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Abstract

The study was conducted to investigate the practice of teaching writing skills at Debre Berhan
University. To this effect, an attempt was made to find out whether or not instructors encourage
students to employ the stages of process writing, to assess when instructors givé corrective
feedback to their students’ writing; and to examine how instructors provide corrective feedback
to their students’ writing. To this end, the necessary data for the study were gathered using
observation checklist, questionnaire, sample corrected papers and interview. Three instructors’
writing skill instruction sessions were observed three times. All of the instructors who were six in
number and teaching College Writing Skills and sixty sample students completed the
questionnaire. Fifieen sample corrected papers collected from Accounting, Economics and
Management department students were selected randomly and inspected carefully by using
written error correction guidelines. The interview was conducted with all r-he six English
language instructors. In addition, the data collected through the aforementioned instruments
were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively: The findings from the study indicate that the
teaching of College Writing Skills at Debre Berhan University was not effective. The result also
revealed that writing instructors at this university hardly ever attempt to treat most elements of
pre-writing, while writing and post-writing in their teaching of College Writing Skills. The
instructors also never attempt to provide their students with corrective feedback in the process of
writing. As is indicated in the finding of the study, the dominantly employed written error
correction strategies used by instructors at Debre Berhan University are circling errors,
substituting errors with corrected versions, writing marginal or end comments in the form of
advice and attempting to correct all written errors committed. Furthermore, based on the
findings of the study, important conclusions were drawn and some useful recommendations were

Jorwarded to concerned bodies expected to use the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

1.1. Background of the Study

Teaching language effectively is a very challenging, but desirable activity for teachers. Ever
since the teaching and learning of language started, scholars in the field have been striving to
come up with appropriate and effective ways of teaching and learning languages. A good deal of
what has been written about language t;eaching over the last two decades (if no longer) seems to
have been concerned with finding better, or ideally, the ‘best’ teaching method (Tudor, 1993).

Given the fact that language learning is mastery of the four language skills, it calls for well
designed teaching procedures and techniques to enable students to make use of the target
language appropriately. As a result, the teaching of writing should be targeted on developing
students’ writing ability. According to Hedge (1988), classroom writing tasks should reflect the
ultimate goal of enabling students to write whole texts which form connected, contextualized and
appropriate pieces of communication. Writing as a means of developing students’ general ability
in English is of a paramount value to be taught and learned successfully. To achieve this integral
skill, the active involvement of both teachers and learners is extremely important in the process

of teaching and learning.

Furthermore, writing is an important tool for learning and communicating. It can offer students
considerable opportunities to increase their vocabulary, to refine their knowledge of grammar,
and to develop their understanding of how things are best expressed and how well their message
is understood (Raimes, 1983; Hedge, 1988; Littlejohn, 1991). 'l:herefore, teaching writing, like
other skills, needs carefully selected activities, methods and procedures at both higher and lower
levels. More importantly, the teaching of writing at higher institution level is very important,

since students’” academic performance is determined by their writing ability.

Teachers of writing should be well- versed in composition theory and rc_asearch and they should
know methods for turning that theory in to practice. Therefore, lecturers and teachers should
focus on helping students become aware of how and why they write, and also encourage them to
write freely, fluently and well. Harmer (2001:261) points out that “ One of our principal roles in

writing tasks will be to motivate the students, creating the right conditions for the generation of



ideas, persuading them to the usefulness of the activity, and encouraging them to make as much
effort as possible for maximum benefit.” He also states that we need to tell students that we are
available and be prepared to look at their work and as it progresses, offering advice and
suggestions in a constructive and tactful way.(On the other hand, there is a widely held belief
that to be good writers, students need to practice writing consistently, because as is the case with
many other things people do, getting better at writing requires doing it a lot. This implies that the
more students write, the easier it gets and the more they are motivated to do it.

To this effect, this particular study concentrates on investigating the practice of teaching writing

skills course at tertiary (university) level.

1.2. Statement of the Problem
Writing is one of the most important skills to be learned and practiced effectively and it requires
consistent effort. Skills in writing help learners to benefit a great deal from language learning.
Moreover, being skillful in writing and producing well qualified and readable written text is a
base to successful achievement of all other subjects. Therefore, in most cases we can dare to say
that students” academic achievement is determined by their writing proficiency, because most of
students’ examinations and tests are assessed partly on the basis of written performance (Hedge,

1988). However, developing this skill is a very challenging process for teachers and learners.

The ability to write well is not a naturally acquired skill; it can be learnt or transmitted as a set of
practices. This is similar to what Langan (1987) contends that writing is a craft and also a skill.
It means that it can be taught and learnt. Therefore, writing skills must be practiced and learned
through experience. However, it takes time to become skillful and proficient writers. Writing
teachers and lecturers should play vital roles in preparing students and providing them ample

time and more opportunities to practice writing.

Firstly, writing is a thinking process. It is a skill that is difficult to master. It undergoes a long
and tedious process of drafting, revising, and editing. Students and lecturers should seriously
collaborate and cooperate to achieve some kind of satisfactory level of writing proficiency. This
is vital for university students to be able to write proficiently and effectively in English language.
Therefore, in this particular aspect Raimes (1983:258) suggests that writing lecturers should be
concerned with process of writing rather than product. Furthermore, she states that when
lecturers give writing activities to students, they should carefully choose these activities to

2



provide the chance for them to pay attention to the writing and revision process. This means
giving them time to work on a paper, time to work with peers and alone, time to deal with
content, organization, and later the proofreading stage. In other words, it is believed that students

can master the writing skills if lecturers encourage them to write consistently.

Nevertheless, instructors in higher institutions of Ethiopia are always heard complaining about
the low quality of their students’ composition. They believe that most of their students are
ineffective in writing. As different local studies also indicate, the writing performance of
Ethiopian secondary and tertiary level students is low. Among such studies to mention a few of
them are the PhD dissertation of Geremew Lemu (1999) which was intended to study the
requirements in writing for academic purpose in Addis Ababa University with special focus in
four departments. As a result, he found out that students’ writing in different faculties of Addis
Ababa University is very weak. Besides, Alamirew’s (2005) PhD dissertation on the perception
of writing, writing instruction and students’ writing performance indicates that thé writing skill is
not effectively taught at high schools. Consequently, he claimed that students’ writing
performance is weak. The cause for this problem could be, among other things, the instructors’
mode of teaching writing skills or the ways they teach writing skills. It is evident that instructors
at universities dominantly prefer to teach writing rules and guidelines rather than letting their

students learn writing by writing.

As far as the researcher’s knowledge and experience is concerned, writing instructors at higher
institutions mainly teach the theoretical ideas of writing and they devote a great deal of time
teaching about the nature of writing rather than writing itself. In contrast, students do not
adequately practice the skill in the classroom individually and collaboratively. They do not also
properly employ the stages of writing when they are writing and make an attept to exchange their
written texts and comment on them. Instructors on the other hand write a topic on the blackboard
or tell orally students to write a paragraph or an essay on it and notify how much time they
should rdevote in writing pieces of written texts and simply watch students when they are writing
rather than circulating and encouraging them to go through planning, drafting and revising stages
of writing. What is more, no attempt was made to study the teaching of writing skills at tertiary
level extensively. The researcher, therefore, felt that it is worth investigating the practice of

feaching writing skills at tertiary level.



1.3. Objective

The main objective of this study was to investigate the practice of teaching writing skills at
tertiary level, with particular reference to Debre Berhan University. To achieve this main

objective, the study focused on the following specific objectives:

a) To examine whether instructors make students employ the different stages of process
writing.
b) To investigate when do instructors provide corrective feedback to students’ writing.

c) To assess how do instructors provide corrective feedback to students’ writing.

1.4. The Research Questions

The study was expected to address the following important research questions:
a) Do instructors make their students go through the different stages of process writing?
b) When do instructors provide corrective feedback to their students’ writing?

¢) How do instructors provide written feedback to their students’ writing?

1.5. Significance of the Study
The basic assumption underlying this study is that assessing the teaching of writing skills at
tertiary level. Therefore, the researcher believes that the result of this study creates an
opportunity to employ the proper teaching of writing skills. Hence, it helps all concerned bodies
to treat the most appropriate method of teaching based on different set of principles so that the
current problems related to the teaching of writing skills will be avoided or minimized. Thus,
curriculum designers, course book writers, English language teachers and teacher training
institutions could be the main bodies to use the results of the study. The result of this study is

further hoped to serve as a springboard to any interested researchers in the area.

