 
comparing now? We're comparing strength that a person 

has with that of a lion . Well, they're two different 
things but they 've s imilar things tha t br ings them 

··t- - (,!I - I 
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Extract 14 

T - Personification 

5 - XX 

T - Louder please louder 

5- XX 

T - The newly born hotel 

5 - The newly born ~otel ••• it's personification 

T - The newly born hotel is ••• well ••• eh ••• this is not 

a good eX8lllple •• /I 

T -

5 -

T -

S -

any 

The 

The 

The 

other 

angry 

angry 

angry 

Extract 15 - -
example of personification 

rain destructed the roof 

and destructed 

rain destructed the roof of the house 

~ - 50 the angry rain destructed the roof of the house. 
So you tell us thatthe angry rain or roof destructed 

or destroyed the roof or the Vjho1e thing •• /I 

Extract 16 - ---
T ~ And finally irony 

S The varieties of college food are 

T - " It It It " It eh 

S XX 

T Or we can put it pmobably in a different way, the college 

provides varieties of foo d let's say that you can't have 
from each type from each item let's say XXX you're 
t elling us tha t there are lots of varieties of foods 
different kinds provided or supplied at lunch or dinner 
time let's say so • •• Vjhat does it express ••• It expresses 

you no"c l ots o~ choices . , 
w. ,. J OU chOS e: 



- 143 -

but is that the si tuation? Is this what you want to eay ? 

well actually no. What he "ante to say is something 
opposite. Isn't it ? You mean here that there is or~ 
one food serve. and no other alternative XX that's all. 
so, you have now infact an irony in which he expresses 
his feeling in an opposite way so ••• let's call it a day 
and we'll continue with the others next time. 

T - Hurry up ••• the fourth ••• point of argument (reads the 
book) what did you decide here 

S- XX 

T - Sorry 

S It's a point of opinion 

T - It is a point of opinion alright ••• yeti. 

S - emotional language 

" " ehm ••• alright 

S - facsua l and logical 

T - It's factual and logical 

S - emotional language 

7 emotional use of language,which words are you referrir~ 
to when you say emotional 

S - ::c:x 
T - Which exactly are the words ••• emotional 

S - Sympathetic 

T - Sympathetic and responsible. Yes ••• 

S - I said emotional 

T - Rhicb wo:rds 
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S - The second sentence of it tells about Kebede,Kebede is 
not XXX convince others 

T - Possibly those words ••• sympathetic ••• yea XXX 
Do you think a person cannot be sympathetic and 
responsible just because he drinks.1he second argument 
••• Can it be possible ? 

S - No. x 

T - So it's the whole argument XX a problem 
It's based on a wrong premise (x2) B's ariument. The 
conclusion is a natural outcome of that premise. 

Extract 18 -- -
T - Ok ••• let's go to (T reads the book) XXX What's it ? 

S - Logical 

T - Ok lo~ical ••• yes 

S - logical 

T - eh ••• alright I think it's logical ••• 

T - Now I want you to go to exercise 2 
(T reads instruction) may be we look at the first there 
you look at them ••• say whether you agree or d~sagree 
and then say why ••• Hurry up. What 4s you understand 
by the first sentence? You should be able to XXX the 
meaning before you agree or disagree ••• you write down 
your reason for agreeing or disagreeing. 
(T goes round- the class) ok you can look for someone who 
has a different XX from yours and discuss your point 
Hurry up. If both of you have the s.ame reason there is 
no reason why you should talk to each other. 

(Students go on discussing their points ) 
( Teacher calls s tudent with different poin~ to sit with 
othe~ 
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Extract 20 -----

T - We go to the next XXX (T reads book) I think he's right, 

I think he's wrong you say. Look for someone with a 

different view. 

s - (stJdents on a lively discussion but not leud enough 

to be transcribed) 

T (T reads the book) so you agree? Is that true? 

S It's wrong 

T Why is it wrong or why do you disagree? 

