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AbPstract

This study attempted to iavestigate, describe and analyze the
responding behaviour of Sophomore English imstructors of AAU to
student writing. Am iavestigation was made on what features of
writing the imstructers fecus while providing feedback; at what
stage they intervese to give feedback, and how their students react
to the feedback givem to them.

Te achieve the purpose of the study, 12 Sophomore English
instructers (66% of the total population) and 60 of their students
(five from each instructor) were randemly chosen. The necessary
data was collected from : (1) questionnaires administered to the
instructors and the studemts, (2) 126 papers marked by the instructers,
and (3) a seven hour recording of sample lessons.

Amalysis of the data from these sources revealed that, while
providiag feedback, Sophemore imstructors concentrate on low order
concerns (e.g. mechanics, grammar) and rarely or mever attend teo
high order coRceras (e.g. organization, content). It was also found
that imstructors respomd after students complete their writing tasks,
and not before they begin te write or as they write. It was also
observed that the instructors oftem use a narrow range of feedbask
techitiques such as direct correction of errors. Students also employ

very few strategies in handling feedback.

Based on the findings of the study, it was suggested that
instructors recomsider their responding behaviour and thus focus
on content level issues and organizational problems and, relegate
their feedback to the diffrent stages of writing, using a wider range
of feedback technigues. The nesd to . train imstructors with more
effective ways of providing fecdback, and train students with varioms
ways of handling their teachers feedback is the overall recommendation
of the study.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1 .1 The PrOE.:_Lhe_E

In the teaching of writing, whatever the nature of the
teaching‘hay be, teachers are generally believed to play a
vital role in helping students develop their writing skills.
One of the important contributions teachers can make o
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, Keh 1990, Raimes 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" (AM.DyPe2)-

The fact that teachers attach great importance to
responses they give to their student writing is unquestionable,
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/foreign language) settings it



has been found that they spend even more time, nearly double

(Cunning cited in Zamel 1985).

Attracted by the great deal of time teachers spénd on
responding, curious about the possible contributions
teachers' response meke to develop writing skill; end being
inquisitive about the reletive effectiveness of different
techniques of feedback provisions, some researchers in L1
context (for example Seerl end Dillon 1980, Ziv 1984) have
conducted studies on teachers' responses to student writing.
In 12 settings, too, similar studies (for example Zamel
1985, Semke 1984, Robb et al 1990) have been carried out.

Issues like: "How do teachers respond to student
writing?","What is_the best method of responding to student
writing ?","How do students react 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 sres (both in I1
and 12 domain) seem to indicate that feedback provision as
currently prectised is of limited instructional help.
Teachers are reported ts respond only to limited features

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



ParticularlyJprocess-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 by L1 and L2 researchers and educators,
no study has yet been conducted in the Ethiopisn context
(be it in high school or higher institutes). Some three
studies related to the tesching 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 effective way(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. Importance 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 alsoc the researcher's hope that
answers to be found to the questions raised (see 1.3) will
have some important pedagogical implications for writing
courses given to almost all second year studeants of our
university in particuler and to the teaching of writing at
a higher level as a whole, On top of that, the study will

have implicaetions 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 helief 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 the Study

The purpose of this study will be to investigate, describe
and analyse the responding behaviour of AAU Sophomore English
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, what
features of writing do the Sophomore instructors

concentrate on ?

. Do they focus on what are krown as ILowerorder
concerns (e.g. spelling, tense) or High Order

Concerns (e.g. meaning, organization)?

. Is there any kind of uniformity (similar pattern)

in the way they respond ?

2, To what extent do teachers' responses coatribute to
promoting the major objectives stated in Sophomore

English ?

3., Are teachers' responses part of the writing process

or relegated to students® final draft (if at all



there is such a thing like a final draft) ?

4., What are the reactions of students to responses

given to them ?

5. Are there any pedagogical implications to be derived

from the responses the teachers give ?

1.4 Definition of Responding to Student Writing

Provision of feedback is, in fact, referred by various
names like "correction®, "marking®, ngssessment, " "evaluation®
etec. Yet, as I believe that such terms are inadéquate in
denoting responses given to student writing, I have preferred
a more conveient tera -"r38ponding to student writing? The
term is here defined as a way of reacting to what students
write verbally (orelly or in a written form). The reaction
can either be positive or negative. The term ‘Teedback will

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

1.5 A Few Words About Sophomore English Course

To have an overall idea about the Sophomore English
course is necessary at least for two reasons. Firsi, 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 what
the students write to promote the objectives stated in the

COUrse, : buind o -



Generally spesking, the Sophomore English course is a
one semester course given to second year degree students of
AAU who successfully complete the Freshmaen English (101A and
101B). From the preliminery survey I have made, I come %o
understand that Solomon's (1991) "Writing for Acadenmic
Purposes®™ serves as a méjor guidq;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

gabout the course,

Though the three other major skills (i.e., reading,
listening, speaking) and study skills (e.g. note-taking) are
included in the course, the writing skill is the most
emphasized skille In broesd 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 fto equip
gtudents 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 10:

a) ' write effectively the specific varieties of
discourse needed within the students® subject areas

including essays, exams, term papers and thesgs. .

b) Write all general types of discourse - e.g. essays,



summaries, letters, reporis and research papers

that any graduate need to do.

¢) 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 those objectives, under opitimum condition,
the students are required to produce sbout 24 paragrephs and
eight essays., In a way paragraph building is given the first
priority. In relation to marking the texi for the Sophomore
English course says little. Still, it is stated that both
the teschers and students could be involved in correcting

students' written work.

1.6 ggganization 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 =2ims set,
the research procedure outlined in the third and fourth

chapters includes:

i) collection of deta on recordings, marked papers

and student and teacher questionnsires;
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(ii) development of system analysis desling with
various types of feedback demonstirated by

instructors; and

(iii) enalysis and discussion of findings.

The final chepter provides conclusions and recommendastions.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

2.1, The Product Approach and the Process Approqch

to Teaching Writing

The product approach and the process approsch sre perhaps
the two most widely discussed orientations in the literature
on the teaching of writing. In this study, most of the issues
raised in the present chapter and to some extent in the
subsequent chapters are discussed in relation to these
orientastions. For this reason, it is perhaps worth giving

@ brief definition of each.

2.1¢1s The Product Approach

The product approach is en orientation whose primary
focus is the end result of what students produce. 1In this
approach, the teacher is concerned with teaching learners
what the finished text should look like. Formel accuracy and
correctness in grammar, spelling, use of vocabulary, convention
of layout, ete. are given the utmost priority. Controlled
composition, guided composition and in higher forms logical
construction and srrangement of discourse forms are common

procedures of this approach.

2.1.2. The Process Appzoach

Broedly speaking, the process approsch is an orientation
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that puts more emphasis on the composing process than on the
end result, i.e., the composition. As concisely summarized

by Silve, the teacher's role in the process approsch 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 (edding,
deleting, modifying and rearranging
ideas); and for editing attending to
vocabulary; sentence structure, grammar
and mechanics (1990:15).

Encoursging students to have a sense of purpose and
audience while writing sbout a certain topic is enother major

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

2.2 The Necessity of Feedback Provision to Writing

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 @ concensus smong many researchers and theorists (for
example Brumfit 1980, Ziv 1984, Chaudron 1985, Zamel 1985,
Chaerles 1990, Hylend 1950, Keh 1990, Cox 1991) that feedback
given to what students write is a valusble aid to the
improvement of the skill. Pointing out that teacher-response
is an essentisl part of the writing process, Hyland contends
thet feedback improves student writing significantly. For
Brumfit, teachers' feedbsck, if done properly, is a teaching



strategy for developing student writing., To Zamel, responding
to student writing is a valuable help if it is employed to
involve students in redrafting what they write. According
to Cox ™assessment in writing is s process of encouraging

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

In spite of the generel consensus among theorists,
researchers, teachers and students that feedback on what
étuﬂents write is helpful in developing the skill, scholars
engaged in the field vary significantly regarding verious
issues related to feedback provision. Some of these issues
ineclude: what is the best way of giving feedback ? Corrective
or interactive feedback ? Positive or negative feedback ¢
Who should respond to what students write - teachers or
peers 7 When should feedback be provided - while the students
write or after completion ? While responding, what features
of writing should s responder focus on most ¢ Low Level

Boncerns or High Level Concerns %

Researchers and specialists of writing instruction
greatly differ in answering these and other related questions. -
Perhaps, it ie their significant difference that has made
Presponding to student writing' a contentious issue or to
ﬁse Raimes! term "a thorny issue." Further investigation
of the issues raised in responding to student writing may
perhaps give us & better picture of understending the problem.

Therefore, some of them will be examined below.



2.3, Some Besic Issues on Responding To Student Writing

2.3.1. When to Provide Feedback ?

The issue of 'when to provide feedback' is one of the
ma jox process—prodﬁct controversies of writing instruction
in general and responding to student writing in particular.
In other words, it is a question of viewing feedback provision
as a principal part of the whole writing process or not.
For product-oriented scholars, the focus of writing is on
nthe end result of the composition process, that is the
ﬁroduct of writing" (Hedge 1988:19). Ranging from seiting
writing tesks to responding to whet students write, the
proponents of the approach are primerily concerned with
meeting a certain acedemic requirement. In relation to this,

Horowitz (1986b) has this to says

There is a specified ... range of
acceptable writing behaviours dictated
not by the individual (student writer)

but by the academic community, and it

is the responsibility of instructors to do
everything in their power to ensure the
student writing falls within thet range

(p. 789).

In product-oriented writing instruction, feedback is
often given after students finish writing their papers.
Consequently, writing teachers who teach in line with this
orientation are reported to employ "error correction® and
ryritten commentary" as their major techniques of providing
feedback. "fhen a teacher responds in this manner,®

comments Ziv, "he or she sssumess that studenis will J=arp
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what good writing is from the comments and will thereby

improve in future papers™ (1984:362).

Yet, teachers' assumption that feedback given to the
finel version of a_paper somehow helps the student to write
better or more is very much challenged by process-oriented
researchers, Porcess-oriented researchers and specialists
in the teaching of writing in L1 context (for example Ziv
1984, Griffin 1982, Heirston 1986, Woxley 1989) and L2
context (for example Raimes 1983b, Zemel 1985, Cohen 1987,
Cohen and Cavalcanti 1990) report that feedback provided
after students finished writing is of very little pedagogical
value to students, Such feedback, the scholars clsaim, is
unproductive to students and time consuming and tedious to

teachers,

The task of feedback provision in a product-oriented
classroom, which is meinly directed toward students' finsl

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

~ T L4 L] A
Selection Preparation Writing Rewriting, Teacher's
of topic for writing editing marking of

and pre- proof- papers
writing reading
activities

Contrary to the product-approach, the feedback model
proposed by the process-approach views feedback provision as
an integral part of the writing process., 2iv, one of the

A = o T M .

=ding exponeats of the spproach, cortends that “fendhanrl



not integrally built into the writing process is of questionable
value" (1982:364). Such claim of the approach seems to emanate

from the way its advocates view ™writing" itself.

According to the process orientation to teaching writing,
writing is a recursive and a discovery process. Zamel, the
other chief advocate of the approach, presents writing as a
"non-linear, explanatory end generative process whereby
ﬁriters discover and reformulate as they attempt to epproximate
meaning® (1983:165). In a related sense, Shaughnessy views
nritingras "q messy process that leeds to clarity" (quoted
in Hedge 1988:21). As can be expected, revision and cognitive

multiple drafting asre central to this orientation.

In the process-approach, feedback has a crucial place
(Raimes 1983a). "Feedback,™ notes Keh, "is a fundamental
process of writing of the piocess—approach" (1990:294), As
an integral part of writing, the responding is primarily
concerned with involving students to produce multiple drafts
and revise their drafts., Various L1 and L2 studies report
that feedback which doquot involve students in revision and
multiple drafting is of litile 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:



According to over thiry years of
research students benefit from our
responses to their writing 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 how
wise our response may be (1989:3).

The works- . of L2 researchers in the field (for example
Keh 1990, Charles 1990, Hylend 1990, Zamel 1985) are also

in favour of the above recommendation.

In a writing clsssroom 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 %o resee, reassess and shape their
work; and in a writing context where the composing process
is viewed as a collaborative effort of teachers esnd student,

the process is represented as follows.



Selection

of topic by
teacher and
/or students

Teacher reads Student Student Teacher reads
notes, lists, makes writes draft 2:
outlines, etc. outline draft 2 indicates
and makes of drafti good points
suggestions and areas for
improvement
Preparation Student Teacher and Student
for writing/ writes students read reads draft 2
prewriting draft 1 draft: add with guidelines
activities comments and  or checklists
suggestions makes changes

about content

Teken from Raimes 1983a:140-141.

i
Student Teac
edits and agsi-
proofreads folln

tasks
help
weak

Student Teacher

writes eveluates

draft: 3 progress
from
draft.1
to draft 3

-1

to

‘n

ceas



In a briefer model,Keh (1990:295) presents the writing

process in the following'manner:

Implementation of feedback (for one paper)

Q@ & & &
/ ¥ / P / F > -

peer reading conferences comments optional
(corrections) rewrite

F = TFeedback @) =  draft

Composition teachers who teach in line with the process-

input

oriented approach are usually advised to provide interaciive
feedback that puts teacher and students in a kind of dielogue
(2iv 1984, Zemel 1985). Techniques of providing feedback
recommended in this orientation include: conferencing, taped
commentary, reformulation, written commentary end peer review.
(For a discussion of techniques on responding to student

writing, see Zald)s

The contention that feedback should be an integral part
of the writing process and thereby lead to revision is not
without opposition. Some educators (for example Horowitz
1986a, 1986b, Reid 1985) oppose the view on the ground that
it is not applicable to most writing tasks in academic

community of higher institutes. 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 evalueted. Horowitz further notes that the pedagogicel
role of revision in helping students improve their writing
is overstated. ‘*Whether an approach which constantly
emphesizes multiﬁle revisions will eventually lead to @
fluency that facilitates fast essay writing"®, he comments,

"is an unanswered question" (Horowitz 1986a:1455;:;n

2.3.2 What Feature to Focus On?

k! P
TR £
LN Ly

"The major question confronting any théb;}w;f responding
to student writing," notes Griffin, "is where we should focus
our attention“r(1982:299). Fathmen end Whelley (1990) too
concur. They-note that "much of the conflict over teacher
response to written work has been whether teacher feedback

should focus on form (e.g2. grammar, mechanics) or on content

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

Prior to dealing with the issue in question, it may
perhaps be worth discussing how researchers and theorists
identify features of writing. Scholars in the field used
different terms to denote different festures of writing. And
in some cases they attach different meanings to them. Keh
(1990), for example identifies the features as Low Order
Concerns (L0Cs) and High Order Concerns (HOCs). What he
calls 10Cs are mechanical and surface level problems whereas
HOCs meen features like development of ideass, organization

and +he cverall focws of what students write. Using different
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terms with elmost similer meaning, Pathman and Whalley
clessify what students write into "form (e.g. grammar,
mechanics)™ and "content (e.g. orgénization, amount of
details)™. ILike Fathman end Whelley, Taylor (1982) uses
similar terms: ‘form”and ‘content. Yet, the meaning she
attaches to this divisionlespecially to form,is almost
entirely different. For her, “content' is what the writer
says - what the writer is trying to communicate. “Porm,on
the other hand is vocabulary, syntex, tone, formality and
organizational patterns. Ziv (1984) too uses two categories:
“nacro’ (conceptual and structural) and “micro’ (sententisl,

lexical and formal conventions) levels.