1.6. Scope of the Study

The extent of the study was concerned with investigating the teaching of academic writing skills
at Debre Berhan University, with a special focus on first year sixty students in the departments of
Accounting, Economics and Management and English language instructors who were teaching at

this level.



1.7. Limitation of the Study
Due to financial and time constraint, co-observer was not trained and involved in the
observation, further observations were not made, the sample corrected papers were limited to be
only fifteen and students’ interview was not conducted. Besides, the study was based on only
sixty students and six English language instructors who were selected from the same University
in the same context. Such methodological pitfalls may influence the generalizability of the

results. Hence, care should be taken in generalizing the findings of the study.



CHAPTER TWO

Review of Related Literature

2.1. Writing
Different language scholars define the term writing in different ways. For instance, Exme
(1988:1) defines writing as the act of forming graphic symbols that is letters or combinations of
letters related to the sound we make when we speak on a flat surface of some kind. Added to
this, %amel (1982:197) explains that writing is a process of exploring ones thought and learning
from the act of writing itself what these thought are. However, writing as a skill of medium of
éommunication is beyond producing graphic symbols; it also involves meaningful arrangement
of symbols, words, phrase, sentences, in accordance with certain language conventions. Lyons
and Heasley (1984:209), on the other hand, define writing as a communicative occurrence
between a writer and an intended reader in which the writer creates a discourse with the
imagined reader and derives from this a text by which an actual reader may approximate to the
original discourse. This implies that writing is not necessarily a solitary activity and writers
should always consider the audience to whom they are writing for before they put their ideas on

a papcr.

Today, writing is involved in many of the activities that people engage in, and in highly literate
societies it seems difficult to do without writing one kind or another even if one wishes to. In
many cases, it is imperative that one has the ability to write in order to meet the ever changing
social demands and pursue personal interest. It.can also be added that writing, especially in its
modern from, has played an important role in the overall development of human beings. In fact,
it is difficult to imagine that human beings would have been able to achieve the present stage of
development of human beings (Geremew, 1999). This shows that writing plays a vital role in

human beings lifetime.

Furthermore, the skills of writing enhance language learning as students practice with words,
sentences, paragraphs to communicate their ideas. In other words, writing skills offer students
opportunities to experiment with the language. Apart from these, writing increases students’
creativity and ability to solve problems (rI-Eedge, 1988). Thus, it gives students the opportunity to

develop their feelings of self worth and self-image.
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Nevertheless, writing is one of the most difficult skills for students to acquire, because it is an
extremely complex cognitive activity, which requires the writer to demonstrate control of several
variables. It is evidently true that writing demands a great deal of skills and grammatical rules for
students to become proficient and effective writers. Besides, teachers too face great challenges to
teach these skills and conventions as students may at times find them confusing and difficult to

understand and write effective writing in English.

Writing therefore is not just putting pen to paper or writing down ideas but it is how these ideas
are presented or expressed effectively. According to Hedge (1988:5), effective writing requires a
number of things, a high degree of organization in the development of ideas and information; a
high degree of accuracy so that there is no ambiguity of meaning; the use of complex
grammatical devices for focus and emphasis; and a careful choice of vocabulary, grammatical
patterns, and sentence structures to create a style which is appropriate to the subject matter and
the eventual readers. This implies that writers should be aware of these pertinent requirements to

write effectively.

2.2. The nature and purpose of writing

2.2.1. The Nature of writing
It is obvious that writing skill enhances language learning as learners experiment with words,
sentences, and larger chunks of writing to communicate their ideas and to reinforce the grammar
and vocabulary they are learning in the class. Writing is a social act and an integral part of
everyday life. However, writers and speakers do not go in similar paths to get their meanings
across. This is because the former could not use a considerable range of devices a speaker
possesses at his/her disposal, such as gesture, facial expression, tone, pitch, etc. This puts
him/her in a situation that is not as easy as the latter (Hedge, 1988). Thus, the writer needs an
additional conscious effort to impart effective message. The writing skills are considered to be
extremely complex and difficult compared to all other macro- skills be it in a first or second

language context (White, 1989; Byrne, 1988; Nunan, 1989).

According to Byrne (1988), the difficulties caused by writing could be seen from three
perspectives: psychological, linguistic and cognitive. In this regard, the fact that writing is a

solitary activity, which is devoid of immediate feedback, and apparent interaction leaves a



psychological strain on the part of the writer. In addition, the time the writer takes to be familiar
with certain structures that are typical to the written medium makes the act of writing more
difficult. Thus, the involvement of these factors makes the learning as well as teaching writing a

difficult task.

2.2.2. Purpose of Writing
Writing as an integral language skill has certain useful purposes. Traditionally, however, the
purpose of writing evolved just as one of the macro-skills to engage students with grammar,
vocabulary and comprehension exercise as a means of activating students” skills in these areas
rather than developing the composition skills (Ur, 1996). Various researchers on composition
studies have come up with several purposes for learning the writing skills. These could fall in to

two broad categories: general and specific purpose.

2.2.2.1. General Purposes
Whenever we are engaged in writing, our aim is to achieve different purposes. According to
Hughey (1983), writing has the following general purposes:
r—. Writing is used as a medium of communication.
e Writing can bring forward what we have kept in our hearts but could not verbalize.
e  Writing helps us to judge our thoughts.

e Writing is a means of inescapably mirroring the self.

2.2.2.2. Specific Purposes

The objective of teaching writing is to make learners well competent in producing quality written
texts. According to Byrne (1988:6), writing has the following pedagogical purposes:

e Writing enables us to provide for different learning styles and needs.

e Written work serves to provide the learners with tangible feedback on what the students

have learnt. \
e Writing provides variety in classroom activities, serving as a break from oral work.
e Writing increases the amount of language contact through work that can be set out of

class. |
e Writing is often needed for formal and informal testing.

Generally, the teaching of writing should be targeted on developing students’ communicative

competence in writing.



2.3. Teaching Writing in EFL Classes
There is no one answer to the question how to teach writing in English language classes. There
a-re as many answers as there are teachers and teaching styles or learners and learning styles
(Raimes, 1983:5).However, writing instruction must include ample opportunities for writing and
should include writing for a variety of purposes and audiences. Writing activities should
basically aim at engaging students in a dynamic and interactive process. Writing teachers and
lecturers should also expose their students to various models of text types that are helpful for

their students to identify the principal components of effective writing.

Moreover, to teach writing effectively, Byrne (1988:27-29) suggests the following important
guidelines:

1) Teach the learners how to write.

2) Provide adequate and relevant experience of the written language.

3) Show the learners how the written language functions as a system of communication.

4) Teach the learners how to write texts.

5) Teach the learners how to write different kinds of texts.

6) Make writing tasks realistic and relevant.

7) Integrate writing with other skills.

8) Use a variety of techniques and practice formats.

9) Provide appropriate support.

According to Atkins, et al. (1996:88), teachers should fulfill different requirements to teach
writing skills effectively. Firstly, teachers need to distinguish between practicing grammar in
writing and helping students to develop writing skills. To develop students’ confidence and
e-ffectiveness in writing, the teacher must plan activities that focus on developing writing
abilities, as well as activities for reinforcing grammar and vocabulary. The activities must be
interesting and motivating to do. They should also be contextualized clearly and where possible
they should have realistic purposes, that enable students to express their own ideas, or write

about themselves, or if not, at least enable students to produce a piece of meaningful writing.

2.4. Aims in Teaching Writing
As part of a language teaching program, writing has its own aims. According to Hedge (1988),

the aim of teaching writing is to enable students write whole piece of communication. Hedge

9

LN



also adds that much of the writing activities are at the sentence level which is known as sentence
level reinforcement exercise. This has its own merit for the success of learning writing, but since
the success of writing is more than being able to produce correct sentences, it is important to
consider teaching writing beyond the sentence level. Therefore, because of the reason that
communication goes beyond sentence level, it is crucial to see sentence writing as one part of
writing not as the sole element of teaching writing. According to Pincas (1982:2), the teaching of
writing skills should aim at achieving the following three major aims;

1) Its scope must be widened to go beyond the artificial, unrealistic school type
compositions of traditional teaching, to more genuine, practical and relevant kinds of
writing. This shows that writing should reinforce students to practice varieties of use in
real world. In other words, students should be familiar with different kinds of writing
activities and be able to use it outside the classroom.