S xxx: 

T Are you XX sure that XX learning for knowledge 

s XXX 

~ Ok now you did a Geography of Ethiopia when you were 

first year. So you think about the kr.owledge you gained 

from "bat course? Now that you're in a different 

depaxtment . Do you really think about Geography or 

?.resht!1a11 W)'!::el 

S - Yez 

~r DC) ~q)U td'l' '1;1) 1m).c :a'S "tM..ngs - - ' -~em:embe:r l!Ib.a t XXX 

or use i t. 

S - XXX I have aome information about geography XXX 

I retllember XXX 

T - So you don't want to part with it. You want 

knowledge to be wi th you alwe,ys 

S - If possibl e 

XXXX (SS l augh) 

!xtract 21 

T. Yes •.• 
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S - Most students in this university they graduate without 

grasping the/ co~te~t of the s ubject matter. So I beliye 

they're striving for their grades than not rather working 

for the knowledge of the subject matter. So these two 

things are contrary. Very very few s t udents may be 

working for their knowledge but I belive it's contrary. 

They work for their grades not for the knowledge they're 

gOing to get. 

T - Ok (X2) you (X2) can think about tha~lf you have 

different views you can discuss that other times as well. 

we have to stop here. 

T - Ok we jus t finish ed pr ac t ising on description and what 

we're do ing now is definition (writes on BB) Ok ••• 

yes tel'day we Lcd ••• sOLlIe samples of definition which we 

have to finish ••• discussing i n class definiti on and 

then supposed to write ••• or ••• let's conti nue with 

yesterday ••• volunt~ .. anybody who'd lik e to read ••• 
~ 

yes ••• you're supposed to correct sOLllething from 

yesterday's r eading. 

S - Yes 

T - Have you done something with (XX) ok go ahead 

S - Street girls 

T again 

S - Street girls 

T - Ok. street girls 

S - Street girls ar e peet titutes who stand or walk on streets 

to attract s l eeping partners f or money , usua lly when 

nigh+r begins to fall because of its disgracefulness 

by da y 
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T - Ah ••• but (XXX) ••• ok •• read it again (x2) let's 
hear 

S - Street girls are prostitutes who stand or walk on streets 
to attract sleeping panners for money. usually when night 
begins to fall because of its disgracefulness by day. 

T - What does it stand for!we said it is a pr&noun what's 
its antecedent? What's the noun this it stands for · ? 

s - Stands for the act of standing or walking 

T - You didn't put it that way (x2) you put it as a noun 
form ••• in a noun form ok put it in a noun form then you 
can use the pronoun its,You have to put it in a pronoun 
form that's why I asked you to think about it and to read 
the thing again. If you use a pronoun then you've to 
have an antecedent And there's no antecedent i n your 
sentence. 

S - Street girls are prostitutes who stand or walk on streets 
to attract sleeping partners for money. usually when 
night begins to ~all because of the disgracefulness of 
standing in the street by day. 

T - Ok. much better now •• yes ••• ok. 

S - This woman ususlly have poor backgrounds so they lead 
xxx sub~human XX in order 
other meaas of livelihood. 
authority to treat them in 

to live for they have no 
Moreover, customers have 

any way they likep In 
the 

short, street girls are women who earn money by having 
sex with anyone who'll pay for it. 

T - Ok good. 

Extract 2~ 

T. Ok - Desalegn • • • Asfaw ••• yes 

S - A propaganda ( X) 

T - eh? 
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S - A propaganda 

T propaganda (correct pronunciation ) 

S Yeah 

T Propaganda 

S A propaganda is the technique of influencing human 

action by the manipulation of representation 

T by the manipulation of ? 

S representations 

T representations 

S - It's the effort directed towards securing public support 

for an opinion or policy. Political partie~ preSidents 

use different propagandas to be elected by the people • 

commanist propagandas try to preach the people that a 

communist society is the best society. In short, a 

propaganda is a special pleading 

T ••• wow xx ••• go back to the sentence back 

S It's the effol't directed tilward securing public support 

for an opinion or policy. 