Despite the variety of names given to different features
of writing, Fathman end Whalley's (1990) classificetion of
the features into form end contént seems to be accepted by
a lot of scholars (see for example Raimes 1983b, Zamel 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 should
then investigate is the issue of which feature to focuéTihile
responding: form or content ? Irrespective of few discrepancies,
the findings in L1 studies seem to indicete that teachers of
writing should give more emphasis to content than to form
(2iv 1984, Griffin 1982, Lees 1979, Hairston 1986, Moxley 1989).
Moxley, having reviewed the state of the art in 30 years, had

this general recommendation 1o provide:



We (composition teachers) need %o teach
gtudents that writing well means more
than forming gremmatically 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 primerily respond to the substances

and significence of their topics (1989:3).

Similarly, Fethmen end Whelley report thet 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
11 counterparts, have to study the terget languege 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 1imited studies are inconclusive.
In particuler, the issue of whether responding to form makes
any difference in helping students to write better has become

a very contentious issue.

(a) Responding to Form

Responding %o form can generally be equated with various
ways of error ireatment on students' written work such as error
correction, errcr location, error identification or commenting
about errors. Mainly concerned with the aim of investigating
the significence of error treatment in written work, some ESL
researchers (for exemple Ialande 1982, Semke 1984, Robb etal
1986, Pathman and Whalley 1990) conducted experimental studies

comparing different methods of feedback provision. The findings
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of these studies were, however, reported to be inconclusive
(Leki 1990, Fathman and Whalley 1990, Cohen and Cavalcanti
1990), "Focus on form in some cases appears to be effective
in helpihg students to write better; in others it is not"
(rathman end Whalley 1990:180). |

Some of the studies (see for example Cardelle and Corno
1981, Lalande 1982, Robb et al 1986, Fathman and Whalley 1990)
seemto suggest thet some kind of focus on foram is helpful.

In an experimental study, Lalande reported that students in
his study group who were made to revise with the help of
error code outperformed students in the controlled group who
were just given direct correction by the instructor. In a
more or less similar study, Robb's et _al (1986) findings
corroborsted that of Lalande's. They found that locating
students' errors was more important than simple overt
correction., Fathman and Whalley also reported similar result.

They concluded:

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

Contrary to these studies, others (for example Hendrickson
1978, Semke 1984) report that any kind of focus on form does
not meke any difference on improving student writing.

Reviewing works on error correction, Hendrickson concluded

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 up

with almost similar conclusion. The study, asmong other
things, reported that both direct amdzairect methods of error
correction did not significantly increse writing skills,.

In sddition to that, unlike the findings of ILalande and
Pathman snd Whalley, making students correct their errors with
the help of error code was found to be "least effective interms

of both achievement and attitude” (Semke 1984:82).

As can be understood in the discussion above, research
findings seem to imply that error correction of form, especially
direct correction, does very little to the improvement of
students' writing skill. In spite of this, there is an
intuitive sense among teachers and students alike thai error
correction is helpful(Hendrikson 1978, Woods 1989). Studies
carried on professors' reaction to written works of non-
native speakers (for éxample Santos 1988, Weir 1988) reveal
that some errors on form have irritating effects and need to
be corrected., Iikewise, resesrch 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 extent be maintained at least in ESL/EFL

writing settings. Even then, comprehensive error correction
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appears to be discouraged. What we might aspire is for what
Norrish (1992) calls mgelective marking." In selectize
correcting, one may déal with errors affécting intelligiblity,
errors with high frequency, errors at a high level of
generality, errors with stigmatizing and irpitating effects,
errors affecting a large number of students, and errors that

have pedagogical effect (Cohen 1987:414-15).

(b) Responding to Content

At least in principle, most scholars appear to consent
that responding to content is very helpful for students o
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. For process oriented educators,
feedback on content is &seful if and only if it involves
students in the process of revision eand in producing multiple
drefts. On the other hand, the product-oriented scholars
seem to believe feedback given after students completfed

writing is helpful.

2.3+3. Some Practicsl Methods of Responding to

Student Writing

The other major controversial issues in responding to
student writing ss 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 researcher's
pelief that the issues can best be dealt with in connection
with a discussion of some practical classroom techniques

of responding to student writing. At lesst for convenience
sake, the question of who should respond will thus be discussed
along with different ways of reacting to student writing.

In this discussion it should be noted that terms such as
"pmethods," "techniques," "strategies™ and "ways" are used
interchanéeably. The literature reveals that scholars use
different terms to refer to the same thing: ways of providing

feedbﬂeko

Perhaps as the result of various researchers’ 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 disposel. As noted by Raimes, currently
the ways are as many as the teasching methods of writing. In
a way of outlining possible options of responding Raimes

describes that teachers:

Can correct errors; locate errors;
indicate the number of errors; comment
on form; make generalized comments
about content; make specific commenis;
ask questions; make suggestions; emote
with comments; praise; ask students to
comment on the source of error ... OT
ask L1 peers to reformulate the student

writing (1991:418=19).

And below is a brief review of some common ways of

providing feedback to written works
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e, 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 some
teachers correct almost all errors the students make, others
deal with just some specific errors and leave the rest. Some
other teachers just indicate or locate errors using some kind
of symgols or code and leave the students to take care of
them, In other words, as succinctly put by Robb et al
(1986:83) "there seems to be no concensus 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
correction. While using this technique, teachers overtly
correct all the errors maede 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 much
criticized by many reseaerchers and theorists. TLabelling
such correction procedure as traditional gpproach, Byrne
accuses it of being "time consuming for the teacher and
discouraging to studente" (1988:124). Likewise, Gwin (1991)
and Allwright (1988) respectively condemn the method ss
"unproductive® and "spoon-feeding correction.®™ Raimes (1983a)

mockingly notes that comprehsnsive correction is tantamount



to rewriting the students' paper. The other common method

of error treatment on written work is indiceting or locating
errors., This is ususlly done with the intention of helping
student writers correct the errors by themselves, As noted
by Byrne, this technique of indicating errors "is normally
‘doné by underliningfgircling the mistekes and ﬁsing some kind
of symbol to focus the attention of students on the kind of
mistake they heve mede" (1988:125).

Teachers who indicate errors of different sorts in using -
symbols usually have checklist (marksheet or correction sheet)
at their disposal. The type of checklist one uses may be
quite different from a checklist used by another. While
writers like Gwin (1991) recommend & correction sheet
consisting of 14 items, Josephson (1989) recommends a mark-
sheet with 59 items in it. Checklists containing 12 and 11
items are respectively reported in Raimes (1983a) and

Byrne (1988).

As well as the use of such detsiled checklists, it should
alsd be noted that some teachers indicaste errors by circling,
underlining or writing some arbitrary abbreviations (Gwin
1991). For many writers (for example Zamel 1985, Allwright
1988) the function of a checklist is believed %o be limited
to editing "surface errors in syntax, lexis, spelling and
punctuation® (Allwright 1988:105). The technique is thus
accused of overlooking "more centrsl issues of signposting,
cohesion, information packaging end clarity of mesning®
(Allwright 1988:105).



Advocates of the techniques known as minimal marking
(for example Hyland 1990) cen elso be included in the group
who locate errors, Yet, it should be noted that they support
neither the ides of correcting mistakes nor favour the notion
of indicating specific errors, Instead, they just locate
errors by putting s cross (X) or more in the margin alongside

the lines in which they occur.

b, Written Gommantarx

Providing written comments is the other major technique
of responding which is widely practised particularly at higher
levels. The written comments may be long or brief; general
or specific; praise or criticism., Warginal comments such
as "™weak content", "not clear," "“confusing"™ are examples of
brief written critiéiemﬂ. Suggeétions or questions given in
the form of a complete sentence like %“can you tell me more?"
"I too have experienced the samething™ "my home town is just
as beautiful as yoyrs" are instances of specific positive
written comments. Some general comments which express a
respondent's overall impression of a given piece of writing

are almost pert of written commentary.

Hasty marginal comments such as "not clear", or "sord
order" are discouraged by researchers like Raimes (1983a) and
Zamell(1985). The researchers report that students find
such comments vague and too general. Similarly, end comments

(e.ge A few confusing parts, organization OK) which either
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indicate an overall impression of a writer or deal with
content related and organizational problems are said to be

unproductive (Raimes 1983b: 143, Zemel 1985:91) .

On the other hand, content specific responses which in
one way or snother encourage students to revise their work
are favoured by many writers and researchers (for example
Zamel 1985, Raimes 1983a, 1983b, Allwright 1088). Comments
thet emphesize the strength of a student writer are equally
encouraged, In the words of Diederich "Noticing and praising
whatever a student does well improves [his writing] more than
any kind or amount of correction thet he does badly';(quoted.
in Reimes 1983b:143). In a related srgument, Knapp-(1978:3)
contends thet 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,"
"Phat is an excellent choice of words"™ are believed to be

productive.,
C. Conferencing

Conferencing is an example of what Keh (1990) calls
winteractive 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
things. He may, for example, ask the writer to clarify some
points and encourage him to revise the paper., By directing

the student's attention on some features of the written 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 thé work.

Even though responding to student writing in the form of
a one-to-one conference is sirongly favoured by researchers |
like Knapp (1978), Searle and Pillon (1980), Scardmalia and
Berita (1986) it too hasn't escaped some criticisms. Rainmes,
for instance, complains that it is "extremely time consuming
and in some teaching situations jyst not practicel®™ (1983b:145).
Even then, its critics do not deny that a few minutes conference

can be very productive and encouraging to student writers.

d. ggged Commentary

A taped commentary made in the absence of a student is
another way of talking about his writing. Other then being
a one-way communication, this technique is the same as that
of meking a one-to-one conference in ites epproach. Comparing
it to the technique of giving written comments, its advocates,
Hyland (1990), for instance, contend taped commentary is not
time consuming, This technique is, however, impractical for

countries with few recorders.

€. Beformulatigg

Reformulating is a relatively new technique 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. Generslly, it can be defined "es an atteampt
by a native writer to understand what a non-native writer

is trying to say and then to rewrite it in a form more
natural to the non-native writer"™ (Allwright 1988:110).
Nevertheless, as stated in Hedge‘(1988:159), reformulating
can be employed by non-native teachers with native like

proficiency, as well.

Peachers who use the technique are advised to primsrily
concentrate on writing features such as organization
(coherence, chohesion, 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 advantagious for: it
allows students to compare what they attempt to write with
a more accepteble version; it encourages students to discuss
changes made in reformulated versions (Allwright 1988, Hedge
1988). Despite these merits, the technique is accused of
being time consuming. Still, some expertis are making less
demanding adaptions like "the teacher's attaching a sheet
to the original with several rewarded phrases and clauses
the learner might want to consider when s/he receives the

paper™ (Celce - Murcia, 1991:472).
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£. TPeer Review/Peer Correction

Phe 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 cofrect,to
locate errors, to reformulste, to talk about or give written

comments on their friends® writings.

A number of researchers (for example, Brumfit 1980,
Chaudron n*dy, Norrish 1992, Manglesdorf 1992) contend that
it is an effective way of providing feedback to student
writing. A few of the claimed advantages of using the method

are:’

It is easier to see others' mistakes

than your own: learners discover they
can learn from each other; peer comment
is generally less threatening than the
teacher's; it can lead to the process of
writing and rewriting; it can save the
teacher's time end enable him/her monitor
and answer particular probleams (Norrish
1992:21).

*2.437 Works on Learners Reaction to Feedback on their

Written Work

Partly because it is believed that students of writing

are the beneficiaries of the feedback they are provided,



- 32 -

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 %o 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 when they do, they do not
always use those responses and may

not know how to use them; (3) when
they use them, they do not necessarily
write more effective as & result
(cited in Hairston 1986:120).

Thet L1 students rerely read and even discard low graded
papers; that they generally hate teachers sppropriation of
their pepers; and that they are particularly hostile to
negative criticisms is reported in Leki's review (1960:61=62)
Despite some scholars' claim (for example Ziv 198%4, Hairston
1986) that feedback followed by subsequent revision is very
effective, some students do not seem to attach the importance
claimed to such kind of feedback. Citing the work of Freedmen
(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, too, some researchers (for
example Cohen 1987, Radecki and Swales 1988, Cohen and Ceualcanti
1990) carried out studies on students' reaction to teachers!
feedback. Some of the focus of these studies were questions
like: what are students' attitude toward the feedback they
receive ? What are their preferences? What do studenis 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 student reaction is that
of Cohen (1987). 1In 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 respondants
paid thoughtful attention to correction given to them implying
that L2 students are not as hostile as their L1 counterparts
in their reaction to teacher feedback. Yet, Cohen's students’
preference to feedback on vocabulary, content and orgenizstion,
which was reportedly lacking, appears %o reveal that there is
a misfit between what students need and what teschers do

while responding.

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 8t least neutral reaction upon receiving
a heavily merked paper whatever the nature
of the marking. They declared thet they
would read the comments and even expressed
satisfaction that their teacher had marked
their papers (1988:357).

In shorﬁ, as reported in Leki, (1990) L2 students seem
to approve of teachers' comments on their errors but show
mack of interest in tescher reaction to the content of their
papers“ (p. 63)s Thet students of writing are more interested

in their grades than anything else is noticeable in both 11

and L2 writing.