2) The writing should be as communicative, or functional, as possible. This supports the
idea that writing should be learnt to fulfill the day-to-day communication activities. In
other words, writing must have the purpose of normal communication that occurs outside
the classroom.

3) It should go beyond merely reinforcing grammar and vocabulary lessons and deal quite
specifically with those skills that are required for effective writing. Even if the teaching
of writing should be integrated with grammar and vocabulary, it should be considered as

one part of language teaching which has its own aims and techniques.

2.5. Working Together on Writing

Although the teacher’s ultimate aim is to develop the writing skills of each student individually,
individual students have a good deal to gain from collaborative writing. According to
McDonough and Shaw (1993), we must remember that our students are language learners rather
than writers, and it would not be particularly helpful to have them spend all their time writing
alone. Hedge (1988:11) and Byrne (1988:23) also advocate that group composition has the added
advantage of enabling students to learn each other’s strengths. It is an activity where stronger
students can help the weaker ones in the group. It also enables the teacher to move around from

group to group monitoring the work and helping with the process of composing.
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Besides, group composition is a good example of an activity in which the classroom becomes a
writing workshop, as students are asked to work together in small groups on a writing task. At
each stage of the activity, the group interaction contributes in useful ways to the writing process,
for example:
a) Brainstorming a topic in group discussion produces lots of ideas from which students
have to select the most effective and appropriate.
b) Skills of organization and logical sequencing come into play as the group decides on the
overall structure of the piece of writing.
¢) While writing out a first draft, with one student acting as “scribe” or secretary, and the
other students arguing out the structures of sentences, the choice of words, and the best

way to link ideas, there is a spontaneous process of revision in progress (Hedge 1988:12).

2.6. The Importance of Time in Writing
Time plays a central role in writing activities. In writing students devote a great deal of time
when they are planning, writing a draft, revising and editing their work. Raimes (1983:21)
asserts that time is a crucial element in the writing process and an element that distinguishes

writing from speaking.

Hedge (1988:11), on the other hand, states that it is perhaps not surprising that writing often
tends to be an out-of-class activity: many teachers feel that class time, often scarce, is best
devoted to aural /oral work and homework to writing, which can then be done at the students’
own pace.

However, many students would benefit from classroom practice in writing for which the teacher
can prepare tasks with carefully worked out stages of planning, drafting, and revising. Students
need to have time to make decisions, time to.play around with ideas, time to construct and
reconstruct sentences, to form and re-form arguments, to experiment with new words, and above
all, time to change their minds. Thus, time should not be a constraint, and revision should not be

a punishment for the writing, but a built-in part of the writing process.

2.7. Approaches to Teaching Writing
In the history of language teaching, different approaches for the teaching of writing have existed.
Some of them give attention to the product of writing. i.e. emphasizing the grammar and

vocabulary and hence accuracy; some give emphasis to the process of writing to help students
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improve their writing. Different researchers such as, Raimes (1983); Kroll (1990); McDonough
and Shaw (1993) and Harmer (2001) point out that there are several ways to approach writing in
the classroom. It should be noted that there is no necessarily any ‘right’ or ‘best’ approach to
teach writing skills. The ‘best” approach in any situation will depend on the type of students, the
text being studied, the school system and many other factors. In this section, an attempt is made
to discuss the following major approaches to teaching writing. However, these approaches are

not mutually exclusive. Thus, writing is both a process and product within different genres.

2.7.1. The Controlled Approach
This approach according to Kroll (1990:12) seems to have its roots in Charles Fries’s oral
approach, the precursor of the audio-lingual method of second language teaching. At that time,
oral language was given prominence and language was considered as only speech and learning
was a habit formation. From this, one can deduce that during that period writing was given
secondary concern. This approach is designed to avoid errors ostensibly caused by first language
behavior. It involves the imitation and manipulation of model passages. Pincas (1982);
Raimes(1983) note that in controlled exercises, everything is presented so that students do little
1ﬁ01‘e than error free since there is a limited opportunity for students to make mistakes and hence
students are likely to produce in making stlidents express their idcas using their creative power.
As a result, some writers discourage it totally. For example, Hedge (1988) calls it as the “writer’s
block’. On the other hand, Raimes (1983) believes that it is helpful if properly used before and
after free writing by enriching the student’s vocabulary, ideas, idioms, and ways of organizing

their composition.

2.7.2. The Guided Approach
According to Pincas (1982: 102), this approach is treated as a bridge between controlled and free
writing. It is not that much controlled and not also as free as the free writing approach. There is
a:ssistance for students through giving model to follow a plan or outline to expand from their
own. Relatively, the guided approach gives more freedom for students than that of the controlled

one.

The main exercise types in guided approach are completion, reproduction, compression, and
transformation (Pincas, 1982:102). Raimes (1983) states that guided writing uses different

techniques that would lead students to write based on given information. Besides, Leki (1991)
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notes that guided approach enables students to be ready to catch grammar, spelling, punctuation
errors and manipulated forms because it does not allow the students to create texts themselves. In
this approach, students are supported as needed by a teacher who provides instruction through
writing lessons and conferences. During the activity, when students are writing, teachers move
among them and giving assistance and guidance as required. This approach is also an important

step in the continuum towards free writing.

2.7.3. The Free Writing Approach
Some teachers and researchers have stressed quantity of writing rather than quality. They
approach the teaching of writing by assigning vast amounts of free writing on given topics, with
only minimal correction of error. In this approach, unlike the controlled approach, students are
free to create their own writing (Pincas, 1982). - There is no any support given in this approach.
According to Hedge (1988), the main purpose of the free writing approach is generating ideas.
According to this writer, it is also sometimes called speedwriting or quick writing because it
encourages writing without stopping. Here the writer highly concentrates on content and fluency
rather than on accuracy and form. Likewise, Raimes (1983:7) says that the emphasis in this
approach is that students should put content and fluency first and not worry about form. This is
because of the reason that once students put their ideas on paper, grammatical accuracy and
vocabulary follows. Free writing is an activity where students generate, organize and express

their own ideas in their own sentences.

2.7.4. The Communicative Approach
The communicative approach stresses the purpose of a piece of writing and the audience for it.
Student writers are encouraged to behave like writers in real life and to ask themselves the
crucial questions about purpose and about audience: why am I writing this? Who will read it?
(Raimes, 1983:8). In traditional approaches, the teacher is regarded as the only reader of
students’ writing. However, in communicative approach teachers should extend the readership
for instance by letting students write for one another in the classroom. Raimes also indicates that

writers try to do their best if they are told to write for real communication.

Generally, Byrne (1988) classifies approaches to teaching writing in to four, those which focus
on accuracy, focus on fluency, focus on text and focus on purpose. The approach which focuses

on accuracy emphasizes the importance of control to eliminate error from students’ writing. On
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the other hand, the approach which focuses on fluency encourages a student to write as much as
possible without worrying about making mistakes (Byrne, 1988:22). Wright (1989) points out
that the development of fluency in writing is more important than accuracy. A typical example of

this is the free writing approach.

The approach which focuses on text emphasizes the paragraph as an important unit of written
expression. It is concerned with teaching students how to construct paragraphs. It uses various
techniques like forming paragraphs and developing paragraph from topic sentences. The other
approach is the one which focuses on purpose. This approach stresses the importance of

considering the purpose of writing and audience of the written work.

2.7.5. The Product Approach
The product approach focuses on the finished product of the written work rather than the process
that helps in having perfect product. According to Richards (1990), the primary emphasis of the
product approach is enabling learners to produce a perfect (accurate) final text at once with no
s.teps. In this approach, students are not allowed to create in the target language at all. Rather,
they write on a given topic in a restricted time and hand in the composition to the teacher to
correct it. They, on the other hand, act as writers not evaluators of each other’s works. Writing in
this approach favors the analysis of students’ texts after they are produced. The teacher is the
sole authority to correct errors of students” work and the kind (.Jf correction is typically grammar
correction. In other words, the entire teaching-learning process is teacher centered. Heavy
emphasis is laid on control and guidance, and the whole undertaking of writing is characterized
by being a solitary activity. The writing classroom is equated with a laboratory for the analysis of

finished products (Horowitz, 1986).