T - Alright 

• 
S Pol4-tical parties and pres-idents use different propaganda 

to be elected by the people 

T Yes 

S CommUl'" , " {, propagandas t:ry to pl' e-a~!h tile people that a 

communist soci~tr i s the best society 

T 

s _ 

T 

s -

In short 

ell. ••• something missing there • • transitional expression 

is missing ••• when you talk about, is propaganda only 

about communiSm or communist propaganda ••• xis it the 

only kind of propaganda we have ? 

No 
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T - So ••• ~hat should be done? What should he say? 

S - For instance 

T - ell? 

S - For instance 

T - For instance ••• for example, yes, so you've to say 

for example 

S - For example)communist propagandas try to preach the 

people that a communist society is the best society. 

T - Yes 

S In short a propaganda is a special pleading or arguing 

for one's .own out looks. 

T - Ok. Yes 

T - Yes 

S - Cock of t he walk 

T - '{{ho? 

S 0 Cock of the walk 

T - I can't hear, say it clearly 

S - Cock of the walk 

T - Say it again 

S" Cock of the walk 

T - How do you spell it' Tell me 

S - C - a - c - k 

T - C - 0 - c - k. Cock of the walk ••• like this 

S - Yeah 

T - What does that mean? 

S - Let me read 
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Ok (X2) I 

is, so, I 

Ok. 
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don't understand. I have no idea of what it 
should be able to get it from your definition 

First of all the concept of this phrase's meaning is 
dependent upon the word cock. That is when a cock walks 
i n 8 group it acts as an arrengant, superior to the others. 
Therefore cock of the wQlk means an individual that 
do~ates a group or a situation especially over bearingly 
or it means a rather bCa~tful gentlman in a high collar. 

T YOQ've finished 

S Yeah 

T Now I get the idea of what cock of the walk means 

~x"':·:XJdul::·-lIll se ••• 

T -

s -

T -

S 

T 

S 

T 

S 

Who :lse • • • 

Geta· ' in 

Yes 

Mar!" :.. E5e 

Vi!:;; -: ? 

marr.=..-age 

marr ~:Ege ••• 

yes 

yes t • •• Give me your name 

very inter'§ting • •• Are you married , ? 

T Then :you're an authori ty. So, Vie believe "hat you're 
goi.::.f t o say is your own . 

S marr~e is a lIlutual 

T 

s 

•• _ .AS. ( ) mutual 

The .=i;ual relationship of husband and wife when both 
r ea~ a state of being mar ri ed . They decide to alive 
toga ~ " ~ r till their death 

To 

S - the:": ~eath 
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T - They decide ••• what? 

s - to alive together 

T - eh ( Xa) to live ••• Th ey decide to live toge ther yes. 
) 

s - Till their death,love and happiness are their tools of 

life. The lIlain [hai~ of both 

T - The lila in ••• 

S §.ai~ of both 

T - The lIlain aim of both Ok 

S Is a founding and lIlaintaining a happy fe/llily,lhey decide 
to live together regardless of wealthy, beauty, intelligent 
and social value 

T - Again. They (x2) decide 

S - They decide to live together 

T - Regardless of 

S Wealth II 
T - en .•• eh • • • 

S - Their wealthy 

T - wealthy is the adjective 

S - Their wealthy 

T - wealthy is the adjective you want a noun ,what's the 
nour. of wealthy ••• wealth ••• regardless of wealth, 

S - beauty, intelligent - and 

T - intel ••• 

S - intelligent 

, intelligent is adjective you want noun what? .0. what 

S - intelligence 

T - intellig ence now 0 0 • r ead it again (X2) please 
re ad t.hat sentence again 

S - They decide to alive o. 0 to live together II 
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T - Oh ••• there (X2) 

S 0 to live together regardless of wealth 

T - 10h t Wha t hap~~ed/ 

S - (Writes on textbook) wealthy 

T - Icome on please 11 

S - regardless of wealthy 

T - rega~less of 

S - wealthy 

T - wealthy ••• yes wealthy 

S - beauty, intelligence 

T - beaut,ly ••• yes ••• beauty 

S - and social value 

T - social value ••• read it again please correct it now 

S - They decide to alive together regardless of weal thy /I 

T - 'What happened to you ?I 

S - They decide to live 

T - to live together ag~in 

S - regardless of wealthy 

T - (laug~r - students) 