2.5, Works on the Feddback Provision of Teachers g{

Writ;gg

Studies conducted on responding to student writing can
generally be divided into two: experimentel and 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 I1 researchers

conducted studies:

Contrasting responses of preise with
criticism; contrasting the effect of
oral responses with that of writien
responses; contrasting end commentary
with side comments; contrasting copious
response with brief response; contrasting
only error with response to content;
contrasting outright correction of srrox
with naming of errors and with effering
rules; contrasting explicit suggestion for
£4

5

change with implicit suggestion (1950261
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The conclusion Knoblauch and Brennon 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 improvementis on student

subsequent writing (cited in Leki 1990).

In L2 domain, too, some reseasrchers (for example, Lalande
1980, Cardelle and Carno 1981, Semke 1984, Robb et al 1988,
Fathman and Whalley 1990) conducted more or less similar
kinds of experimentel studies, As indicated earlier, the
findings of these studies are inconclusive. Some corroborate

what Knoblauch snd 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,"

Semke recorded, "indicate theat student progress is enhanced

by practice alone™ (1984:195).

On the other hand, findings of other studies (for example
Cardellf and Carno 1981) show that some ways of providing
feedback are better than others. 1In an experimental study
designed for 80 student;fgggBSpanish courses, Cardelle 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 performence, (b) salient
error conditions would produce higher
levels of performence 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 describing what and
in what way writing teachers respond. For collecting data,
resesrchers conducting descriptive research may use instru-
mentations such as questionnaires, interviews, marked papers
and think aloud protocols. Compared to the various experimental
studies on the issue in question, the number of descriptive
studies in both L1 and L2 domsin are reported to be limited.
Especially, studies which describe and investigate teachers'
actual responses are reported to be very few both in L1 and

12 settings (Ziv 1984, Zamel 1985).

Descriptive studies conducted both in L1 and L2 context
indicate discouraging results about the responding behaviour
of writing teschers, Some reviewers (see for example Moxley
1089, Leki 1990) stated that most L1 writing teachers fail
to respond in meaningful weys., After examining papers marked
by 35 teachers at two different universities, Sommers (1982:52)
is, for instance, reported to have discovered that "most
teachers comments are not text-specifid. and eould be inter-
changed, rubber stamped from text to text® (cited in WMoxley
1989:4).
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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 ﬁoxle&

1989:4).

A few L2 descriptive studies which investigated the
responding styles of ESL writing teachers sppear 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,
meke arbitrary corrections, write contra-
dictory comments, provide vague prescriptions
impose abstrect rules and standerds, respond
to texts as fixed and final products, and
rarely make content specific comments or
offer specific strategies for revising the
text (1985:86).

Cohen and Robbins (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



- 38 -

mainly on surface level features. In one word, the feedback
behaviour of both I1 and L2 writing teachers as currently

realized appeare te be ineffective.

Researchers dissatisfied with the current feedback
behaviour of teachers of writing were not, however, limited
just to showing the ineffectiveness of their responses. They
also suggested some better ways of responding. Below is a
1list of the most important recommendations es summarized by

Moxley (1989:1).

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

evaluation, i.e., éive content Speéific comments
(2) Require multiple drafting.

(3) Place students in small groups and teach them to

evaluate each other's work.

(4) A void "eppropristing" students texts and simplifying

students' roles to that of army privates.
(5) Play the role of the students intended audience.

(6) Encourage students’ revision to be an opportunity to

- clarify and discover one's meaning.

(7) Avoid overburdening students with advice by
identifying only one or two patterns of errors

at a time.

(8) Praise positive attributes in each paper.
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(9) Avoid excessive use of abstract formamlaic text
book language such as "edit for efficiency.®

vtransition. "

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

Some critics of the process approach like Horowitz (1986a)
do not accept some of the above recommendations (for example
omitting grede, 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, Nemmo had collected
data from some 157 essays written by 3rd and 4th yesr students
for the course Advanced composition and sttempted 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, punctustion and

handwriting.

Wondwossen's study, the more relevant work to the current
research, was simed at investigating the oral feedback
behaviour of Grade 11 English teachers. 1In his study,

Wondwossen wWas able to find out that his subjects spent quite
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a considerable portion (29.2%) of class time providing orsal
feedback. None the less, thé 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 deman& for grammatical accuracy;*‘and

they did not involve students in an active manner.

Largely based on the works of feedback provision to
s tudent writing slready reviewed, and pertially on the basis
of the related works in Ethiopia, the present study attempts
to investigete the responding behaviour of Sophomore English
instructors in AAU, Though this study, as 2 descriptive
study, has a lot to share with works reviewed in many ways,
it is different in some other wasys, In almost all the studies
reviewed, either the oral or written feedback of teachers is
examined. The present study, however, looks into writien
and oral responses of instructoers using marked papers and
video recordings respectively. The study's attempt to describe
teacher's written responses using s 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 teking the Sophomore English course
in the 1992/93 academic year. The instructors were chosen
primarily on their willingness 1o 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. Techniques of Data Collection

Basically, the major sources used to collect the data
for this study were: (1) teacher questionnaire, (2) student
questionneire, (3) video recording of sample lessons, and

(4) marked pspers returned to studenis.

3,2.1. Teacher Questionnaire

A teacher questionneire containing 19 items was designed
and distributed to 12 instructors. The items of the

qQuestionnaire were divided into two major parts: (1) genersl
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information and (2) questions related %o feedback. The
firat five items included under the heading "General
information® hed to do with the personal daté about the
sample instructors. The five questions were set with the
pelief 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.

Tn the second part of the questionnaire, an ettempt
nas made to get the imstructors' report about their feedback
behaviour when responding to student writing. To that end,
instructors were asked about the type of feedback techniques
they employ (e.g. peer correction, written commentary);
what features of writing (e.g mechanics, content) they
concentrate on; and about their attitude to marking as a
whole (For full version of the teacher questionnaire, see

AppendixII).

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 semple lessons. Note that all 12 questionnaires

distributed to instructors were returned.

3.2.2. Student Questionnaire

A student questionnaire consisting 14 items was designed
and distributed for 60 students. The student questionnaire

looked into the feedback 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®
reaction to feedback they get from instructors. The student
questionnaire had two kinds of itemsy items related to
teachers® actual feedback (items 1-7) and items linked with
the provision of feedback @S a whole. The first 7 iteams
attempted to find out what type of feedback students prefer;
what type of feedback they concentrated on; and whet 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 - L ).

Note that 52 of the questionnaires distributed were

returned.

Rals e Videg_gecordigg

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 lessoas from
each of the 12 participants wrkting lessons. None the less,
that was not possible for two reasons. Number one, most

of the participants, though willing at the beginning of the
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project, later declined to be recorded. Unfortunately,

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

some kind of supervision or evaluation. Some other instructors,
for one reason or another, were not recorded because their
students as well as the other university students were in

a series of strikes during the time arrenged 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 easch., And that
gave us a ;7' hour. : ' recording. For describing and
analyzing the dates from the recorded lessons, no model of
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. Extracts from the transcribed recording for each

teacher dre appended (see Appendix IV).

3.2.4. MNMearked Papers

The marked papers collected from the raendomly chosen
students constituted the principal data for this study. That
was simply because the papers collected would serve as major
sources for investigating the written feedback given to what
students write in their Sophomore English course. At the
beginning of the study, I intended to colleet 180 papers
(3 from each of the 60 students). That was not possible

because some of the students lest their papers or refrained

from giving them in. As a result only 126 marked papers
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were collected. The papers included any three essays composed
in or out of class., WMarked papers were not collected from
the students of three instructors (I7, I8 and I10). I did
not collect from instructor 8 (I8) because he did not maerk
the student papers, To compensate for this, I8 was recorded
for two hours while giving oral feedback. Marked papers

were not collected from the students of I7 and I10 for their

students went on strike during the collection of the papers.

Note that extracts from papers marked by the instructors

are appended (see Appendix-XIT).

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 nuiaber of hours for the recorded sample

lessons,
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Table 4: General Information gbout Subjects and the
Data_Collected |

Instructorzi) Faculty Dept. No.of No.of Recorded
: students marked lessons

who papers /per hour/
returned
question-
naires

I1 Social Science History 5 15 -

I2 " " S0SA 5 15 1

I3 Education Edu.Adm 5 15

15 " EPSY 4 12 1

I6 Business & ECO Accounting 5 15 -

L7 " " MTPA 5 - -

I8 Technology Pre-Engi - - 2

I9 ® " 4 12 -

I10 " " 5 - -

I11 Library Sci. Lib.Sci. 5 15 -

112 Law Law 15 15 2

Total 12 - - 92 126 7

3.3, MNModel of Deseription

To date, at least as far as I know, only two L1
researchers (Searle and Dillon 1980,Ziv 1984) have ettempted
to develop a taxonomy for deseribing and categorizing
teachers' written feedback to student writing. Consisting
of six major categories (assessment, evaluation, instruction,
gudience, moving beyond and general comment), Searle and
Dillon's model deals only with written comments provided by

R S PP - S R R T T
teachers, Ag o031 g ! A 31000 TITOM the names of tha cowsgole®,;
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Searle and Dillon's taxonomy is mainly eimed 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 scruting of Searle and Dillon's model may
reveal that it is characterized by one seriéus weakness.
Preoccupied with classifying teachers' written comments 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 abbrevations is completely

excluded from the model.

The other model developed by 2Ziv (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 detsiled. 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 student®s in producimg multiple drafts.

Vis—-a-vig error correction, it says very little.
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Developing a relatively more detailed and balanced
model of description was thus one of the major task of this
gtudy. (In e way it can be said the model presented here
is developed on the basis of the iwo models discussed and
cqntains elements lacking in them). Consequently, a model
consisting of two mejor categories has been developed. The
two categories sre: (1) Category I =« written feedback to
1ow level features of writing (e.g. mechanics, grammar) and
(2) category II - written feedback %o high level features
of writing (e.g. content, organizetion). Whereas category I
identifies various types of writtfen 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,” "wWritten Comments" and
wIgnore" are the four sub—categoriéslfor Category I.
Similarly, "Explicit Cues,™ "Implicit Cues"™ and "General
Written Comments" are the thiee sub-categories that come under

Category Il.

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 "substituted" "delete," "rearrange™ and "add."
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The second sub-category, Indirect Correction, is generally
linked to meking students discover right form(s) by them-
selves. In a way it is an implicit correction. It consists
of smaller sub-categories such as "indicate-identify,"
nindicate-locate, ™ "indicate-not identify“ end"indicate-
relate." The thifd sub-category “ingore"'doesmnot have

fur ther sub-divisions. Writfen cémments; the fourth sub-
category of Category I, deals with provision of direct or
indirect written comments and clues on surface features of

student writing.

What 2Ziv calls "Explicit Cues" is the first sub-category
of Category II. "Exﬁlicit 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 Zxplicit
Cues are: "substitution," "rearrangement," "elaboration,"
wextension™ snd "dele#ion." Implicit Cues, the second sub-
category of Category s ié about written comments "in which
the teacher calls ettention to & problem, suggests élternative
directions for the student to pursue, or questions the student
about whet he or she has written"_fZiv 1984:369). Classified
under this sub-category are "substitution,™ "addition" and
"deletion." The third sub—cétegory of Categéry II, General
Written Comments, is linked with the provision of an overall
impression of a teacher to what @ student has written. The
asmaller sub-cateogires indicated under it include: "praise,"

"eritisiam" and "“grade."
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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, For some of the categories lacking
in the data, example has been taken from the literature.
In such cases, the sourée is indiceted. It is hoped that a
close observation of the taxonomy attached would make the

reading of the fourth chapter easier.

3.4. Frequency Count of Written Feedback

To try and quantify teachers' written feedback is dearly
difficult end in some ceses arbitfary. In spite of this, I
have attempted to indicate the general magnitude of teachers'
written feedback in relation to the sub-categories identified.
This is done vis-—a-vis the following frequency terms:

miostly," "Frequently,”" "Sometimes" and "Rarely™.

+0
1) Mostly: An instructor is said’be using a certain
type of feedback, say "delete", mostly if he/she
Q.F -
uses it in 75-100%,the marked papers.

2) Frequently: An instructor is said to be using e
certain type of feedback frequently if he/she uses

of
it in 50 = 75% the marked papers.

3) Sometimes: An instructor is said to be using a

given type of feedback if he/she uses it in more
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than 25-50% of the marked papers.

4) Rarely: An instructor is said to be using s
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 Papers _ .
the extracts, marked by the respective instructors.
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ACK TO STUDENT WRITITG

Category 1: Feedback on Surface Level Features

TYPE

— !

DESCRIPTION

EXAVPLE

1. DIRECT . CORRECTION
1.1 Substitute

- e e et g

Peacher substitutes part of the
student's work with a more
acceptable or appropriate form.

ol e tU e
They don't @pIRAlle_;dr any ' dy.

1.2 Delete

Teacher crossout unaccepteble,
inappropriate form, word,
phrase or sentence.

Capital punishment 18 2 pun: shift.
by death against e nurderex

by shooting or hanging -up—5i
murderer.

1.3 Rearrange

' meacher rearranges part of the

gstudent's work in e more
acceptable or appropriate manner.

e s

Thanks to his¥being (not/a s°

QIlE oo

1.4 Add

Teacher adds wayds O phreses
lacking in student's work

The biggest market locally &

buyiNg o
as 'Gimbo Gebeya' is for, cexr:

and householdf materials
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TYPE

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

2. INDIRECT CORRECTION

2.1 Indicate-
identify

Teacher indicates an error and
identifies the type of error
with a code, a symbol or
abbrevation.

'
Addis Ababa is the town in v
I live.

2.2 Indicateélocate

Peacher indicates an error by
underlining or circling allowing
the student to self correct, i.e.
teacher does not specify type of
error.

2.3 Indicate-not
identify

Teacher indicetes error with a
certain mark (e.g. @ cross /X/)
allowing the sfpdent to locate
identify and self-correct.

s

The student's background alsc
have influence on gtudies in -

University level.

We appologize for the
inconveniency.

It was al,

because certain reasons thau
things turned out that we-
We did sent a driver to t:i:
airport but it broke on "o

way.

(H41and

199

—



= Bl o

TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE
2.4, Indicste-relate Teacher indicetes ,gn inconsistency The guy(ﬁ?QLg surprisingly shozty
of use of form with an arrow perhaps @ bit“taller then half
‘ ’ allowing the student to self metre, His body(i§’thing
correct.
3. IGNORE Teacher inten _tionelly or The girl whom I have introducer

|

unintentionally ignores certain
error(s) in the student work.

o

with you is my step sister.
(N.B. the error ignored is wro.
use of preposition: "with"

insteqd of "to").