2.7.6. The Process Approach
Recently, the teaching of writing has begun to move away from a concentration on the written
product to an emphasis on the process of writing. Unlike the product centered approach, here
teachers aim at helping students write better by aiding them at each actual process of composing,
and enabling them to overcome writing difficulties. Harmer (2001:257) states that those who
advocate a process approach to writing pay attention to the various stages that any piece of
writing goes through. By spending time with learners on pre-writing phases, editing, redrafting,

and finally ‘publishing’ their work, a process approach aims to get to the heart of the various
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skills that should be employed when writing. In its simplest form a process approach asks

students to consider the procedure of putting together a good piece of work.

According to Raimes (1983), in writing, the task of the writer should not be confined to asking
questions about the purpose and audience, but he/she should ask important questions like, “How
do I write this?” and * How do I get started?”” Raimes further states that in the process approach,
students should not write on a given topic and restricted time. In process approach, writing has a
recursive nature that encourages writers to return to any of the earlier stages to change this
t_hinking or to improve their writing. This approach, as to Horowitz (1986), is criticized for
different reasons. Most teachers claim that it is found to be time consuming. For instance, the use
of multiple drafts, despite its usefulness for students to get more focused devotes class time.
Besides, the heavy marking load makes this use of multiple drafts impracticable to the current
large classroom situation. What is more, some teachers doubt its effectiveness for testing
purpose, for there will not be time for pre-writing in testing, where students share and brainstorm
ideas in pairs/groups. The process approach, however, has importance over the traditional
teaching of writing because it has shifted our focus from what students have written to the way

they write. It has therefore improved the way we teach writing.

2.7.6.1. Stages in the Writing Process
It is obvious that no one can sit down and, in one step, compose a published piece of writing.
Even the most experienced and talented writers do not just produce quality writing picking up
the pen only once. Instead, writers go through a number of steps as they write. These steps or
stages make up the writing process. McDonough and Shaw (1993:185-186) point out the
following activities:

they jot down ideas, put them in order, make a plan, reject it and start again,
add more ideas as they go along, change words, rephrase bils, move sections
around, review parts of what they have written, cross things out, check
through the final version, write tidy notes, write on odd piece of paper as
thoughts occur to them, write directly in to the type writer or word processor
if they are lucky enough to have one, look at the blank page for a long time,
change pens, refer back to something they have read many more things some
of them quite idiosyncratic.

In general, the writing process can be broadly seen as comprising four main stages: pre-writing,
drafting, revising and editing. The stages are neither sequential nor orderly. It would be more

accurate to characterize writing as a recursive activity in which the writer moves backwards and
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forwards between drafting and revising, with stages of re-planning in between. For this reason,
classroom writing tasks need to be set up in ways that reflect the writing process in good writers.
We need to encourage our students to go through a process of planning, organizing, composing

and revising (Hedge, 1988:9).

2.7.6.1.1. Pre-Writing
Pre-writing is any activity in the classroom that encourages students to write. It stimulates
thoughts for getting started. It is the first and the most important step of the writing cycle, where
students are given certain time to explore ideas, consider alternatives and mould their thoughts
(Block, 1997). This stage allows students to talk and exchange ideas, just as in real world where
people share their ideas before and after they have written them down. According to Morgan, et
al. (2007), during the pre-writing stage, students make decisions about their topic, purpose and
audience. Then they plan and organize what they want to say and how to say it. It is evident that
many teachers give their students opportunities to explore a topic fully in pre- writing activities

such as discussion, reading, debate, brainstorming and list making.

This means it is used to generate as many ideas as possible within a specific time. This can be
done as a group or whole class discussion. In brainstorming activity, students produce relevant
vocabulary, ask questions and make comments as freely as they can in a short time without
worrying about grammar, spelling, organization or the quality of ideas (Raimes, 1983). At this
stage, teachers provide the necessary support for the right word or structure to help students
express their ideas. In sum, at this initial stage ideas for writing are explored and a plan is also

formulated.

2.7.6.1.2. Drafting
Once sufficient ideas are gathered at the prewriting stage, the first attempt at writing —that is,
drafting — may proceed quickly. At the drafting stage, the writers are focused on fluency of
writing and are not grammatically preoccupied with grammatical accuracy or the neatness of the
draft. During this stage of the writing process, students begin to determine what to include and
exclude and make initial decisions about how the ideas will be organized. Furthermore, drafting
is the stage where formal writing begins. Since students delete, add new ideas and relate to one

another message at this phase, teachers are expected to help them realize that the aim is not
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producing error free draft. The purpose here is to produce meaningful pieces instead. Students

can use as many drafts as possible until they think they have made their messages across.

However, during this stage, students need time and activity. In summary, the drafting process

focuses primarily on what the writer wants to say (Hedge, 1988:23).

2.7.6.1.3. Revising
Revising is a stage in which students review their texts. They re-examine what was written to see
how effectively they have communicated their meanings to their reader. Revising is not merely
checking for language errors, but it is done to improve global content and the organization of
ideas so that the writer’s intent is made clearer to the reader. For most students, the task of
revising (redrafting) is not an easy one. The main reason for this is the fact that they do not often
easily spot where and how to make certain changes. In other words, it is time consuming.
Nevertheless, teachers could alleviate this by employing certain techniques such as making them
read aloud so that they could hear redundancies, wrong wording or omission. The other strategy

is writing some questions on the blackboard that could serve as a checklist.

2.7.6.1.4. Editing
At this stage, students are engaged in tidying up their texts as they prepare the final draft. They
edit their own or their peer’s work for grammar, spelling, punctuation, diction, sentence structure
and accuracy of supportive textual material such as quotations, examples and the like. As to
Hedge (1988:23), the editing process makes the final readjustments and checks accuracy so that
the text is maximally accessible to the reader. Where as guidelines or checklists might be helpful,
they may not be effective if students use them for their own work. Thus, multiple editors should
involve at this stage to see what others overlooked. If the objective emphasizes a specified area
(or general) difficulties, giving the whole class a mini lesson would be the most appropriate

strategy. "

2.8. Integration of Writing to Other Skills

It is a plain fact that language learning is a combination of the four macro skills. i.e. listening,
speaking, reading and writing. These skills have also been categorized into productive and

receptive skills: speaking and writing are prodﬁctive for they make the language user produce
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while reading and listening are considered receptive since the language user receives written or

spoken language (Harmer, 1983).

Davis and Pearson (2000:99) claim that in our everyday use of language, we are continually
integrating the language skills or switching from one skill to another. It is best to reflect this
integration when teaching a second or foreign language. Therefore, the concept of integration of
skills could be interpreted as the teaching of language skills of reading, writing, listening and
speaking in conjunction with each other as when a lesson involves activities that relate listening
and speaking or reading and writing. To this end, it would be pertinent to see the integration of

writing skills to others in designing and implementing a more effective writing syllabus.

2.8.1. Speaking and Writing
There are many instances were speech and writing are found integrated in language instruction.
Brainstorming and interview sessions are typical ones. In a brainstorming session, for instance,
one of the interlocutors speaks while the other (s) write (s) whatever essential to them for latter
reference. In an interview session, the interviewee(s) speaks while the interviewer(s) write (s)
certain remarks. In fact, here another skill, listening, also naturally integrates with speaking in

order for communication to occur (Solomon, 2001).

2.8.2. Listening and Writing
The most usual instances where listening and writing are found integrated are in dicto-comp, a
combination of dictation and composition and note taking. This is a technique of teaching guided
composition. Using this technique, a passage is read aloud at a normal speed. Key vocabulary
items are to be written on the board and students are supposed to write the text from memory
using the vocabulary items (Kroll, 1991). Note taking is also another useful and common
instance where listening and writing are integrated. In lectures, conferences, and interviews
students need these skills and, hence, they should be giver‘l‘ chances to practice and develop them

in their classrooms.

2.8.3 Reading and Writing
There is a widely held belief that to be a good writer, a student needs to read a lot. This is
generally true, because students are able to acquire proficiency through reading. Reading and

writing, like talking and listening are inseparabie processes. Hughey (1983) contends that writing
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is learned by writing and reading. This evidently points out that reading and writing are closely
linked. Therefore, students need to read extensively in order to create, construct ideas and
organize thoughts to write proficiently and effectively.