S - wealthy (2) regardless of wealth 

T - regardless of wealth 

S - beauty, intelligence and social value 

T - Now r ead it again now this time co~ectly 
} 

S - They decide to alive together (laughter - class) 

T - Now ••• read it again ••• yeah 

S - They dec ide 1 to live together 
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,."e. . 
T - NoV! ••• give" l.Qt me see the word ..,her e is it? 

(Teacher checks the exe~se book and writes ita) 
so you read the p~per as you have it there 

S - They decide to live together regardless of aealthy 
beauty ••• (laughter - class) 

T - X X)(, 

S - wealthy (x2)(~tudent scratches hisd , ear) they decide ,,-
to alive together ••• they decide to live together 
(hesitation) regardless of their wealth, beauty intelligence 
and social value 

T Ok 

S and so on but love 

T - and so on 

S but love 

T - Ob no you cannot (x2) this kind XXX they decide to live 
reg. of XXX that's the end of the stop ••• eh I mean 
the sentence - read it again 

S - They decide to live together regardless of wealth, 
beauty, intelligence and social value II 

T Full stop --- Full stop there XXX continue 

S ThEir, marriage is with or without a forlllal cer emony. 
It~ depends on their feeling without any social or 
individual interest 

T Their marriage 

S Their marriage is with or without a forlllal cerelllony. 
It depends on their feeling without any social or 
others ••• other individual interest 

~ - No their marriage may be with ••• lIlay be ••• they 
maybe married with 

s a formal ceremo!~ 

a fo=ma l ceremony, yes. 
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S - It depends (X2) on their feeling without any social or 
other individual interest 

T - Ok 

~~ctor 12's i!Jg2~~~ 

Extract 26 -
T - Ok. very excellent on both sides bv.t let's start with 

the audience first ••• ~uestions from 
the~ if we have time we can continue. 

the audience and 
I don't know how 

long we can continue we've almost consumed all of the 
ti.lne ••• yes 

S - ldy ~uestion is addressil1g to those groups who are speaking 
in favour of knowledge 

7 Specifically to which person 

s - To Zebene 

T - Ok 

S Specially in market economy 1lI0st of the i nvestors .may 
have knowledge or level of education that is less than 
or lower level of education. After your graduation you 
••• you'll go to them to be employed or you beg them 
to be employed. How co uld you see this? In this case 
the priority of money cOllies. I'd like you to say something 
on this. 

T Try to give very short answers XXX 

S As I have already tried to explain knowlemge is a means 
of money so that ••• because you know it's because I 
have learnt how would I just ask of I wasn't learnt how 
would I just ask them eillploy to give llIe that .aiil' that 
the priority is knowledge not 1lI0ney ••• Have you got? 
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Extract 27 

T - Other questions ~ 

S - My question is led to Ato Legesse. As a group and as a 
chappion of money, can you tell as how do you eet this 
mystery of money? How do you differentiate between 
money and paper? Isn't it by means of learning which 
is one way of acquiring knowledge? what's your opinion 

on this ? 

S - Actually we're not denying the existen*e of knowledge. 
But what we denied is where is it ? Can you show us ? 

What's mind? it's something we cannot concretely ••• 
eh ••• recognize or see it. So it is in that way that 
we're approaching this problem. But when we come to 
money it's something concrete something which measures 
value. Everything on thi s earth is measured interms of 
money according to our theory 

T - I think your answer is a bit contradcitory you say you 
don't dens- the existence of knoVlledge and theu you 
said where is it (x2) 

S - We're not denying the existence/ye~ But is it in our 
heart or mind ••• something like that. If you go to the 
countryside they say ;.. -() P-itD-F'; Nr /YIt=t:d\. some thing 
like that,He has lost his memory or his remembering 
power. So they think that they're thinking by the"in the 
hearts they don't even think of the mind If I don't 
have heart also I cannot think I'd immediately stop 
thinking. 