4.1.1. TDQele

te

4.1. Bxplicit Cues

4. WRITTEN COMMENTARY

Tédcher comments intending that
student deletes a word or phrasc.

L'

— - e —

3: He has so many parts ebout him

that could turn a female oOh.

T: The words 'about him' are

i unnecesséry in the sentence and
make it sound awkward., In your

rewrite, I suggest you delete

"about him'" so that the sentenc:

reads "He has so many different

parts thet could turn a female .

(from Ziv 1984).

o o v——

v e = e @ S——— ——— ——————— T



TYPE

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

4.1.2. Substitute

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

Juveniles are thirty percent c

the population but they consti
almost fifty percent of the cr’ .ie=
in the United 8tates.

It does not make sense to say i.at
"juveniles constitute crimes."”
Try using "“commit" or "are
responsible™ and see what differe:
meanings are conveyed when you |
substitute one of these words
the one you have written.
(from Ziv 1984).

4.2. Implicit cues:
4.2.1 Delete

Teacher provides implict comments
intending that students delete a
word or a phrase.

Most of the middle cless citi:z
moved out of this ares and mov
to other places.

"and moved:" This is awkward

( Ziv 1984).
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TYPE

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

4.,2.2 Substitute

Teacher provides implicit cues
intending that student
substitute a word or a phrase
with a more appropriate or
acceptable form.

S: Although the mode of life in my col:
was different from the life I was
leading before, it did not take me =
than two weeks to adjust myself with
the preveiling conditions at college
to find new colleagues,

T: Colleagues are persons working togel -
not living together.

——

4,3. Praise Teacher praises part of the That is an excellent choice of word.
student work.
4.4. Criticism Teadher critizize part of the

the students work suggesting
deletion or substitution.

wWatch tense! =
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Category II: VFeedback to Global Features

TYPE

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

1. Bxplicit Cues
1.1 Substitution

Teacher comments
intending that
student meke a

major conceptual S
change.

Sudent writes a paper in which she discusses her
imagination to cope with the monotony of riding the
subway everyday. One of her final line is:

"Phe faculty of the mind to conjure up adventures L=

order to deal with the monotony of routine is
fascinating.

You could expand your essay with (1) es your centre:

jdea and use the subway as one example. Other mono-

course may come to mind, (1) refers to the sencence

"Phe faculty of mind ..." (2iv - 1984)

1.2 Rearrangement

Teacher comments
intending that the
student reaerrange
paragraphs

Student writes e paper about his composing process

o

a0

hes a paragraeph near the end of the paper about wher

he writes his essays.

You should put the lest paragraph near the beginninz

where you set the scene for your composing process.

(ZIv__1984)

o P
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TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPIE
1.3 Elaboration Teacher comments intending S: Student has writien one general idea ths
that the student elaborate life in his home town is very expensive bLutl
an ides or ideas. has failed to provide sdequate examples -

support the idea.

T: Teacher suggests that the student need to
give additional examples to show life in i s
home town is that expensive.

1.4 Extension Teacher suggests: that The student's essay "the person whoa I ad:

the student extend his most" lacks a concluding peragraph.
essay. T: Teacher commente, "I think you should asdc ~~

last paragraph summarizing the quelities .
the person you admire?’

1.5 Deletion Teacher suggests the T: Please delete the last three sentences in
student cut part of a your second paragraph.
paragraph or paragraphs
that are not pertinent
to the central idea. (Ziv 1984)
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TYPE

DESCRIFTION

EXAVMPLE

2., Implicit Cues
2.1 Addition

Teachér comments intending
that student elaborate his
or her ideas.

s

Student writes a paper in which he compar
life to a game of monopoly. She does not
give enough examples to make heranalogie:
vivid to the reeader.

You apparently like to use analogies in yc¢
writing which is a good technique. Some-
how this paper is a little abstrect. TPeri:
some concrete examples for your generalizatic
would help. (2iv 1984)

2.2 Substitution

Teacher suggeste that
student substitute an
introduction, conclusion
etec.

-

Student writes a paper on the isolation of
people experience in New York City. Her

concluding paragraph is about the suicide
rate in this country.

Do you think your conclusion follows
logically from the ideaes you discuss in the
body of your paper 7 (Ziv 1984)
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TYPE

DESCRIPTION

EXAVPLE

2.3 Deletion

Teacher implicitly suggest that student
delet part of his work which is not
pertinent to the main idea.

Do you think the second three
sentences in your concluding par:
graph directly relate to what you
have said earlier ?

o

3. GENERAL COMMENTS
3.1 Praise

Teacher provides his or her overall
impression of student's work in
the form of praise.

Good content ! Well organigzed.

3.2 Criticism

Teacher provides his or her overall
impression of student's work in the
form of criticism.

Poor content { Ideas mentioned uc .
fully developed.

3.3 Greding

Teacher grades student's work using
letters or figures.

By i ’ Cont. 5
15 Lang. 6
Org.__4_ _ _15_
195 25




CHAPTER FOUR

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 sample Sophomore
English instructors to student writing. To that end, the

following basic questions were raised:

i) In the response they give to student writing, what
features of writing do Sophomore English instructorsconcentrate

on %

ii) Are instructors®' responses part of the writing

process or are they relegated fo students' final draft ?

iii) To what extent do instructors' responses contribute
to promoting the msjor objectives stated in Sophomore English

course 7

iv) What are the reactions of students to responses

given to them ?

This chapter intends to answer these research questions.
Phis is done with the discussion and analysis of the data |
obtained from questionnaires:for students and teachers, marked
papers and video recordings. For the sake of convenience,

the results gathered are discussed in three paris:



1. Students' reaction and their strategies in handling

feedback;

Phe 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
ere examined. Moreover, the strategies they employ to handle

tpachers!' feedback are considered.

2. Teachers and their responses to students' writien 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. With the belief that some general information about
teachers (i.e., their teaching load, specialization and number
of students in a class) might have 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 s
brief discussion about the attitude of teachers and students
to feedback as a whole., Naturally, the attitude people have
towards what they ere doing has an impact on what they do.

People with a positve attitude towerds what they perform are
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very likely to do things successfully. And the reverse mmy
be true. 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, Students' Reaction and Strategies in Handling
Feedback

Investigating students' reaction to the feedback given
on what they write is one smong the various studies condcuted
in relation to the significence of responding in the teaching
of writing. The importance of teachers' writtean feedback
is often judged in connection with how étuﬁents 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
s tudents' reaction is negative as in the study of Hayes and
Daiker (cited 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 instructors written feedback and in what way(s)

they handle their teachers' responses on what they write,

4.17.1. Students' General Reaction to Their WMarked Papers

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

to elicit some general information 2bout students' resection
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on their marked papers, Naturally, students' reaction to
teachers' feedback begins with reading or nof 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%) cleimed 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 subjects
reread either a1l or most of their essays. The attention
paid to teachers' correction (31% = qll, 44% = most) is not
discouraging e:i.*ahezna Compared to the frustrating report of
some works (for example Hayes and Daiker 1984, cited in
Cohen 1987) in which it was found that most of the students
see their grade and discard the papers, the degree of

attention paid by students in this study is quite satisfactory.

Table I - Students' Reaction to Teachers' Feedback

Respondents

Ttems All Most Some None

No % No % No % No %

1. How much of the essay
did you reread when
you got it back ? 24 46 21 40 7 14 = -

2. How 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 looked at firs%
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when they got their papers marked. Where as most of the
students (73%) enswered 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 graedes., Given thet most of the teachers
frequently give gradea to students' papers, the students!

priority to grede is to be expected.

4.,1.,2., Students Reaction to Some Specific Feedback

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

conteins the items and the responses of the students.

Table II. Students' Reaction to Error Correction and Grade

Respondents
Items Like it don't like zndifferent
it
10. What is your reaction 11 37 4
to a peper with only a (21%) (714) (8%)
grade on it
11 What is your reaction to
marked papers with
corrections every one Zj i 4
or two lines? (46%) (46%) (8%)
12. What is your reaction 45 6 1

to specific errors! (86%) (12%) (2%)
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Tn this study students®' reaction to erroxr correction,
though not very clear, appeérs to be negative., As shown in
Table 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
poeitive as well as negative reaction to heavilj 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 ere not concerned only
with grades but need some kind of feedback as well. That is

a good sign,

4.1e3. Students Reaction to Pestures of Writing

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 Attantion on Different Features of
Writigg
Item Respondents
If you gave attention to the
teachers' comments how much a lot some little none

sitepiiag dld youglve items Yy~ 4 N, 4 o 4 To
1. Mechanics 30 58 8 15 10 19 4 8
2. Grammar 28 54 17 33 7 13 - -
3. Vocabulary 20 38 22 42 9 17 1 2
4. Organization 30 58 9 17 8 15 5 10
5. Content 21 40 13 25 8 15 10 19

in the
As shown , table abbve, the majority of the respondents

(58%) reported that they paid a lot of attention equaliy, to

mechenics and organization.

The reason why they paid much

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 whaet surprising.

In teble VIII, it is noted

- that only 17 respondents (33%) seid that their teachers

comments gave @ lot of attention to organization., In the

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

paid a8 lot attention to this. 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.

0

r it can be seen as =

reflection of what they would like not what they actuslly get.
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4.1.4. Students? Strategies to Haendle Teachers®

Feedbggg

In the discussion above we have noted that the students
claimed thet they reread almost all their marked papers and
they paid thoughtful attention to teachers corrections. We
have also noted the degree of attention they paid to different
features of writing. One may, however, wonder how they make
use of teachers correction or comments., Or in Cohen's terms

—~ what "strategies" they employ . to handle the teachers® feed-
back given to thoae'features. It wes with this question in
mind that item 5 of the Studént: questionnaire (with a 1little
adaption of the strategies identified by Cohen and Cavalcenti

1990) was designed.

Like that of Cohen and Cavalcanti's subjects, the majority
of the students (65%) reported that they frequently made a
mental note of teachers' comments., The use of other sirategies
seem to be distributed from "frequently" to "never", Still,
it can be said, next to "making s mental note," the strategies
reported to be used withra relatively higher dégree were:
(1) "idéntifying points to be explained" (F = 29%, S.T = 46%),
(2) T™refering back to previous compoeition" (F = 25%, S.T =
48%), and (3) “consulting a grammar book" (F = 21%, S.T = 50%).
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Table IV - Students' Strategies to Handle Teachers'

_Feedback
Respondents

Students' Strategies Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never
_ No % No % No % No %
a., Making a mental note 34 65 13 25 5 10 - =
b. Listing errors by type 4 8 13 25 23 44 13 23
c. Arranging errors by type 5 10 6 12 24 46 17 33

d. Identifying points to be
explained 15 29 24 46 10 19 3 6

e. Asking for teacher

explanation 9 17 19 37 14 27 10 19

f. Refering back to previous
composition 13 25 25 48 10 19 4 8

2. Consulting a grammar book 11 21 26 50 1% 21 4 8
h. Rewriting
i) Only incorporating

teacher's comments 4 7 11 22 20 38 17 33

ii) Revising and
expanding 5 10 11 21 17 33 19 37
i, Not doing anything. 3 6 4 8 10 19 3§ 67

As can be understood from the table above, there are two
extremes in the way students employ strategies to handle teachers®
feedback. One one extreme, @ great mejority of them mede mental
note of their teachers® written feedback; on the other hand, an
insignificant portion of them used the strategy of "re-writim."
Practically, meking a mental note of teachers' responses is next

to doing nothing, It is very unlikely for the students to bensfit
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by Jjust 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 as 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.

4.2. Teachers and their Responses to Students' Work

It is obvious that the primery sim of the current
research is to investigate the kinds of treatments teachers
offer to their students' written work., To achieve this,
teachers' and students' questionnaires and video=recordings
have been employed. It has thus been possible to find out

basic information about teachers, the written and oral feed-

back types they provide, and the general techniques and
specific types they employ.

4.2.1s Besic Information about the Sample Teachers

Items 1-5, Items 6~8 and Items 11-16 in the Teachers®
Questionnaire were basically designed to collect the necessary
deta in relation to teachers' experience, load, area of
specialization, the number of students they teach i&iclass,
and the general practices they follew before students embark
on the task of writing. Accordingly, the following results

L -
{ia
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Table V: General Information about Sophomore Teachers

Teaching Weequ Number of
Inotrus- BIPOHence Specialisation  Tosctit6  SReRts
course : (Credit a class
(in years) Hours)
I1 10 Literature 21 40
I2 1 sem TEFL 6 32
S 2 TEFL g1 35
14 4 TEFL S 40
I5 6 TEFL 15 35
I6 1 sem TEFL 9 35
I7 6 Literature and
TEFL 12 45
I8 12 Language snd
Iiterature 15 40
I9 1 sem - 15 40
I10 1 sem = 21 40
I 1 sem TEFL 13 25
I12 3 TEFL 21 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 have some influence on

the responding behaviour of instructors.

Although nine of the sample teachers have specialized in
English language teaching, their experience in teaching the
course is limited. Almost half of the teachers have taught

the course only for a semester. In addition to other courses
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_ they teach, three of the sample teachers (11 12, I4) also
teach the course for three sections; five of them give the
course for two sections. The number of students taught in
most of the classes is 35-40. While gkving in class writing
asgignments, it is very unlikely that teachers would be able
to give the necessary feedback to 2ll of their students. To
use one of the sample teachers' words, "sometimes there are

too much [meny 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 overloed end number of students in a class, it

is impossible to clearly point out students' errors."

Although the consideration of the above factors was
basically made to see if they could have a bearing on the
feedback behaqviour 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 begins: when or if they decide to give
writing assignmenfs. This is simply because responding to
student writing prgsupposes providing writing assignments.

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

frequently gave assignmenis, This was done by using Itens
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6, 7 end 8 in the teachers® questionnaire, The cited instructor
said that he gave in class_assignments frequently. The other
instructors said they frequently gave both in class énd 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 also asked if they involve siudents 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 tedchers' questionnaire is summarized in the
table below.