Furthermore, students who read a lot are able to use many kinds of language knowledge in
constructing their ideas and thoughts and put them on paper. As a result, teachers and lectures
should encourage students to read widely. Using the news papers, magazines and other reading
materials as teaching aids for lessons for instance can generate the reading habit among students.

As a result, students will become more proﬁcieni and effective writers if they read extensively.

2.9. The Role of Students
It is important to note that language teaching is a complex task. One of the first tasks of
curriculum designing is to establish who the instruction will be for, what the learner needs, what
factors will use individual learners variation. Thus, the understanding of the experience and
range of variation of students will help to recognize those skills and attitudes, which are
important for the good learner. Leke (1992) cited in Grabe and Kaplan (1996) describes good
learner as students who take an active role in their learning and set goals and take responsibility

to their learning.

As a result, it can be summarized that in order to take responsibility of their learning, learners
need to have positive approach. That is they need to have positive attitude towards their writing
development, they need to have open attitude towards writing tasks, be willing to practice and
revise their writing. They need to recognize that writing skills development is a gradual process
which requires much hard work. Similarly, learners need some set of workable learning
strategies, which are applicable to writing content, and should be motivated to invest their time

and effort during writing.

2.10. The Role of Teachers

The role of a teacher in the context of classroom teaching may be influenced by the approach or
methodology the teacher is following. For example, in Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT), the teacher has two main roles: the first is to facilitate the communication process
between all participants and the various activities and texts. The second role is to act as an

independent participant within the learning —teaching group (Richards and Lockhart, 1994:103).
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On the other hand, ‘I;Igrmer (2001:57) claims that in learner-centered classrooms, the teacher is
no longer the giver of Knowledge, the controller and the authority, but rather a facilitator and a
resource for the students to draw on. This implies that roles teachers play in teaching language,
after all, should aim to facilitate students’ progress. In sum, teachers in CLT in general and in
process approach to writing in particular play different roles in classroom teaching-learning

process. The following could be the major roles teachers play in teaching English Language.

2.10.1. Organizer
One of the most important roles that teachers have to perform is that of organizing students to do
various activities. Richards and Lockhart (1994:105) stress that the teacher’s role is to organize
and manage the classroom environment and students’ behavior in a way that will maximize
learning. This often involves giving the students information, telling them how they are going to
do the activity, putting them in to pairs or groups and finally closing things down when it is time

to stop.

The first thing we need to do when organizing something is to get students involved, engaged
and ready. Once the students are ready for the activity, we will want to give any necessary
instructions, saying what students should do first, what they should do next etc. Finally, we stop
the activity when the students have finished and /or when other factors show the teacher and the

students that it is time to stop.

2.10.2. Assessor
One of the things that students expect from their teachers is an indication of whether or not they
are getting their English right. This is where we have to act as an assessor, offering feedback and
correction and grading students in various ways. Evaluating students’ potential and negotiating
their involvement in a sensitive manner as to Tudor (1993) calls for an array of human and
interpersonal skill. Students need to know how to and f(')r what they are being assessed. We
should tell them what we are looking for and what success looks like so that they can measure
themselves against this. We might say, for example, that in today’s piece of writing I will be
looking especially at punctuation, unity, coherence, completeness etc. (Harmer, 2001).
2.10.3. Participant
There are times when we want to join in an activity not as a teacher, but also as a participant in

our own right. According to Richards and Lockhart (1994:106), the teacher and all the students
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in the class constitute a team and should interact like members of a team. There are good reasons
why we might want to take part in a discussion. For example, it means that we can enliven things
from the inside instead of always having to prompt or organize from outside the group. When it
goes well, students enjoy having the teacher with them, and for the teacher, participation is often
more instantly enjoyable than acting as a resource. The danger of teachers as participants, of
course, is that we can easily dominate the proceedings. It takes great skill and sensitivity to avoid

this situation.

2.10.4. Observer
We will want to observe what students do so that we can give them useful group and individual
feedback. When observing students, we should be careful not to be too intrusive by hanging on
their every word, by getting to close to them, or by officiously writing things down all the time.
Above all, we should avoid drawing attention to ourselves since to do so may well distract them
from the task they are involved in (Harmer, 2001). Teachers do not only observe students in
order to judge the success of the different materials and activities that they take into lessons so

that they can, if necessary, make changes in the future.

2.10.5. Motivator
One of our principal roles in writing tasks will be to motivate the students, creating the right
conditions for the generation of ideas, persuading them of the usefulness of the activity, and
encouraging them to make as much effort as possible for maximum benefit. Byrne (1988:23)
asserts that attentions should be paid to motivation and usually there should be some room for
self-expression. This may require special and prolonged effort on our part for longer process
writing sequences. Where students are involved in a creative writing activity, it is usually the

case that some find it easier to generate ideas than others do.

2.10.6. Resource
When students are engaged in writing, especially during more extended writing tasks, we should
be ready to supply information and language where necessary. We need to tell students that we
are available and prepared to look at their work as it progresses, offering advice and suggestions
in a constructive and tactual way. Because writing takes longer than conversation, for example,
there is usually time for discussion with individual students, or students working in pairs or

*

groups. One thing that needs special emphasis, however, is that guidance need not- indeed
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should not imply tight control over what the learners write (Byrne, 1988:26). This shows that
encouraging students when they are writing is by far better than controlling their activities

strictly.

2.10.7. Feedback Provider
Giving feedback on writing tasks demands special care. Teachers should respond positively and
encouragingly to the content of what the students have written. When offering correction,
teachers should choose what and how much to focus on based on what students need at this
particular stage of their studies and on the tasks they have undertaken. In fact, all students should
be encouraged to experiment with language, because unless they make errors they cannot be
expected to work out ways of expressing their ideas better in English. Therefore, all correction of
writing should be aimed at helping students become more accurate, not at insisting on
completely accurate English; so, in marking the teacher should try to concentrate on the main
point of the activity only (Atkins, et al., 1996; Raimes, 1983; Harmer, 2000 1). Moreover, Hedge
(1988) supports that responding positively to the strengths in a student’s writing is important in

building up confidence in writing process.

2.11. The Role of Feedback in Composition Writing
Feedback plays vital roles in developing students” writing skills. In traditional product oriented
writing instruction, teacher evaluation is limited to providing written commentary on the student
final product, but it is found ineffective in developing students’ writing skills, because students
need their teachers’ support and constructive feedback when they are engaged in the process of
writing. Raimes (1983:10) argues that a student who is given the time for the process to work,
along with the appropriate feedback from readers such as the teacher, other students will
discover new ideas, new sentences and new words as he plans, writes a first draft and revises
what he has written for a second draft. According to Hyland and Hyland (2006:83), in process
based classrooms, feedback is seen as an important development tool moving learners through

multiple drafts towards the capability for effective self-expression.

2.12 Kinds of Error Correction

When learners make errors, there are different kinds of error correction mechanisms that come

into play. These are teacher correction, self-correction and peer correction.
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2.12.1 Teacher Correction
Teacher correction is a kind of correction where the teacher takes the responsibility for
correcting learners” errors. While giving corrections, teachers have to tell their students not only
about their defects but also about the good things that they have done. Besides, teachers need to
correct their students’ errors in an encouraging and supportive way. To support this point,
Hendrickson (1978: 329) states, “Teachers need to keenly aware of how they correct students’

»

errors and to avoid using correction strategies that might embarrass or frustrate students.” In
addition to this, Keh (1990:301) suggests that a teacher should first respond as a concerned
reader to a writer as a person with distinctly human voice, not as a grammarian or grade giver. If
teachers practice this strategy, students will give up worrying about grade and begin to pondering

over on the intended changes in their writing ability.

In general, teachers’ feedback is desirable for students’ writing development. As a result, it is
important for teachers to provide their feedbacks and corrections systematically. However, even
though teacher feedback has different advantages, it is not devoid of criticisms from language
teaching professionals. For instance, Vgotsky (2000) emphasizes that teacher feedback limits
students’ social and cognitive interaction, which are crucial to progress them from complex to
conceptual thinking. Tt is also criticized for being product oriented because it occurs most
frequently at the end of writing due to time and class size constraints (Lee, 2009). As a result, it
is essential to suggest that writing teachers should facilitate conducive classroom conditions that

enable students to comment each other’s work or to revise by themselves.