S - But how do you get this ~stery of that knowledge and 
mind •• the difference between knowledge and mind without 
knowledge. 

s - ~hat ••• we have t o divide what we call knowledge as a 
moder n way of knowledge and the traditional w~'! of 
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know1edge.1he primitive man didn't have the knowledge 
that you have today but he knows how to use money. If 
you go to a farmer he knows the knowledge of money. 
He can respond to the clicking of coins just as I told 
you on my introduotion. 

ExtracL21 

T - Ok. Let's not make it an argument ia the first place. so 
) 

you answer when asked ••• so more questions. 

S - My questio~ is to ••• and he said that all men have a 
great desire to money than knowledge starting from womb 
to tomb. I think you said like that how can you answer 
my question!I didn't set~ my question. My question is 
how can unborn child or an embryo is interested to use 
mor,ey ? 

S - Ok - Thank you for your question. I was trying ~ention 
~ 

that even the child in his mother womb to be proper snd 
healthy boy his mother has to have sort of money to • 

) 

protect herself f~m damaging her embroys ir. her x woab 
If she work hard or if she i! labour worker that means 
it's XX or it's the womb feats. If she works very hard 
and hazardous works he might be ••• he/she might be hurted 
that ••• in that case I can say that human being it's the 
desire of human being from womb to tomb ••• If I take 
• •• even if you; don't take this womb ••• tomb. If you 
t~e the infant of 3 or 4 week infant or children ••• if 
you throw or. If they hear the sOWld of the coins they 

feel something,Don't you know that? How I don't know 
I fully answered the question. 

Extraot 28 

S - My question is to Mebratu again you said that if a man 

gets i njured he can get the remedy if and only if he has 



- 157 -

the money. I'd ltike to hear wat.t your answer would be on 
that men on previous days may have been hurt ••• may have 
faced a~ sort of injury meaning before the creation of 
the so called money and does that imply that or your 
statement implies that all men who were injured before 
the creation of money expired ? or how can you judge the 
thing ? 

S I didn't get your question. 

S Ok I'll try to simplify it,you've said that for a man 
to get a remedy for his injury he has to have money. you've 
said this And /I 

S - I said if he is in eminent accident or in eminent danger 
to have his life immediately 

s - Yeah that's right,I've understood it. And msn of all 
) 

those days meaning before the creation of money have been 
hurt for too long. Does that mean that all of those 
people have died of it ? 

S - No. I mean in the case of transplantation science creates 
the instruments or the mateiial to substitute the infected 
body organs, lor exampl~ if the man is in an infected 
lur~ to replace his lung if it is dangerous or it leads 
to deeth to immediately save or cure his life only if 
he has moneYjif he hasn't money he can't buy. 

T - Ok don't you have questions to the other grou~It shouldn't 
be only XXX yes, Tefer s 

s - I want to forward my question to samuel. you quoted that 
knowledge is undetfinable. I don't know from where you 
got but here i t's already been criticized tha t knowledge 
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is not created as a separate being It's dependent on man , 
and we can't see knowledge (X2) it is an idea ~hat we • 
can see is its products. How do you see H,I~ ~ 

S That means we can't define knowledge 

S - Eventhough we can't define and see knowledge we can see 
at least its products or our world is a product of 
knowledge. 

S We can sense its product but we cannot define it 

S Can't knowledge be represented by its products? 

S - But the product XXX of it ? I think for me that product 
is not a product, for example if you've seen the products 
of knowledge there are advantages and disadvantages 
products. for example, as a humanjI'm not concerned about 
the Mars XXX or about Armstrongt walki ng on the mo on 
But as a human being I remember the days of mill i ons of 
people in H'roshima and NagaSakY.lh~'re the product of 
knowledge. HoVi do you see that '/ 

S - You' re pausing t.he question what I'm asking you 

S O' k the product differs. f or me the pr oduct is not product 
it's disadvantage. For ano ther person it may be an 
advantage,it may be a product. For me it is not an 
advantage 

T Q Any other questions. 