Table VI. Teachers' Intervention and their Involvement of
Students in Writing Drafts

Item 11. Do you involve students in | Item 13, When do you often
writing different drafts when they intervene giving feedback to

write sbout a particular topic ? what your students write ?
Item 12, How many While while After they
drefts you make them they are | they are complete
write ¢ planning |writing writine
Yes: No One two | caree -
or more

_No % |No 4 |[No % |No % |No %| No % No 4z |No %
9 75| 325 |4 33| 5 42 |- - 2 17 - - |10 83
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Asked whether or not they involved learners in the
process of drafting, the great majority of teachers, contrary
to the researcher's expectation, answered in the affirmative.
As may be seen from the data, five of the respondents said
they required their studentss to produce two drafts while
writing sbout a topic. Iooking at what teachers say here
from the recent development of the teaching of writing which
encourages multiple drafting, 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 Appendix 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 end 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 disaussion,
however, they are repeatedly told about
the importance of rewriting. I assume,
therefore, what the students give me the
discussion in practice (SIC). But I

must admit thet few students make use of
lectures.
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Another important issue 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
instructors (83#%) intervened after completion of writing
and a very few of them (17%) said they intervened during
the planning stage. Surprisingly, none of the respondents
said they intervened during the writing stage. One may in
fact wonder what the teachers do while providing in class
assignments. Just sit stand and wait till the students
finish 7 Very likely. And this was what was observed from
the lessons recorded (see Appendix IV, I3, I5). |

4

4.2.2. The Provision of Written Feedback

To reiterate, the main purpose of this research was %o
identify the specific types of responding behaviours Sophomore
English teachers exhibit. In the researcher's opinion this
ranges from the general techniques 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. General Techniques Employed

Ttem 9 in the teacher questionnaire (specifically b, c,
e and h) was used to elicit the techniques teachers use in

responding to student writing,. The result is reported below,
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Table VII. Writien Feedback Techniques Used by Teachers

Respondents

Wadtben Feelback Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never

Techniques No P No 4 No % No %
Correcting errors in '
writing 6 50 6 5 - -1 8
Indicaeting errors using
symbols, codes, etc. 4 33 3 25 1 8 4 33
Giving written comments 8 67 1 8 2 17 = -
Giving grades 8 67 2 17 - - 2 17
Peer correction 3 25 5 42 3 25 1 8

That the teachers dominated the practice of feedback
provision is noticeable in Table 3. While 8 teachers reported
to be frequently giving written commenis; only three of them
replied that they frequently used peer correction. That 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, nof in helping
them to resee/revise the papers. 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 thet they
either frequently or sometimes corrected errors, only 7 of

them seid they indicsted errors with codes, symbols, etc.
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As has been pointed out, most of the teachers directly
corrected students' work. It might thus be essential to look
at the specific types of treatments provided to students'
work and the emphasis teachers give to various features 61

writing.

4.2.2.2. Emphasis Given to Various Features of Writing

Before embarking on the task of specifically looking at
the treatment typee used by teachers, it was thought necessary
to elicit the kinds of emphasis teachers and studenta say
are given, This procedure will indicate what teachers say
they do, what they actuslly do and what the students say is
done. The following table shows the results obtained.

Teble VIII. Teachers' and Students' Perception of Emphasis

Given to Various Features of Writing

Respondents

Features of Teachers Students
Writing a lot some 1little none a lot mome little none
No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No %
Mechanics 433 325 542 - - 28541223 9 17 3

6
Grammar 650 542 1 8 - - 1937183413 25 2 4
Vocabulary 433 867 = = = = 1427193715 29 4 17
Organization 9175 325 -~ = = = 1733122319 37 4 1
Content 975 325 - 9

10 19 13 25 19 37 10 1
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As previously steted, one purpose of the teachers'
questionnaire was to find out whet features of writingrthe
teachers say they focused om while providing feedback., The
above table clearly shows the picture. All of the respondents,
though not equélly, said they paid attention to the five
features identified. Features of writing reported to receive
the highest attention from teachers were: organizatior and
content; nine of the 12 respondents replied that they peid
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 sre 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 observed in the discussion ghout 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 %o students, mechagics
end grammar were features given reletively higher attfention.
In contrast, less importance was attached to features like
organization and content. 54% end 37% of the respondents
said @ lot of teachers®' feedback focused on mechanics and

form respectively. On the other hard, sadly enough, @
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considerably portion of the respondents (56%) said either
few or none of their teachers' comments deait with the

content of their essays. Thié is actually confirmed when
we look at the specific treatments teachers' employ on the

marked paper.

4.2.2.3., Feedback on Surface Level Features (Category I)

4.2.2.3.1. Direct Correction

As shown in chapter three, the sub-cateogires of Category
I are "Direct Correction," "Indirect Correction,® *"Written
Commenfary“ and "Ignore".- Among these four categoiies
"Direct correction" was found to be the only technique used
by all of the nine instruetors from whose students the papers
were collected. In spite of that, the extent and frequency
of the technique varied from instructor to instructor. The
majority were noted to use it mostly or frequently. Insiructora
who used direct correction with a relatively higher frequency
were I1, I2, I6, I9 and I12., On the other hand I3, I4, I5 and
I11 were found to be using the technique with a relatively

lower degree and frequency (See Appendix III).

Common among the instructors who used Indirect Correction®
with lower frequency was that they have all specialized in
TEFL. There, however, eppears to be no common element among
the instructors using 'Direct Correction™ with a higher degree

and frequency. Rather than the commoness, the difference
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among them (at least in relation to specialization) is more
apparent. Whereas I9 reported to have no specialization,

I1 reported to have been trained in literature. On the other

hand, I2, 16 end I12 reported that they were TEFL specialists
(see Table V).

0f the smaller sub-categories identified under "Direct
Correction”, "Substitute" appears to be the most freéuently
used techniqué. "Delete; is also the other frequently
employed strategy in relation to direct correction. "Re-
arrange” and "Add"™ were, however, used with a relativély

lower dégree and frequency (see Appendix III).
4.2¢243.2. Indirect 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 underx

"Indirect-Correction."

Phe first sub-category under Indirect Correction is
Indicate - Identify. Among thé nine instructors whose
written feedback was investigated, only three of them (I4,

I5 and I11) were observed using this indirect way of dealing
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with students' work. Despite the similarity of these
instructors in their use of error codes, they were observed
to be using different symbels. 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 I4 and I5, I11 appeared to be highly
dependent on this technique.

Even though it wes noticed that only three teachers
frequently used "Indicate-Identify,"™ it should be noted that
almost all other instructors, thouéh, 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 "Indicate-
Identify," some five instructors weie observed to be using
"Indicate-locate."™ Except I3 an& I4 who used it with higher
degree, the other three instructors (I2, I5 snd I11) 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 %o be evem more limited; Practically, none of the
instructors used "Indicete-not identify." Thet might be
because none of them know about it. If ény of the instructors
had known how to use this technique, he/she could have used
it at least on one occamion, Unlike "Indicate-not identify,"
"Indicate-relate" was observed to be used at least in four

situations by three teachers (see Appendix III Extract 18,
39’ 43, 44)'

4.2.2.3¢3s Ilgnore

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 Appendix

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

4.2,2.3.4. Written Commentary on Surface Level Features

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,
Raimes 19832, Raimes 1983b, Fathman and Whalley 1990).
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Contrary to the reported common practice, the instructors
surveyed in this study were found to be giving written
comments of this kind on very zare occasions. Almost all
types of comments under the sub-category of "written
commentary" were practicelly non-existent. fraise such as
"Phat is a good choice of word™ was totally lacking. The
same can be said of criticism on form. ZExcept for a few
occasional comments like "watch tense," "few grammatical
errors" by two instructors (I1 and 14); criticism on form was
absent, Likewise, "Implicit Cues" and "Explicit Cues" as
understood by Ziv (1984) were not‘there‘either. These kinds

of cues were used in very rare occasions (see Extracis 12, 34).

4,2,2,4. Written Feedback to High-Level Features
[Category II

With an intention of clessifying and describing written
feedback on content-level issues and organizational probleas,
three sub-categories, viz "Explicit Cues® "Implicit Cues"®
and "General Written comments"™ were identified. Under these
sub—éateogires, smaller sub-cétegories were also included.

The investigation of the marked papers, however, 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 insiructors, whose marked papers had been
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investigated, it can be said that only three instructors
(I1, I2 ard I5) showed a relatively higher degree of concern
on the meaning and overall structure of what the students
wrote. 1I2 and I2 almost always gave end commenis on almost
all the papers they marked; I5 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 end 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 with praise like "good" "very good,"
etc. Only 3 out ef 12 teachers gave comﬁents_aﬁd these were

of very limited type.

Practically almost all the comments provided by I2 and
most of the comments provided by the other iwo instructors
(I1 and I5) are similar to comments found in the works of
Sommers (1982) (cited in Moxley:) and Zamel (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 brief and deals with the
generalities.
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The outline is good but the
paragraphs are sketchy.

Ideas rarely mentioned and hardly
explained,

Fine but doesn't read smoothly

meqning 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 and organization of what their
students wrote, the effort of these three instructors is
worth- noting. By providing comments of the above type, the
instructors might be able to give their students the impression
that they are concerned about what the students attempt to
communicate., Thet the comments are vague, abstract and in
some cases conflicting (see the last example) is, however,

undeniable,

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 texi-

specific comments of the following type:

Mostly concentrated on informing
about the hero. State the
qualkties you admire in the hero
(see also Appendix Extracts 4, 7)
Prescriptive as the comments of the above kind seem to
be, it is more 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

s trategy.

4.2.3. The Provision of Oral Feedback

Among other things, one thing that this research has
made clear is that in addition to written feedback teachers

also use oral feedback.

To investigate teachers® oral feedback behaviour some
items in the teacher questionnaire (Item 9a, 4, g) and most
importantly video recordings of five lessons were made. The

results are discussed below.

4.2.3.1. Oral Feedback Techniques Used by Teachers

The general oral feedback techniques identified in the

study are given in the following table.
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Table IX. Oral Feedback Tebhniques Employed by Teachers

Respondents

Feedback Techniques Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never

No & N0 % MO % mo- %
Correcting error
orally 3 25 8 67 1 8 - -
Conferencing (dis-
cussing papers with
students? 2 17 5 42 4 33 1 8
Taped Commentary - = = - - - 12 100

A comparision 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 sample teachers who were video-recorded used oral
feedback. The researcher imagines that in some cases this
strategy may be used as @ substitute for the time and labour
consuming weitten feedback. This informed guess could be
ascertained by looking at the amount of time spent on the
fPeedback and by considering the juncfure at which ié is,

given (see Appendix IV, Ig):

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 any of the sample lessons recorded (see
Appendix IV).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 Commentary," Although
the qualities of taped commentary 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 ideslistic 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

commentry.

4.2.3.2. Reports From the Video Recordings

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 after students
have composed, i.e. on the finel product. Only one teacher
(i.eey I2) gathered and or commented 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 paragrephs., This is
followed by the teacher's comment which is sometimes
accompanied by the act of writing students' statementis 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 accurence 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 gbout it the first time he listens to it. Sone
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
are students praised for the content of what they write.
Almost every lesson is a testament to this; every correction

begins with 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 lsnguage errors 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 cese (see Appendix — Iv I8) where the class changes into
a kind of law-court and the defendant (the student’ has to
offer his snswers and explanations to the judge (the teacher)
who finally passes the verdict., Not with standing the
feeling thet this might create in students (the feeling that
they are still haunted by ‘*Grammar') - and this is actually
confirmed by student perception of teachers' emphasis on
features of writing (see table-vrzr) and by the actual
treatments sample teachers gave - it turns the class into a
place where students read their works only once and remain

idle; or de other things for the rest of the class time.

The proyision of correction (especially the provision
of correction to grammaticel errors) is frequently accompanied
by interruption (see Appendix IV, I3, I4, I8). Students are

interrurted in their mid-sentences and ere asked to repeat

the utterances that contain the error or are immediately
offered <he correction. This is a frequent act which in one
case receives direct opposition from a student who asks the
teacher ~—ot to interrupt him and give him the chance to

finishk r-s sentence. The following extract maey show this.,
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— Cock of the walk

- Who ?

- Cock of the walk

- I can't hear. Say it clearly
Cock of the walk

- Say it agein

- Cock of the walk

~ How do you spell it ? Tell me.

0 8B v B U B U 13 Ww
)

- C-0-=-c¢c=k

C-0=¢= K- cock-of the walk like this ?

H
i

S = Yeah
T — What does that mean ?
5

— Let me read.

When teachers ask students to repeat their staetements,
they seem to create confusion. This is because they do not
indicate to the students why they need the repetition. 1Is it
because they didn't hear it or because they want to show

up students' errors ? (see Appendix IV All except I 12).

Perheps in their bid not to discourege students, some
teachers repeat students' statements with chenge (offering
the correction) and pass on to the next task. This is done
without c=lling students' attentiorn to the kind of mistake
made, The emotional side of this sct is understandable.
However, whether students benefit from it remains open to
questics Zor students have no way of checking whether they

have m=3e mistakes or not (see Appendix IV, I3 ard I4).
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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. 1In enly one case (see
Appendix IV - I12) does peer - correction go beyond this stage
and involve most of a cleass. 1In 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 ugless
he deems it necessary that the students' discussion shouldn't
lo_se direction. Every student is sccountable 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 @1l 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
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himself (see extract 10) or to acknowledge 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 gremmar) usually receive this kind of treatment (see

Appendix IV - I3, I4 and I8).

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, Teachers® and Students Attifude and Preference

on Responding to Student Writing

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 fo indicate how
stuCernts 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.

4,31+ Teachers and Students Attitude on the

Benefit of Feedback

From the teachers point of view, the feedback they give
to students is helpful for learners to improve their writing
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

)

PopAhanls whase cram et One of *2 instr—2tors hc-
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remarked: "They [students]) don't look at correction or learn
from it. They repeat the same errors." 1In a more cautious
wey, enother instructor reinforced that., "Although I think
the feedback I give will help them," he noted, "studenis don't
seem to make use of it." Considerihg 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 sttitude toward marking. In the 18th item
of the teacher questionnaire, instructors were asked about
their general attitude to merking. Two teachers (8%) said
they liked the practice; the others expressed either indifference
(41%) or dislike (41%). Seeing their teaching load and their
use of very limited techniques of routine tyre (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 fleedback. The results are

indicated below.
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Table X -~ Students' Preferred Priority for the Focus of Teachers' Feedback

Respondents .
i - : z ! Togel T
Features 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 11 44 19 B - 11 22 3 3 166 3,19
3 Vocabulary 2 10 4 16 14 42 20 40 12 12 120 2.31
4, Organization 18 90 20 860 8 24 5 10 1 1 205 3.
5. Content 20 100 13 he 8 24 5 10 6 6 192 3.69

'Ngs 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). (lNote 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 (2s 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
(56%) 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 feedbaék 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 wént 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 %o
marking 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 pert prefer to hsve marking - marking
where more attention is given to high-level features. However,
unfortunately, teachers attach more attention to low-level
features. This is more unfortunate when we think of what

teachers want to do and what they actually do.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND EECOMMENDATIONS

This study has attempted to investigate, describe and
analyze the responding behaviour of AAU Sophomore instructors
to student writing. Though the study was meinly 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 alsc examined from the pers—
pective of students. For that reason, the study had two sets

of subjects: 12 instructors and 52 Sophomore students.