2.12.2. Peer Feedback

Peer feedback simply refers to the type of feedback that a learner receives from another learner.
Like in any other learning situation, in a second or foreign language classroom a learner
especially need to be provided with feedback on his/her performance. Due to the emergence of
communicative language teaching and learner centered teaching, students’ active participation in
language learning is now highly sought and therefore peer correction is becoming increasingly
popular among practitioners (Sultana, 2009).

Peer feedback is also called peer review, peer editing, peer revision, peer response, peer
evaluation etc. (Keh, 1990). It is evidently true that peer feedback has the potential to be a
powerful learning tool. With respect to this, Mittan (1989) cited in Mangelsdorf (1992) claims
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that peer feedback achieves the following: provides students with an authentic audience;
increases students’ motivation for writing; helps students learn to read critically their own
writing; and assist students in gaining confidence in their writing. Besides, peer correction
reduces the amount of time that the teacher has to spend on correcting written work. However, it
is not productive just to expect students to exchange and actually mark each other’s papers. It is
rather very important for teachers to provide their students with review checklists, because it
provides guidelines for students to read and assess each other’s written work. Therefore, with
guidance, with clear, specific instructions on what to look for and what to do, students can be

useful as readers of written work.

2.12.3. Self —Correction
Self-correction is the technique, which engages students to correct their own errors. It gives
students an opportunity to consider and activate their own linguistic competence, so that they can
be active participants in written compositions rather than passive recipients of feedback. As cited
in Makino (1993:340), Allright (1975) and Long (1977) argue that it is important for teachers not
to correct learners errors or give the right answers to them immediately: giving cues to the

students so they can correct their own errors will further activate their linguistic competence.

According to Raimes (1983:149), what students really need, more than anything else, is to
develop the ability to read their own writing and to examine it critically, to learn how to improve
it, to learn how to express their meaning ﬂuentl'y, logically and accurately. They need to be able
to find and correct their own mistakes. Right at the beginning of the process, as ideas are
forming, students need to hold the critical skills in check. Students also have to know not only
how to edit their own writing but when is the right time to do it. Thus, self-correction plays a

central role in developing students” writing skills.

2.13. When Should Feedback be Given?

It is customary that English language teachers and lecturers who advocate the product approach
of teaching writing highly rely on correcting students” written work at the end of the writing
é’tage or after the writing is completed. However, it is very important for teachers to have some
idea of intelligently determining the appropriate time to make the necessary treatment of
students’ written errors. For this reason, proponents of the process approach of teaching writing

emphasize the importance of intervention in all stages of the writing process. In connection with



this, Raimes (1983) emphatically states that giving feedback to students’ writing is very much a
part of the process of teaching instead of being tacked on to the end of a teaching sequence. If
you can correct something in class while the students are engaged in writing and everything is
fresh in their minds, this is likely to be more effective than looking at a mass of corrections
several days after the event (Byrne, 1988:124). From this point, we can infer that teachers need
to provide a supportive feedback during planning, drafting and all revising. Hence, discussion

with students seems to be very useful.

In addition, Ziv (1984), Frankenberg-Gracia (1990) and Freedman (1987) all cited in Italo (1999)
found out that corrective feedback mechanisms which intervene while the students are writing
their drafts results in improvement of the final version. Cole and Chan (1994), on the other hand,
stress that immediate feedback is usually advisable because it shows students the mistakes in
their work and prevents them from practicing errors. Similarly, McDonough and Shaw (1993)
and Kroll (1990) emphasize that it is much more helpful if students are provided with feedback
or helped during the process of writing because the teacher is not there to judge or to evaluate
students’ drafts but to facilitate their writing and to give feedback. Therefore, it can be concluded
that systematic intervention in the process of writing is of paramount importance for it greatly

helps to minimize errors in writing and to develop students writing skill at large.

2.14. How Should Feedback be Given?

Learner errors are seen as a natural and indispensable part of the learning process. According to
Bﬁne (1988), our principal job as teachers of composition is not to search for errors that, after
all, are what our students should be doing before they hand in their papers to us. Therefore, when
we are responding to our students’ errors, we should aim at achieving the development of our
students’ writing skills by giving special attention to gross errors that hinder communication and
by letting our students identify and correct all the other errors later. Pincas (1982), additionally,
stresses that it makes more sense in a writing lesson to correct only those errors that relate
directly to the main aims of the lesson and to note others for revision at another time. Moreover,
White (1980) also asserts that it is quite likely that students will make a number of different
types of error, but it will be fruitless to concentrate on all of them, either when marking or in
remedial or correction lesson. Clearly, however, we cannot ignore errors all the time. Students

expect to be informed of their progress and the correction of errors, by whatever procedures are
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used, is one way of doing this. Equally, however, if we indicate the ways in which a piece of
writing is defective, we should also point out in that ways we think it is successful. In general, in
responding to students’ final drafts teachers use the following ways of correcting and providing

feedback.

1. Replacing part of the students” work with the correct form or with a more acceptable or

appropriate version.

was
e.g. a). Everyone were asking questions. -

In
b). I am interested of reading fiction.

2. Indicating an error by underlining and allowing the students to self-correct.
e.g. a). Two policemen has come.
b). He is suffering with fever.
3. Indicating an error and identifying the kind of error with a symbol.
e.g. a). W.0. = wrong word order
Always I am happy here.
b). S= incorrect spelling
I recieved the letter.

4. Indicating that there is a certain kind of error on a line by writing in the margin but
leaving the students to locate themselves.

e.g. seethe word order a). The bookshop also is short of books.
see the preposition  b). She will see you in Friday.

5. Correcting all the errors in students’ written works (Hedge, 1988; Atkins, et al. 1996;
Byrne, 1988). However, although it is important to give the students opportunities to
correct written works so that they develop a self-critical attitude, it does not seem that one
approach is so intrinsically superior that it can be used all the time and we should

therefore draw on the various approaches to suit the needs of our students.

2.15 Review of Previous Local Works

Studies have been carried out in relation to writing skills. Yonas Adaye (1998) conducted a study
on “Teaching Writing as a Process at the First Year Level at Addis Ababa University with
Special Reference to College English.” As a result, he found out that significant change was

seen on students’ perceptions about writing and writing abilities after using college English. In
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addition to Yonas’s study, Tesfaye’s (1991) experimental study on “Teaching writing in Grade
Eleven: the Existing Practice Versus the Controlled and Guided Methods.” shows that a
considerable contribution can be achieved from introducing controlled and guided methods of

teaching writing.

On the other hand, the purpose of Tsegaye’s (2006) study was to identify the writing problems of
preparatory II students. His finding reveals that students are seen with different writing
problems, such as grammar, organization, word choice, content and mechanical problems.
Kefelegn (2003) focused on studying students’ academic writing in response to instructors’
expectations at Addis Ababa University. He found out that students fail to meet their instructors’
expectations. Geremew Lemu (1999), in his doctoral dissertation found out that students’
writing in different faculties of Addis Ababa University is weak. He noted that students have
lack of organizing skills of connected diﬁcourse in composing. Likewise, Alamirew
Gebremariam (2005), in his doctoral dissertation has identified that the writing skill is not
effectively taught in high schools. As a result, he claimed that students’ writing performance is
low. Moreover, Misrak Tesfaye (2007) investigated on “Techniques Employed in Teaching
Writing through Plasma TV.” Her finding shows that writing is not effectively taught through
plasma TV. However, the current study is aimed at investigating the practice of teaching writing

skills at tertiary (university) level.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology of the Study

3.1. Sources of Data

The study was conducted on two groups of subjects: English language instructors and first year
students of departments of Economics, Accounting and Management at Debre Berhan
University. The reason for selecting the Faculty of Business and Economics is on the one hand, it
was only in this faculty that academic writing skills course i.e. College Writing Skills (EnLa
201) was being offered and the researcher believes that it is at the first year level that students
encounter different challenges in learning writing skills course and need appropriate way of
teaching and learning process. As a result, it seems very important to lay a solid foundation of

effective ways of teaching writing skills at tertiary level.

3.2. Samples of the Study

As it was very difficult to manage conducting the study in all the universities found in Ethiopia,
the researcher decided to conduct the study at Debre Berhan University. The university was
selected hoping that the researcher would have better cooperation in gathering the necessary data
as he has some staff member friends there. The total number of students in the Faculty of
Business and Economics was four hundred thirty. From this, sixty (twenty students from each
department) were selected - to fill in the items in the questionnaire. The researcher decided to
take this number of students as more than this number appears to be reasonable so far as time and
resource constraints are concerned. Proportional allocation of samples to each department was

applied on the basis of the total number of students in each department.