S I think the ultima te knowledge is God or the ult ima te 
reality. God creates man by his knowledge .. ~. How 
do you see it ? 

S How can you prove that there's God? 

S I think the ultimate God is ••• I believe i n God who 
creates me and you can not deny or you car~ot make 
allegations against this creation. Therefore you said 
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that that you know somethir;g. If you deny it, you know 
something about God. How do you know it ? 

e 
I don't belive ••• for example let's take ••• There's , 
an onion, we both taste it,You t aste it in another way 
and I taste it in another way. How can you say that 
there is knowledge ? 

S Isn't it a knowledge that you have said it now? 

S Yeah "VI-"7 now sorry. For me there is no God ••• no , ) 

ultimate reali ty. on what is ultimate reality to be based 
when my perception and your perception are not equal • . 
How can't be reconcIled? 

Eixtrac!.-J2 

T - Let's give the chance XJrA there ••• yes ••• Taddesse 

S - Ok. My question is to Samuel, you've said that money 
XXX the starts of people in society or it is the basic 
criteria for the division of society. But when we 
turn our eyes to the legal sphere, a division is made 
based on having or having no t knowledge. For example a 
persont Can make or Ian enter into a judicial act if 
he uses his knowledge properly or he's said to be able 
to use his knowled;e. And this is I think the basic 
division made in society. How do you see this ? 

S - Is everybody a lawyer l lhat's for lawyers. Lawyers take 
• 

account of knowledge. But the layman doeen't know the 
law. He just looks at the material world of the person. 
Ask any layman and he'd say that somebody is rich, 
somebody is poor. He wouldn't say that he has knowledge} 
he is a legal person or not. But for us ••. you are a 
lawyer and you may think that knowledge is the basis of 
the division. The reality is not like that. It's other 
,iwiee. 
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S - But his ignorance couldn't help him. Everybody is 
assumed to know the law. 

S - Yeah, because the law demands that people know it, other 
wise if people don't know it how can you prove it ? •• 

then ok ignorance cannot be an excuse. But how many of 
us know the law? Do we know the law ? 

s - You may not know the law. But if you are not capable 
of entering into a judicial act you are not able and 
your ignorance couldn't help you. 

S - Every act is a judicial act. The law regulates only one 
thousandth of our acts. You're starting from the exception 
and makiigg generaeiz4~ 

s - Ofco~s e J i :f there is one exception, if there is one false 
you car~o t generalize and make or get a true statement 

S - Well, you're arguing in favour of knowledge. Is there 
any theory which has no exception ? 

S - I' m not ar guing in f av our of knowl edge. I'm ask i ng a 
particular question. There's a thing which is not cle~r 
fo r me and I'm askillg yo u t o clarify it. 

S - What's it ? 
( i.a..uJ h tif ) 

T Ok the last question 

S My qlU!stion is does the fact that we limit ourselves 
to ca£e food in any way show that the priority of money ?II 

S - I didn't say II 

S BeC8 :::2 e as to me the fact that ••• the fact we joined 
Ul'-i-ver si ty indi cates that we Came XX knowledge. 
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S - Is that only to be limited ~ith cafe food? But let me 
ans~er for your ~uestion. I think I simply related 
this question with the notion that the need for money is 
the nature of man and we're not in shortage of knowledge, 
~hy don't you take last year eraduates ~ho're begging 
for piece of breads, they have kno~ledge but they don't 
have money to buy that piece of breWl. 

T - Right ••• I think it is XXX as usual. So I don't have 
to say any different tllil,€. 

S - Do you ge t any time just to comment on our ••• 

T - I ~ish we had time"But we've run out of time two h~ans 
already consumed ••• I ~ish ~e had all the time in the 
world but we don't. So I ... I have a belief that 
everybody here is going to make a 
s ee the potential of a la~yer ••• 

very nice lawyer I 
great lawyer in every-

body in t he dlass. Thank you very much. 
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