To achieve the purpcse of the study, the necessary data
was collected from questionnaires administered to instructors
and students, marked papers and recordings 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 writing skill. That was demonstrated
by the time and effort the instructors spent on providing orel
and written feedback. They cften 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 writing, it appears that the Sophomore instructors:
frequently respond to very limited features (i.e., mechanics,

grzr-zr); employ limited strategies (for example direct
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correction)j and never involve students in producing multiple
drafts. 1In addition, their students do not seem to make use
of the feedback given by their instructors, This being the
general observation of the study, in specific terms, the

following conclusions are made:

5.1« Conclusions

Beélala Teachers concentrate on low order concerns

and give little or no attention to high level concerns,

The data collected from the marked papers revealed that
almost all the teachers' responses fitted the first two sub-
categories of Category I: "Direct correction®™ and "Indirect
correction." Pew instructors (I1, I2 and I4j were found to
respond to features of content and organization in the fornm
of written commentary. Analysis of the video recordings also
showed that intheir orsl feedback, the instructors exhibited
a similar behaviour. O0f the five teachers whose lessons have
been investigated, only one teacher (I12) showed concern about
what the students say (see Appendix IV, Extract 26-31). That
the teachers focussed on surface level features gnd overlooked

content 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 whet they actually do.

In this study, students want their teachers to focus on

organizational problems end 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 writien fora
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 alsc been found that:

i) the teachers frequently use end prefer "direct"

correction to indirect correction.

ii) teachers dominate the practice of error correction

(in both oral and writien form].

5.1e4. Factors like specialization, teaching load do not
seem to affect the way teachers respond. Irrespective of
differences in their specialization and teaching load, almos?
all the teachers seem to provide feedback in more or less a

similar manner (for example, focus cn surface level features,

use corrective feedback).

5,15, While providing feedback, most of the Sophomore
instructors (84%) intervene after the students complete their
writing tasks. The majority of the students (56%) seem to
approve of this pattern. Still, a considerable number of

a4pdente (384) would 1like their teachers te intervene duwing
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the pre-writing stage.

5.1.6. Instructors appear to give positive feedback
while responding orally; when giving writiten feedback, however,
very few instructors praise the students' written work. In
either cases, the teachers' positive feedback is restricted

to genersl praise words 1ike "W. good, Good."

5.1s7. Students have positive attitude towards teachers'®
feedback. The great majority of the students (88%) reported
that they found teachers® 'marking' helpful. Eveﬁ though, it
has been noted that the students use a very limited strategy

(iee0ey méking a mental note) 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. Recommendations:

On the basis of the above conclusions, the following

recommenda tions are forwarded.

5¢2+1. Obviously learning to write is more than producing
grammatically correct sentences, punctuating properly and

spelling appropriately. Students are alco expected to lesrn
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to say things clearly, logically and organize their idegs
meaningfully. This is especially true of writing instructions
at 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 pedagogical 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 students. Teachers of writing need to use less time consuming
ways of directing students' errors (e.g2. using error codes,

symbols).

5¢2+3s Teachers of writing need not always be pre-occupied
with students errors alone. In other words, as satirically
put by Hairston, they should not be equated to policemen ™who
lurk in the shadows waiting for people to make mistakes so
they can punish them for it"™ (1986:122). They need also be
able to indicate what is good in students' work. As common
sense tells us, pPraising students® work is likely to have a

motivational effect on students' further writing performance.

5e2+4. Responding just to the final work of studeants

writing is reducing the role of instructor to that of a judge.
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True, academic realities of university course require gtudents
to complete certain writing tasks ia a given time. Writing
exam essays are one of these instances., In preparing students
for such tasks, the teachers' intervention to the finished
product is justified. Writing exam essays is not, however,
the only writing academic requirement 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 im 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 sole 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 techniques
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 need to raise teachers!
awsreness 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 strategiss for
handling feedback. This is, of course, closely associated
with encouraging students to "learn how to learn"., If we as
teachers, in stead of giving époon feeding kind of lectures
and corrections, let our students take responsiblity for

what they learn, we are likely to help them learn successfully.

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 a%

conclusions based on research may not, however, be safe. The
more research we have, the more reliable our conclusions would be,and

the stronger our recommendations,
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APPENDIX 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 respornding to the
questionnaire will be of considerable help to the
success of this study and subsequently it may be used
to improve the qualify of Sophomore Erglish Instruction

in Addis Ababa University.

N.Be DPlease feel free 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 response,)

How much of the essay did you reread when you got it back?
a. all of it c. some of it __

b. most of it d. none of it

How many of the teacher's correction did you give
thoughtful attention to ?

a. all of them c. some __
b. nost . d. none

To what extert the teacher's comments deal with:

a lot some little none

a. Nechenics (spelling,
punctus tion)

b. Grammar
8. Yocabulary
d. Organization

e. Content
f. If any other specify

NENEE
NENEE
RN
NN

If you gave attention to the teacher's comments how much
attention did you give items involving:

a lot some 1ittle none

a, ¥echanics (spelling,
punctuation)

o e s e rre— e
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b.
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Grammar

Vocabulary
Organization
Content

If any other specify

you did anything abogt
how frequently you did any of

a lot

some

little none

|
N

the teacher's feedback, indicate

the actions below:

Frequently Sometime Rarely Never

Making a mental note
Listing errors by
type

Arranging errors by
type

Identifying points
to by explained
Asking for teacher
explanation
Refering back to
previous composition
Consulting a grammar
book

Rewriting:

i) only incorporating
teacher's comments

ii) revising and
expanding

Tot doing anything
If any other specify
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6. Were there any teacher comments that you did not understand?
If so, what were they like (e.2. ™Be more precise here")
Plegse specify or give examples.

7. In general, did you find the marking
a, helpful
b, Irritating ___

IT. Direction

Below are questions about your general attitude
about teachers' responses to student writing.
Please answer as genuinely as possible.

8., When do you best like your teacher to give you feedback
on what you write 7

a, While planning
b. While writing

c. After completion _

9, When your work is returned to you marked, what do you
look at first ?

a., the grade
be. corrections _
c. general written comments

10, What is your reaction to a paper with only a grade on it ?

a., I like it __
be I don't like it
c. I don't mind



12.

13

14.
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What is your reaction to marked papers with corrections
every one or two lines 2

a. I like it

b. I don't like it
ce I am indifferent

e e Se——

What is your reaction to only specific and important
errors %

a. I like it __
b, I don't like it —
ce I am indifferent

e pot —

Which of the following aspects of your essay do you want
your teacher to concentrate on and correct ? Please
rate them (1-5) accofding to the order of importance
you believe is appropriate by writing "5" to the most
important and ™" to the least.

a, ¥echanics

b. Grammar I
C. Yocabulary

d. ©6rganization

e. Content

e e BB

Othe= comments on the way your essays have been marked.
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APPENDIX II

Instructor Questionnaire

Dear Instructors:

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
success of this study and subsequently it may be used
to improve the quality of Sophomore English Instruction

in Addis Ababay; University.

Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated,

Thank you for your time

Getnet Tizazu
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Direction

Please read the following questions and answer
them as genuinely as possible. (Please mark with a
tick (v ) except when the question requires
written responses.)

General Information:

What is your aerea of specialization ?

Tor how long have you taught Sophomore English ?

Which other courses, if any, do you teach ?

What is your total teaching load (both regular and
extension) currently ?

On average how many students do you teach in a class
in this course 7

Questions Related to Feedback

Do you often give writing assignments ?

a, Yes b. No

If you do what kinds of assignments do you often give ?

a. In class assignment
b. Out class assignment
Ce both

How often do you respond to what students write
(either orally or in writing)?

a. Frequently ___ b. Sometimes _
©. Rerely ____ 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 Frequently | SometimesiRarely Nével
a. Correcting errors
orally
b. Correcting errors in
writing
¢c. Indicating errors using
symbols, codes, etc.
d. Conferencing (discussing
papers with students
e. Giving written comments
f. Peer correction ;
. Taped commentary
. Giving grades %
i. If eny other please
specify.

10, While responding to your students' papers how much

Qe

Ce
d.
€.
f.

¥echanics (spelling
panctuation)

GCrammar

Yocabulary
Crganization

Content

Zf any other, specify

a lot

some

little none

e B
e E—
et ey
Tkt s
e et

L e

NENEE
EEREE

RN
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11. 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 complete writing

o —

12. Do you involve students in writing different drafts
when they write about a particular topkc.

a. Yes b. No
13, If you do, how many drafts you meke them write ?

a, One b. Two c. Three or more

14, How often do you make a note of your students' errors ?
a. Frequently ___ ¢c. Rarely
b. Sometimes ___ d. DNever

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
solour do you prefer ?

17. Do you think your responses to what students write
will help them improve their writing ability 7

a. Yes __ b. o

18. Generally what is your ettitude to marking ?

a, I like it, _
be I find it boring and tiresome
c. I am indifferent

19. Other comments on the way you give feedback to what
students write:
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APEZIDIX I11

4+t

_wtrmets frow Fapers eried by t..@ Instructers

—xtractis from rapers harked by Instructor 1 (I1)

e . ’
Cavegorles/
Sub-Cat. Responses
Identified e — o
Extract - 1
I/1.4/11 The major festivsls in Zthiopia are SO
M . -
-muchibut with-the—major Easter and
famou.'\ ones
I/ 1.4 Christmass ere the most. Let us see
or:e by one.
- 3Ixtract - 2
3 Bl iy home tows wias established before the
sP
IX 2.9 vrailway riched addis -~bava.
sZXtract - 3
w g o= - "::L* P Py 8 P Loz
I/ G40 34 thet times the childrer Expected that
. B ow o s . e e b would
i/ 1.1/3 Ivery body wio 1ived ir ihe hLouse &® rise
ir; alarm and fly at the guiliy lLero.
Txtract - &
rou could have included one mcre
1/ 1.3 paragragh telling wihy you picked on this

asironaut as a hero and the quzlities that

make this man 2 hero.
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Categories/
Sub-Cat. Responses
Identified
Extract - 5
1I/3.1 Good content and organization.
Extract - 6
IT/ 3 /342 Facts ere relevant to the topic. Choice
of words and few grammar errors, i.e.,
sentence construction.
Extract - 7
I11/2.1 You did not give your personal reasons

why you consider WMenilik a hero.

Frequently of Feedback Types Used by I1

Feedback Types Frequency

I/1.

2e

3.
I1/1.

Direct correction

1.1« Substitute Mostly
1.2. Delete WMostly
1.4. Add Frequently

Indirect Dorrection

2.17. indicate-identify Rarely
Ignore Sometimes

Explicit cues

1«3, Elaboration Sometimes
Implicit cues

2.1. Addition Frequently
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Teedback 'vpes Frequency
3. General conmments
3.1. Praise liostly
3«24 Criticish Frequently

Oxtrascts from papsrs iurkel by Instructor 2 (12)

Categories/
Icentified

1/3

FResponses

Extract - B

Further more, University studernts participate
in different activities outside the regular
o 28
acadamic work.
Extract - S
Herce scme students have interest in
modernization, fashioned way of clothing,

ar.é hair cuss of some cther students

Extract - 10

e e
—
\

. e

7o make "clear the  ratter let us taie *wo
families family A ard B. Family 4 Dbe

a2 household of & merchznt (treder) and

family B a house hold of a farmer,

Extract - 1
If 1 were the president of this couriry
I would have declared the populstion policy

rot tomorrow# but today at this hour.
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Categories/

Sub—Cat. i Resronses
Identified = -
b Ixtract - 12
- 3 P
I/2.1 Student: Although the mod of life in may college
] was different from the life I was
2 leadirg before, it wouldn't teke me
myseif
I/1.3 a more than two weeks to adjust my self
| with the prevailing conditions at
colleges and to find new *bolleagues.
Ifiri‘z Teacher:"Colleagues are persons working
together not 1living together.
- Extract - 13 -
It's a very gcod piece of work. Your
TL/ St

contents and their development zre
Texticularly impressive,
‘_% T‘; -

g

Prequency of Feadback Types Use

2

¢ by 12
Teedback Dypew Freguency
T s A ]
I/1. Direct correction
- . 1el. Substitute hiostly
) 1.2. delete Frequently
13. Trearrange Rarely
1.4. add

Sometimes
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Egedback Types Frequercy
2. Indirect correction

2e1e Indicatgéidentify Rarely

2.2, Indicate=locate Rarely
3. Igrnore Sometimes
4. wWritten comméntary B

4.1. 1mplicit cues Rarely

/3 Genersdl comments
3.1. Praise lostly
3.2, Criticism Sometimes
Extracts from Papers Marked by Instructor 3 (I3)
Categories/ E
Sub-Cavt.
Icdentified - Respcnses
Extract - 14
Finally, g father-in-law belisves that
o _ CfF  Poverty
o Py trevellirge by bus is a sign foF—poorness
Since he is a wealthy perso:n he doesn't like
I/1.2 to be considered@%??}poor by others.
o - Extract - 15

o ; ?
1/2.2 After wer ran 15% killometres apart from

—

the lion, I became very tired. But ny

1)2.2. friend now became strong and strong.
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Categories/
Sub-Cat. ' Responses .
Identified. 2
Extract - 16 5
But we want water; no water is available.
te give us Some woter? )
/1.4 I asked orgwomen. 8he gave us. e drank and
start our jorney talking abouE the mountain.
Extract - 17 :
TTI/3s1 V. Good, Keep it up ! |
Frequency of Feedback Types Used by I3
Feedback Types Frequexncy
I/1. Direct correction =
1.1. substitute Sometimes
1.2. delete Frequently
1.3. =add Rarely

2. Irdirect correction

—~» e

2.2. Indicate-locate Mos?Ly

3. Ilg:iiore Sometimes

T1/3 General Comments

3.1, praise . Frequently
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txtracts from Papers ijarked by Instructor 4 (I4)
Categories/

Sut-Cat.