The researcher included all of the instructors who were offering College Writing Skills course
using available sampling method, and sixty students using systematic random sampling method.
The selection of the sample students was done after taking their list from each instructor’s
attendance sheet. The total number of students’ per-section was forty-eight on average. To select
the samples, the researcher underlined the name of the first student and then the names’gf_‘ every

eighth student in the attendance sheet.
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3.3. Data Collection Instruments
To elicit data for this study, the researcher employed four different instruments: questionnaire,
observation, sample corrected papers analysis and interview. The reason for employing such

varied instruments was to procure more reliable and valid information.

3.3.1. Questionnaire
To procure important data from instructors and students, the researcher employed questionnaires.
The questionnaire was particularly found helpful by the researcher for it would provide with
better opportunity of comparing the respondents’ responses. To elicit tf}e subjects’ response, two
similar types of questionnaire items were prepared. The slightest difference between the two
types stems merely from the differences in the addresses of the questionﬁ;lire and in their forms

but with similar content.

The student questionnaire was designed and adminisered in English because students at the
university are from different regions of the country and have different mother tongues. For this
reason, the researcher employed the English version to get reliable data. The researcher did his
best providing all the necessary support while students were responding to the questionnaire. To
both groups of respondents, twenty close-ended items with five scale response options were
included in the questionnaire (please, see appendix A and B). In the preparation of the
questionnaire items, the review of the related literature was consulted. Moreover, to determine
the content validity of the questionnaire, two graduate students and one PhD candidate in the
field of TEFL, in Addis Ababa University, were requested to give their comments on the items.
Finally, all the questionnaire items were given to my advisor and they were reviewed by him. As
a result, some less important items were crossed out and some new ones wree added before the
adminstration.
3.3.2. Classroom Observation ¢

The researcher found conducting classroom observation vital for it would allow him to check
whether there has been interplay between what teachers responded in the questionnaire and to
see what actually was happening in the classrooms where writing was being taught. For this
purpose, the researcher employed an observation checklist (please, see appendix C). The items in
the checklist were designed to observe instructors’ attempt to make students employ the different

steps of process writing and the appropriate instance in which instructors provide corrective
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feedback to their students’ writing. From the overall target teacher population, a direct classroom
observation was carried out on three English language instructors teaching in the three different
departments i.e. Economics, Accounting and Management. Each instructor was observed three
times.

3.3.3. Sample Corrected Papers Analysis
The sample papers written by students and corrected by instructors were used to examine English
language instructors’ ways of written error treatment strategies. The researcher took fifteen
commented on compositions from the target department students i.e. five sample papers from
each Accounting, Economics and Management department students (please, see appendix E).
These compositions were collected in order to see whether the writing instructors use the
following error treatment strategies in providing feedback to their students’ compositions:
- replace part of the students’ work with the correct form or with a more acceptable or
appropriate version.
- indicate errors by underlining and allowing the students to self-correct.
- indicate an error and identify the kind of error with symbols.
- indicate that there is a certain kind of error on a line by writing in the margin but leaving the
students to locate it themselves.
- correct all the students” written errors. To this effect, these points were taken into account to

analyze the sample commented on papers.

3.3.4. Interview
To be able to validate the information obtained using the preceding three data gathering
instruments, the researcher found conducting interview with all the sample instructors helpful.
The interview included four general questions and it was set in a semi-structured way. Semi-
structured interview was preferred to give some freedom for the interviewees to express what
they feel about each question of the interview and to control their ideas when they go out of the
study focuses and start to provide irrelevant information. The interview was conducted in such a
way that each of the questions of the interview was clearly read to each of the interviewees
followed by a serious note taking while they were responding to the questions. The researcher
used note-taking technique throughout the session because it was found to be more appropriate
as some respondents become nervous when they know that they were recorded and they might

give irrelevant information.
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3.4. Data Collection Procedure

After selecting the Debre Berhan University at which the research was going to be conducted,

the researcher went there and carried out the data gathering tasks in the following order. The

researcher:

1. contacted all the instructors that were teaching the course and arranged time for
classroom observation sessions.

2. conducted observation as per the class scinedule arranged with each instructor.

3. administered the students’ questionnaire to the sample students. The questionnaire was
administered and collected by the researcher himself for two reasons: i) to let students
respond to the questionnaire freely, and ii) to offer help at times of difficulty in
understanding and giving response, if any.

4. requested each instructor to let the researcher know their convenient time for conducting
interview with him.

5. conducted the interview as per the prearranged time with all instructors.

6. collected the instructors’ questionnaire from each instructor’s office.

7. collected the sample corrected papers from the target students.

3.5. Ethical Considerations

Before the research was conducted on the selected university, the researcher informed the

participants of the study about the objective of the study which was intended to assess the

teaching of writing skills and considered ethical issues such as maintaining confidentiality and

assuring the anonymity of all respondents. A researcher must consider these points because

ethics in research condemns conducting a research without the consensus of the respondents for

the above listed important reasons.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Analysis and Discussion of Results

As previously stated in chapter one, the purpose of this study was to investigate the teaching of
writing skills at tertiary level, with a particular focus on English language instructors and
students of the faculty of Business and Economics at Debre Berhan University. In this section,
the data collected through the questionnaires would be tabulated and analyzed using percentage.
Added to this, the data procured using classroom observation is tabulated, analyzed and
discussed. Moreover, the collected data through interview and sample corrected papers analysis

were analyzed and discussed.
4.1 Instructors’ Responses to the Questionnaire

In this subsection, the data obtained from instructors through the questionnaire is presented and
analyzed. In the analysis, the responses for each items of the questionnaire are tabulated using

frequencies and percentage.

4.1.1. Perspectives on l/’re’-Writing Stage of Teaching Writing

In this part, the instructors’ responses to the following five items is analyzed and discussed. The
items were designed to elicit some information from instructors whether they attempt to
encourage students to use the pre-writing activities and strategies in the teaching of writing

skills. The instructors’ responses to the items are presented in the following table.

Table 1. Instructors’ Responses to Individual items about Pre-writing Stage

Item Items Frequency Responses
No
As an instructor, I: Always | Usually | Sometimes | Rarely | Never | Total
No No No No No No

1 try to involve students in the ) 3 i ) 3 6
selection of a writing topic.

2 help students to determine ) i i 9 4 6

urpose and audience for writing.

3 encourage students to discuss in
pairs or groups on the writing 4 - 1 3 I 5 6
topic to generate ideas.

4 encourage students to make notes ) | 1 | 3 6
or list ideas on the writing topic.

3 help students to get their ideas I i 5 3 ) 6
together.
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Table 1 above shows instructors’ responses to the statements on practicing the pre-writing or
planning stage in their teaching of writing skills. Thus, 3 of the 6 instructors, holding half of the
entire sample, responded as they ‘never’ try to involve students in the selection of a writing
topic. The other two instructors claimed that they ‘rarely” do this task in teaching writing skills.
From this frequency distribution of the responsés, it can be inferred that most of the instructors

never or rarely attempt to engage students in the selection of a writing topic.

The above table also indicates that 4 of the 6 instructors stated that they ‘never’ help students to
determine purpose and specific reader for writing, while the remaining 2 instructors said that
they ‘rarely’ attempt to help students to determine purpose and specific reader before they are
engaged in the actual process of writing. Furthermore, 4 of the 6 instructors replied that they
‘always’ encourage students to discuss in pairs or groups on the writing topic in order to generate
ideas. The remaining 2 instructors replied that they ‘usually’ and ‘rarely’ encourage students to
discuss in pairs or groups on the writing topic so as to generate ideas in relation to the writing

topic.

Regarding the statement which deals with making notes or listing ideas on the topic, 3 instructors
responded that they ‘never’ encourage students to make notes or list ideas on the writing topic.
However, 2 instructors replied that they ‘usually’ and ‘sometimes’ do this task. Again,
concerning assisting students to get their ideas together 3 of the instructors responded ‘rarely’.
Besides, 2 instructors opted ‘sometimes’ to this item. However, teachers according to Hedge
(1988:24) can play a support role during the early stages of the composition process by helping
students to get their ideas together. This can be done by talking about things to generate ideas by
doing things such as interviewing other students, by pooling information, ideas, or opinions in

the class by working from pictures, or by reading texts of various kinds.