Identified

Responses

1/2.4

Extract - 18

in

Doro-wet

amd

is (one of’ the delecious
CulturalFoodsy Good 'doro-wet':
a tiresome process

making

=
=

Extract - 19
1/2.1

|
It also seems that the government allocates

some budget around this area as there are
5p .
foreiners etc.

prep;.
council houses which are ented for diplomats,

Extract - 20
It has different avenues named by different
names, by different personalities, roads,
2)2.1 buildings, hotels which gave a good feature
for the towrn.
Zxiract - 21 -9 e
iir. Jones was short but the plumﬁhess gave
T/2:2 him surprisingly thin legs.
Extract - 22 =
1/3 Street beggers are.different to get sympathy.
17/2,2 A mother sleeps her little baby in a cold
and hot weahter.
I/1.1

Extract - 23

Sitein

~T1T At
T A W

On thése days, plenty of beggars are coming
from all directions, linin

E orn the way to the
church where that particular holiday is

zthiopian
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Categories/
Sub-Cat.
Identified
Bxiract - 24
I1/1.2 There are many dealess who sell goods in

the form of wholesale and retail.

Frequency of Feedback Types used by I4

Feedback Types Frequency
1/1. Direct correction
1.1. substitute Sometimes
1.2, delete Sometimes
2. Indirect correction
2.17. Indicate-identify Frequently
2.2. Indicate-locate Frequently
2.3, Indicate-relate Rarely

Extracts from Fapers Karked by Instructor 5 (I5)

Categories/
Identified

Extract - 25

Responses

classes
T7/1.1/1.2 As soon as they begii. the class, theyé%iigga
have to take notes and they are expected
to visit the freshman librery at lest
T2 twice a week to get informatiorg)
Bxiwans ~ 26
1/2.1 Another resone for the fail of students

in the universities is lack of planning.
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Categories/
Sub-Cat. Responses
Identified
Extract - 27
But when I came in the univeraity and
1/3 when I continue my education, I became
aware of their characters.
Extract - 28
I doubt if I would reqdily egree with your
IT/2.3 labelling of "polite," "neutral," etc.
11/31 Still the langusze is fine. Is the
II/241 aggressive teacher agreable or not 7
Who is worse the aggressive or the neutral ? -
not answered.,
(N.B. The student wrote an essay about
university teachers).
Extract - 29
After the examination the vacation
followed, at this time students sre
1/72.8 going to refresh wordering here and there.
Extract - 30
11/3.%. Rather brief and deals with generalities.
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Frequency of Feedback Types Used by I5

gggdbacg_gxoes

Frequency

Rarely
Rarely

Frequently
Frequently

Sometimes

-Harely
Rarely

Sometimes
‘Sometimes

Extracts from Pepers liarked by Instructor 6 (16;

Responses

Extract - 31

miles, About 1% area i%{devoted to

Feitawrari H/Gigrgis was also known

+he land is

agriculture, about 25% erass-

Extragz_— 32

I/1. Direct correction
1.1, substitute
102. delete
2, Indirect correction
2.1, Indicate-identify
2.2, Indicate-locate
3. Ignore
I1I/2. Implicit cues
2.,1. addition
2.3. deletion
3. General comments
3.1 praise
3.2. criticism
Categories/
Sub-Cet.
Idemtified
/1.1
1.2
13 land and vegftation.
3 his Intrigues.

1.4/

throw ILij Eyasu and brought Empress

4

to uie Tthrom

Because he was able

2,7 the throncand appoint Regent and (Su

The Iceland has a total erea of 39,756 square

for
to over

Zawditu to

__§ ‘.‘.!T_(]S
cCcsSor)
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Categories/
Sub-Cat.
Identified BERpImEEs ]
Sxtract - 33 o
s
llLSW\‘3 Very good !. You could have dwell more orn ’
the striking features of Habte Ghiorgis.
Exiract - 34 :
S: latural disasters which are beyond humzn
cor.trol such as flood, war,(Zire, etc dlso
cause poverty. |
I/4+242 fs Is this a natural disaster or are you

talking about wild fire ?

Frequency of Feedback Types Used by 16

Feedbacx_Zypes_ Frequency

i/1. Direct correction

1.1. substizute ostly
1.2. delezte ostly
1.4. add Frequer.tly
2. Indirect correctio:n
2.1. Indicate-identify Rarely
3% lgnore Rarely
4,2 1Implicit cues g =
4.2.2. Substitute Rarely
O/ 1 Expict cues P
- P\LLFL'J-I
1173 Gereral comments
Sometimes

3s1s praiae



- 130 -

Extracts from Papers Narked by Instructor ¢ (I9)

Categories/
Sub-Cat.
Identified BeSponses
Extract - 35
- Caa be
T o4 Although he is busy with his studies, he I®
very active politically
ExEract - 36
heaviiy the _

1.4 Dessie was, affected by, natural disaster and
continious was of the northern parts of the
country.

Extract - 37
the highest punisihmens
141 Capital punishment a%s.a méesurment- which
1e2/144 hedbesn given to #he- crimfmlimelkers
Extract - 38
15i/32 You have to support either argument. Yo are

sittirg in a ferce.

Frequency of Feedtack Types Used by IS

Feedback Lypes Frequency

i/1. Direct correction

1.1, substitute liostly P
1.2. delete Mostly _
le4. add Frequently

I1/3. General comments

3.,2. criticism Rarely

(T

S

i

1
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Sxtracts from Papers liarked by Instructor 11 (I11).

Cutegories/
Sut=Cat,
Identifie@w

I/ 1
1.4

I¥2.1/2:4

Hesponses

Extract - 3¢

llethers-in-law in our society decide the

. Teqether With theic
fate of the young in marriage. They are

H)
resporisible with their husbands\igynominate

the future husband or wife of their sor or

daughter,

pxtract - 40

slp o
An ordinary guards have mary chsracters

ial -

which differ them from other workers.

§xtract - 41

B e p——

C
One of the most important thing that make
N-A 2

theu similar is their intelligence to ge

. s

bride from gusts who come for several
S/P

purpose.,

Extract - 42

G

Eenerally ane country must have educated
persons and experts to develop. They are
. orig:n : .

the real source of modernization and

civilizstion,



= 134 e

Categories/
Sub-Cat,
Identified Resganses

Extract - 43

One cannot tell whether he is angry of

rot for his eyes are devoid of any

expression

I/2:4 He doesn't talk much.| But then he
doesn't\ really need to, for his eyes

seem to¥say it all.

Frequency of Feedback Types used by 111

Feedback Types frequency

I/1. Direct correction
1.1 substitute Sometimes
1.4 add Sometimes
2. Indirect correction
2.17. indicate icentify Mostly
2.2. Indicate-locate Sometimes

2.4, Indicate-relate Rarely
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Extracts from Papers larked by Instructor 12 (I12)

Categories/ .
Sub-Cat. Responses g
Identified =

Extract - 44

I1/2.4 The guy(iggfg:;;;:;;;;;;;short, perhaps ) 4

bit talleram then half metre. His body

thin in contrast he hasta lurge head.

!

§§tr&ct = 45 -

It
1/1.1 The-day was Monday. It was around

5:00 pm. I was with my two boy friernds,

Abebe and Bekele.

Ixtract - 46
1/2:.2 4ind latter as we wanted to take rest, we
N g

sat down under a big three found there.

=RaiRss e

The man, the shortest in Beight of everybody

fiim
I/ 1.1/ 1e3 I know is € . “hanks to his | m{:;;:;;EEE)Q

was saved frem having
stout one, he weuld-heve hed the shape of

a basket~ball,._

Extract - 48

1/3 The most striking 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 warlords I

used to see in (the movies.

D>y .
Llrene an.ng
< me g

/71
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Categories/
Sub~-Cat. Responses
Identified
Extract - 49
I1]314 Excellent §

Frequency of Feedback Types Used by 112

Feedback Types Freguency

I/1. Direct correction

1e1. substitute Mostly
1.2. delete Mostly
1¢3 rearrange Sometimes

2. Indirect Correction

2.2, indicate-locate Rarely
2.4. indicate-relate Rarely
3. Ignore Sometimes

4.1 Implicit cues
4.,1.1. delete Rarely

I1I/3. General comments

3.1. praise Frequently
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APPENDIX IV

Extracts from the Rggorded Lessons

Instructor 2's (T2) Lesson

Extract 1

The possibility of getting a job

Yeah,(writes on BB) xx ehm

The chance of employment outside governmental offices.

Extraect 2

(T writes on BB) right you have some more to add ?
Some more, Yes - en =— well - - — there are few eh - - =

graduate students.

(Writes on BB) There are a few graduates already in the
field and you think that you will have a better chance
of every thing there.

Extract_é

Tesfu . « « FRedi « . « ¥ou've something to say ?
Iook at the list here and don't tell me the points that

you think are here.

The development of socielogy in order to solve spcial problems.

To solve social problems
Social problems which are basic to « « « /

- alright to solve (writes on BB) when you write you have

to specify the problem

This include lack of opportunities //
Such as

Lack of job opportunities

That's right - - - eh

| fey.
I x5 = amnteiliga F

/7. e rTuptr




2= T 7 R == T )]

BH O B

F3

3

=

- 138 -

Prostitution
Such as the prohbm of (writes on BB)
XX

(goes on writing) right //

Extract &

OK. Alagar

Lack of humanitarian tecve

Yeah humanitarien love ? Is that the way ? Should]write it ?
Activities of humanitarian.

Yeah lack of humenitarian feelings //

Extract 5

eh — — — what else do you have ?
Experience in studying human behaviour

Yeah (writes on BB) curiousity to study human behaviour . ./
Extract 6
Do you have some more to add to the list ? Do you think

the ones you have here are enough ? Seyoum

already — - - mentioned but to add something to solve
the society problem. Crime

Yeah and we have it some where.
Number 3/

To solve the existing social problems such as the problem
of finance,institution,housing problem XX hospitals and
problems related to the patterns of the distribution of
education and here you have some problems related to crime
eh ?
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Extract 7

Motivation from reading a book
about
Social society

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

For your academic performance

(writes on BB) with an experience in the university or
with a related background

Extract 8

better of social perception

That's right (writes on BB) expecting social Xx
Extract 9

eh « o o

ZZ{ Education

Extract_10

Kassahun
To study more about nature

To study more about nature. He actually belongs to a
different category. That's why he talks about nature

(Laughs)
(writes on BB) w@ll to study more about nature eh - - -

XX For instance soil, climate and all thege are used
for human beings.
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Yeah .. alright .. . Actually there are the motivation
of those who have elready joined the department or have
a programme of joining departments.

§§tract 11

And those who are coming from the department of Accounting:
have many more interesting motivetions thgn we have on
the board. It has to do more on Finance. Yeah.

The interest to join business world.

The interest to join

Business world

Business world (writes on BB) eh ... too general
The widening of the business in the countyy

(writes on BB) the field of study is widely used in the
society — eh « o o

X

To help the country to invest capital more meaningfully
if that is what you have

The rest are XX

Ok ... just look at the pointson the board and gather
these 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 meaniir i@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 (I3) Lesson

Extract 12

Give one example of each of the figures of speech we have
here o« o« « y€S o » o ( T mgoes round the class) (T goes
to individual students and gives comments which are not

loud enough to be heard) ...
Well for sanile now ... Let's see some of your examples

(x) eh ...

Addis Abeba is as a beautiful girl decorated on the
holiday.

A.A. is like a beautiful girl... eh ...

decorated on the holiday

O'k:decorated on a holiday so She 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 ?

The c:.ty of Ale”

O.k. the city of A.A. with

a girl

or withibeautiful girl. Do they have the same nature?

(x2) well actually no, one is a big city-a city like A.A.

and the other one is a person)isn't it 2 What does she sqy ?
She says that A.A. is ok I mean ... A.A. 18 like a girl
decorated on holidays means A.A. looks like a girl
decorated for a holiday ... So she compares a girl with

Seks sme JF
Extract 13

any other example, ®n example for metaphor ...
Your brother has strength of a lion

Ok " " L " n  (x2) what're we
comparing now ? We're comparing strength that a person

has with thet of 2 lion. Well, they're two different
things but they've similar things that brings thea

N 4
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Personification

X

Iouder please louder

XX

The newly born hotel

The newly born kotel ... it's personification

The newly born hotel is ... well ... eh ... this is no%
a good example ../

gxtract 15

any other example of personification

The angry rain destructed the roof

The angry and destructed

The angry rain destructed the roof of the house

So the angry rain destructed the roof of the house.
So you fell us thatthe angry rain or roof destructed

or destroyed the roof or the whole thing ../

Extract 1§

And finally irony

The varieties of college food are

n " n " " n eh

XX
Or we can put it pwobably in a different way, the college

provides varieties of food let's say that you can't have
from each type from each item let's say XX you're
telling us that there are lots of varieties of foods
different kinds provided or supplied at lunch or dinner
time let's say so ... what does it express ... It expresses

you hsve lots of choices. »mhi- Cow T ol sou chose
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but is that the situation ? Is this what you want to say ?
well actually no. What he wants to sey is something
opposite. Isn't it 2 You mean here that there is only
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 e day
and we'll continue with the others next time.

Instructor 5's (I5) Lesson

Extract 17

Hurry up ... the fourth ... point of argument (reads the
book) what did you decide here

XX
Sorry
It's a point of opinion
It is a point of opinion alright ... yed
emoticnal language

# " ehm ... alright
factiual and logical

It's factual and logical

emotional langusge

emotional use of kancusge,which words are you referring
to when you say emotional

XX

Which exactly are the words ... emotional
Sympathetic

Sympathetic and responsible. Yes ...

I said emotional

Which words
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The second sentence of it fells about Kebede,Kebede is
not XXX convince others

Possibly those words ... sympathetic ... yes XXX

Do you think a person cannot be sympathetic end
responsible just because he drinks,fhe second srgument
.ee Can it be possible 7

No. X

So it's the whole argument XX a problem
It's based on a wrong premise (x2) B's argument. The
conclusion is a natural outcome of that premise.

Extract 18

0k oe. let's go to (T reads the book) XXX What's it ?
Logical

Ok lozical ... yes

logical

eh ... alright I think it's logicel ...

Extract 16

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 dksagree
and then say why ... Hurry up. What de 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 same reason there is
no reason why you should talk to each other.

(Students go on discussing their points)
(Teacher calls student with different point to sit with
othex)
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Extract 20

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.

(students on a lively discussion but rot leud enough
to be transcribed)

(T reads the book) so you agree 2 Is that true ?
It's wrong

Why is it wrong or why do you disagree 7

XXX

Are you XX sure that XX learning for knowledge

XX

Ok now you did a Geography of Ethiopia when you were
first year. So you think about the knowledge you gained
from that course ? Now that you're in a different
Gepsriment. Do you really think about Geography or

Preshman notel
Yes

Tes you ftry to lopk 3% $h3ng8 = = —remepber what XXX
or use i%.

XXX I have some information about geography XXX
I remember XXX

So you don't want to pert with it. You want
knowledge to be with you always

If possible

XXX (SS lesugh)

Extract 21

Yes e
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NMost students in this university they graduate without
grasping the;'content of the subject matter. So I belf?e
they're siriving for their grades than not rather working
for the knowledge of the subject matter, So these two
things are contrary. Very very few students 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.

ok (X2) you (X2) can think about that, If you have
different views you can discuss that other times as well ,
we have to stop here.

Instructor 8's (I8) Lesson

Extracﬁ_gg

Ok we just finished practising on description and what
we're doing now is definition (writes on BB) Ok oo
yesterday we Lecd ... Some samples of definition which we
have to finish ... discussing in class definition and
then supposed to write ... O ... let's continue with
yesterday e.e. voluntér anybody who'd like to read ...
yes ... you're suppoéed to correct something from
yesterday's reading.

Yes

Have you done something with (X{) ok go ahead
Street girls

again

Street girls

Ok, street girls

Street girls are ppedtitutes who stand or walk on streets
to attract sleeping partners for money, usually when
nighdr begins to fall because of its disgracefulness

by dav
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Ah +.. but (XX) ... 0ok .. read it again (x2) let's
hear

Street girls are prostitutes who stand or walk on streets
to attract sleeping parners for money, usually when night
begins to fall because of its disgracefulness by day.

What does it stand forlwe said it is a pranoun what's
its antecedent ? What's the noun this it stands for ?

Stands for the act of standing or walking

You didn't put it that way (x2) you put it as a noun
POTrm ... in 2 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 %o read
the thing sgain. If you use a pronoun then you've to
have an antecedent And there's no antecedent in your

sentencee.

Street girls are prostitutes who stand or walk on streets
to attract sleeping partners for money, usually when
night begins to f£all because of the disgracefulness of
standing in the street by day.

Ok. much better now .. yes ... OK.

This woman usually have poor backgrounds so they lead
XXX sube human XX in order to live for they have no
other meams of livelihood. MNoreover, customers have the
authority to treat them in any way they likep In
short, street girls are women who earn money by having
sex with anyone who'll pay for it.

Ok good. g

Extrag} 23

Ok — Desalegn ... Asfaw ... yes
A propaganda (X)

eh %
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A propagaenda

propaganda (correct pronunciation)

Yeah

Propeganda

A propagandas is the technique of influencing human
action by the manipulation of representation

by the manipulation of 7

representations

representations

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 & special pleading

. o o WOW XX ... 20 back to the sentence back

It's the effort directed taward securing public support
for an opinion or policy.

Alright

Political parties and presidents use different propaganda
to be elected by the people

Yes

Communt® ¢ Propsgandes tyy to preagh the peopie that a
communist society is the best soclety

-

1e8
In short

eh ... something missing there .. transitional expression
is missing ... when you talk about, is propeganda only
about communism or communist propaganda ... =is it the
only kind of propaganda we have ?

No
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So ... idhat should be done ? What should he say ?
For instance

eh ?

For instance

For instance ... for example, yes, sO you've to say

for example

For example communist propagandss try to preach the
people that a communist society is the best society.

Yes

Tn short a propagenda is a special pleading or arguing
for one's mown out looks.

Ok. Yes

Extract 24

o e o D o bt S

Yes

Cock of the walk

Who 7

Cock of the walk

I can't hear, say it clearly
Cock of the walk

Say it again

Cock of the walk

How do you spell it{ Tell me
C-0-c¢-k

C~-0=c¢ =k, Cock of the walk ... like this
Yeah

What does that mean ?

Let me read
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T - Ok (X2) I don't understand. I have no idea of what it

is.so, I should be able to get it from your definition

Ok«

S - First of all the concept of this phrase's meaning is
dependent upon the word cock. That is when a cock walks
in a group it acts as an arrengant, superior to the others.

Therefore cock of the walk means an individual that
dominates a group or s situation especially over bearingly

or it means a rather bpagtiful gentlman in a high collar.

T = Yoa've finished

S = Yesh

T - Now I get theé idea of what cock of the walk means

Egtract 25

i ey e s meems BT

T - #ho =l1se ... ye8T ... Give me your nrame
S - QGeta=un

T = Yes

S - Marr-:z:ze

T —~ whzz %

S - marrzs=sze

T -« marrZege ... very inteﬁ%ting eses Are you married ?

S - yes

T — Then ~ou're an authority. So, we believe what you're

goirg <o say is your own,

S = merrizmpe is a2 sutual

F3

e o « ma ) mutual

S - The m=—3iual relationship of husband and wife when both
resco g state of being married, They decide to alive

toge ===er till their death

(]

- To
thei= rfeath

wn
i
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They decide ... what ?
to alive together
eh (33) to live ... They decide to live together yes.

Ti1l their death,love and happiness are their tools of
life. The main [haim|of both

The main cee
[hain] of both
The main aim of both Ok

Is a founding and mainteining a happy family,?hey decide

to live together regardless of wealthy, beauty, intelligent

and social value

Again. They (x2) decide
They decide to live together
Regardless of

Wealth //

eh ... eh .o

Their wealthy

wealthy is the adjective
Their wealthy

wealthy is the adjective you want a noun what's the
nour of wealthy ... wealth ... regardless of wealth,

beauty, intelligent - and

intel ...

intelligent

intelligent is adjective you want noun what ? ... what
intelligence

intelligence ——— how . . « read it again (X2) please
Yead that sentence again

They decide to alive ... to live together /4
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Oh ... there (X2)
to live together regardless of wealth
/0h V What hapéﬁed/
{Writes on @extbock) wealthy
/come on please !/
regardless of wealthy
regardless of
wealthy
wealthy ... yes wealthy
beauty, intelligence
beautly ... yes ... beauly
and social value
social value ... Yead it again please correct it now
They decide to alive together regardless of wealthy //
myhat happened to you %/
They decide tc live
to live together aga in
regardless of wealthy
(laughler - students)
wealthy (2) regardless of wealth
regardless of wealth
beauty, intelligence and social value
Now read it again}now this time comepectly
They decide to alive together (1aughter - class)
Now ... read it agein ... yeah

They decide: to live together
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mne.
Now «o. givezlgt me see the word where is it ?

(Teacher checks the exermdse book and writes §th)
so you read the pémper as you have it there

They decide to live together regardless of mealthy
beauty ... (laughter — class)

X XX

wealthy (x2)(étudent scratches hi%f‘ear) they decide

to alive together ... they decide to live together
(hesitation) regardless of their wealth, beauty intelligence

and social value
Ok

and so on but love
and so on

but love

O0h 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

They decide to live together regardless of wealth,
beauty, intelligence and social value /

Full stop —— Full stop there XX continue

Therg marriage is with or without a formal ceremony.
ItE depends on their feeling without any social or
individual interest

Their marriage

Their merriage is with or without a formal ceremony.
I+ depends on their feeling without any social or
others ... other individual interest

No their marrisge may be with ... may be ... they
maybe married with
a formal ceremoiny

a formal ceremony, yesS.
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It depends (X2) on their feeling without any social or
other individual interest

Ok

Instructor 12's (I12) Lesson

Extract 26

Ok. very excellent on both sides but let's start with
the audience first ... questions from the audience and
thegy if we have time we can continue. I don't know how
long we can continue we've almost consumed 8ll of the
time ... yes

My question is addressing tc those groups who are speaking
in favour of knowledge

Specifically to which person
To Zebene
Ok

Specially in market economy most of the investors may

have knowledge or level of education that is less than
or lower level of education., After your graduation you
es. you*'ll go to them to be employed or you beg them

to be employed. How could you see this ? In this case
the priority of money comes. I'd like you to say something
on this,

Try to give very short answers XX

As I have already tried to explain knowledge is a means
of money so thet ... 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 employ to give me that .gtilb thet
the priority is knowledge not money ... Have you got ?
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Extract 27

Other questions 2

My question is led to Ato Legesse. As a group and as a
cheappion of money, can you tell as how do you et 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 9

Actually we're not denying the existende of knowledge.
But what we denied is where is it ? Can you show us ?
Whatt's mind ? it's something we cannot concretely ...
eh ... recognize or see it. So it is in that way that
we're approaching this problex. But when we come to
money it's something concrete something which measures
value, Everything on this earth is measured interms of
money according to our theory

I think your answer is a bit contradeitory you say you
don't deny the existence of knowledge and theax you
gsaid where is it (x2)

We're not denying the existence yes But is it in our
heart or mind ... something like that, If you go to the
countryside they say A7 Pisge Jdn matA 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 @ don't

have heart also I cannot think I'd immediately stop

thinking.

But how do you get this mygstery of that knowledge and
mind .. the difference between knowledge and mind without
knowledge.

Bhat ... we have to divide what we call knowledge as g
modern way of knowledge and the traditional wzv of
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knowledge{?ﬁe 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 fold
you on my introduction.

Extract 27

Ok. Let's not make it an argument im the first place, 80
you answer when asked ... so more questions.

My questiong is to ... and he said that all men have a
great desire to money than knowledge starting from womb
to tomb. I think you seid like that how can you answer
my question?I didn't sety my question. My question is
how can unborn child or an embryo is interested to use

money ?

Ok = Thank you for your question. I was trying*ﬁention
that even the child in his mother womb to be p;oper and
healthy boy)his mother has to have sort of money to =
protect herself fppm damaging her embroy® ir herx womb

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

.eo even if you; don't take this womb ... tomb, If you
tqke the infant of 3 or 4 week infant or children ... if
you throw or, If they hear the sound of the coins they
feel something Don't you know that ? How I don't know

I fully answered the question.

Extract 28

My question is to Mebratu again you said that if a man

zets injured he can get the remedy if and only if he has
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the money. I'd Rike to hear whit your answer would be on
that men on previous days may have been hurt ... may have
faced angg 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 ?

I didn't get your question.

Ok I'1l try to simplify it, you've said that for a man
to get a remedy for his injury he has to have monrey, you've
said this And /

I seid if he is in eminent accident or in eminent danger
to have his 1life immediately

Yeah ;hat's right, I've understood it. And men 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 ?

No. I mean in the case of transplantation science created
the instruments or the matedial to substitute the infected
body organs For example, if the man is in an infected

lung to replace his lung if it is dangerous or it leads

to death to immediately save or cure his life only if

he hss moneyjif he hasn't money he can't buy.

Extract 29

Ok don't you have questions to the other group_If shouldn't
be only XXX yes, Tefera

T want to forward my question to samuel. you quoted that
kriowledge is undeffinable . I don't know from where you
got but here it's already been criticized that knowledge
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is not created as a separate beingﬂft's dependent on man
and we can't see knowledge (X2) it is an idea‘hbat we
cen see is its products. How do you see this !

That means we can't define knowledge

Eventhough we cen't define and see knowledge we can see
at least its products or our world is a product of
knowledge.

We can sense its product but we cannot define it
Can't knowledge be represented by its products ?

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 ere advantages and disadvantages
products.fbr example, 2as a humag}I'm not concerned about
the Mars XXX or sbout Armstrong¥ walking on the moon
But as a human being I remember the days of millions of
people in Heroshima and Nagasaky, The're the product of
knowledge. How do you see that ?

You're pausing the question what I'm asking you

C'k the product differs,fbr me the product is not product
it's disadvantage. For another person it may be an
adVantagegit mey be a product. TFor me it is not an

advantage
Any other questions.

I think the ultimate knowledge is God or the ultimate
reality. God creates man by his knowledge oa widkh. How

do you see it ?
How can you prove thet there's God ?

T think the ultimate God is ... I Believe in God who
creates me and you can not deny or you carnot make
sllegations against this creation. Therefore you said
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that that you know something. If you deny it, you know
something about God. How do you know it ?

I don't belive s.. for example let's take ... There's
an anion,wenboth taste it, you teste it in another way
and I taste it in another way. How can you say that
there is knowledge 7

Isn't it a knowledge that you have said it now ?

Yeah K au-3% now Sorry. For me there is no God ... NO
ultimete reality,on what is ultimate reality to be based
when my perception and your perception are not equal.
How can't be reconclled ? :

Extract 30

Let's give the chance XXX there ... yes ... Taddesse

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 not knowledge. For example a
person, Can make or gan enter into a judicial act if
he uses his knowledge properly or he's said to be able
to use his knowled#ie. And this is I think the basic
division made in society. How do you see this ?

Is everybody a lawyer ? Fhat's for lewyers. Lawyers take
account of knowledge., But the layman doesn'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
twise,
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But his ignorance couldn't help him., Everybody is
assumed to know the law,

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 ?

You may not know the law, But if you are not capable
of entering into a judicial act you are not sble and
your ignorance couldn't help you.

Every act is a judicial act. The law regulates only one
thousandth of our acts. You're starting from the exception

and makiigg generalizatgy/

Cfcourse,if there is one exception, if there is one false
you carnnot genaratize and make or get a true statement

Well, you're arguing in favour of knowledge. Is there
any theory which has no exception ?

I'm not arguing in favour of knowledge. I'm asking a
particular question. There's a thing which is not clear
for me and I'm esking you te clarify it.

What's it ?
(&uqhter)
Extract 31

Ok the last question

My question is does the fact that we limit ourselves
to cafe food in any way show that the priority of money ? //

I didn't say //

Because as to me the fact that ... the fact we joined
University indicates that we Came XX knowledge.
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Is that only to be limited with cafe food ? But let me
answer for your question. 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,
why don't you take last year graduates who're begging
for piece of breads, they have knowledge but they don't
have money to buy that piece of breai.

Right .e¢ I think it is XXX as usual. So I don't have
to say any different thing.

Do you get any time just to comment on our ...

I wish we had time But we've run out of time two hoans
already consumed ... I wish we had 2ll the time in the
world but we don'ts So I ... I have a belief that
everybody here is going to make a very nice lawyer I

see the potential of a lawyer ... great lawyer in every-
body ia the dlass. Thank you very much.
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