In general, from the result obtained from the above table, it can be concluded that instructors
have significant limitations in treating the points subsumed under the point of planning or pre-

writing in teaching writing skills.
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4.1.2. Perspectives on Writing and Post-writing Procedures
Teachers can do different activities when their students are engaged in writing and improving
their written works. Thus, the following items in the table below assess instructors’ activities in
writing and post writing stage.

Table 2. Instructors’ Responses to Individual Items on Writing and Post-writing
Procedures

Items Frequency Responses

No As an instructor, I: Always | Usually | Sometimes | Rarely | Never | Total
- No ‘No No No No No

6 encourage students to write
first drafts.

7 encourage students to assist
each other on writing.

8 visit students during writing
and guide them while they 2 3 1 » - 6
are writing.

9 provide students with
writing guidelines or
checklists to guide them in
writing and improving
papers.

10 encourage students to read
their rough drafts and to
make necessary changes in
the content and structure of
their writing

11 make students exchange
their drafts and comment on - 1 - 4 1 6
each other’s writing.

12 make students rewrite their
writing using the
corrections and ; B . 3 I 6
improvements they get.

13 give sufficient time during
writing.

’ 1 4 - 1 6

As can be observed in the above table, 4 of the 6 instructors reported that they ‘sometimes’
encourage students to write first drafts of their writing, while the other 1 instructor responded
‘never’. The table also depicts that half of the respondent instructors admitted that they ‘never’
encourage their students to'work together on writing. Besides, 2 of them responded ‘rarely’. This
implies that when teaching writing skills, instructors do not take into consideration the multiple

advantages of pair or group work in writing different pieces of written texts or compositions.
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Moreover, the above table reveals that three instructors i.e. half of the sample respondents stated
that they ‘usually’ visit their students and give them appropriate guidance when they are writing.
Added to this, 2 instructors opted ‘always’ to this item. On the other hand, an average number of
the sample instructors replied that they ‘never’ provide students with writing guidelines or
checklists to guide them in writing and improving written works, while the other 2 instructors

responded ‘sometimes’.

As table 2 also shows, 3 of the six sample respondent instructors stated that they ‘usually’
encourage students to read their first drafts and to make necessary changes in the content and
structure of their writing. Besides, 2 opted ‘sometimes’ to this item. In line with this, what are
more important as to Hedge (1988:10) are moves to involve students in the revising and editing
of their own work so that the activity known as ‘marking’ becomes part of the writing process
and a genuine source of learning for both students and teachers. Regarding encouraging students
to exchange their first drafts and to comment on each other’s writing, 4 out of the 6 instructors,
that is to be a substantial majority of the sample respondents, said that they ‘rarely’ do so and the
other 1 instructor responded ‘never’. Thus, from this frequency of responses one can infer that
the concept of peer feedback or peer review that has been stressed by Mittan (1989) cited in
Mangelsdorf (1992) has not been internalized. Nevertheless, according to this scholar peer
feedback provides students with an authentic audience; increases students’ motivation for
writing; helps students learn to read critically their own writing; and assist students in gaining
confidence in their writing. Therefore, it is of paramount importance to writing teachers and

students to employ peer feedback effectively.

~

In addition, as it could be observed from the above table, 3 of the 6 instructors and 2 others
responded ‘rarely’ and ‘usually’ respectively to the idea of revising and editing papers. On the
other hand, 4 instructors and 2 others claimed ‘always’ and ‘usually’ respectively concerning
time allotment in writing. This can be described as half of the sample instructors, on aggregate,
claimed that they rarely make their students rewrite their writing using the corrections and
improvements that are made on the rough drafts. Moreover, all of the sample instructors replied

that they always or usually provide their students with enough time during writing.
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4.1.3. When Instructors Provide Feedback to Their Students’ Writing?

This part attempts to present and discuss the instructors’ responses to items 14 and 15, which are
designed to get information as to when instructors provide corrective feedback to their students’

writing. The instructors’ responses to the items are presented in the table below.

Table 3. Instructors’ Responses as to When They Provide Feedback to Their Students’
Writing
Items Frequency Responses

Item
No As an instructor, 1: Always | Usually | Sometimes | Rarely | Never | Total
- No No No No No No

14 give corrective feedback
on the process of = = 1 2
writing.

15 give corrective feedback
to my students on the
product or after the
writing is completed.

(73]
[=)]

As can be seen from the above table, 3 of the 6 instructors and 2 others admitted ‘never’ and
‘rarely’ respectively to the statement regarding giving corrective feedback to students in the
process of writing. On the other hand, as is shown in the above table, 4 of the 6 instructors and
the remaining 2 instructors replied that they provide their students with corrective feedback on

the finished product of writing or after the writing is completed.

This implies that almost all the instructors give special attention to the product of writing rather
than assisting students in the process of writing by providing constructive comments and

suggestions that are aimed at enhancing students” writing skills.

4.1.4 How Instructors Provide Feedback to Their Students’ Writing

Teachers use different ways of correcting and providing feedback on students’ writing. In this
subsection, the instructors” responses to items 16-20 are analyzed and discussed. The items were
designed to elicit some information from instructors about their ways of correcting and providing

feedback on students’ writing.
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Table 4. Instructors’ Responses to Individual Items on How they Provide Feedback on
Students” Writing

Items Frequency Responses
Item Always | Usually | Sometimes | Rarely | Never | Total
No As an instructor, I: No No No No No No
16 replace errors with
appropriate version to | s 2 3 - 6
my students’ writing.
17 use symbols when
giving feedback to my I 2 3 . - 6
students” writing.
18 underline students’

errors to let students
self-correct their own
erTors.

19 write errors in the
margin of papers for I o - 2 3 6
students to identify.
20 correct all errors in my
students’ written 3 2 = 1 % 6
works.

The above table is aimed at eliciting information as to how instructors provide corrective
feedback to their students’ writing. Thus, as can be observed from the table, 3 of the 6 sample
instructors i.c. half of them admitted that they ‘rarely’ replace errors with appropriate version in
correcting their students’ writing and the other 2 instructors responded ‘sometimes’. Besides, 3
of the sample instructors responded ‘sometimes’ for the statement which states about using
symbols to indicate errors in students’ writing and 2 of them added that they “usually’ use this

type of marking strategy.

However, four of the sample instructors stated that they ‘never’ underline students’ errors to let
students self-correct their own errors in their pieces of written texts. Moreover, an average
number of the sample instructors claimed that they ‘never’ write students’ errors in the margins
of their papers when they give corrective feedback to their students and 2 of them ‘rarely’ use
this way of providing feedback. This can be said as 5 instructors admitted that they never or
rarely write students” errors in the margins of their papers when they provide corrective feedback

to their students.

Furthermore, regarding correcting all errors on students’ pieces of written texts, half of the

réspondent instructors reported that they “always’ correct all errors in students’ written texts. The
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other thing, which is evident from the above table, is that two instructors responded ‘usually’,
while one instructor, on the other hand, ‘rarely’ corrects all students’ errors. To sum up, the
instructors’ responses for the aforementioned item 20 seem to indicate that the instructors more
often rely on correcting all students’ errors when they are providing corrective feedback on their

students’ written texts.

4.2 Students’ Responses to the Questionnaire

For the purpose of increasing the reliability of the data obtained from instructors, questionnaires
having the same content were also collected from 60 sample students selected from Accounting,
Economics and Management department students (please, see chapter 3). Thus, the data obtained
from these respondents is presented as follows. In the analysis, the responses for each items of

the questionnaire are tabulated using frequencies and percentage and discussion is made on them.

4.2.1 Perspectives on Pre-Writing Stage

In this subsection, the students’ responses to items 1-5 are presented and discussed. These items
were designed to get some general information from students whether their instructors encourage
them to do some pre-writing (planning) activities. The students’ responses to the items are

presented below.

Table 5. Students’ Responses to Individual Items on Pre-writing Stage of Writing

Items Frequency Responses
Item Our instructor, Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never Total
No No| % [No| % |No| % |No| % |Na| % |Ne| %
1 involves us in the
selection of a writing =i = | = £ 51 83 | 16| 26 [39| 65 |60 | 100
topic.
2 helps us to determine
purpose and speciﬁc 5 8.3 8 133 | 12 20 25 4] 10 | 16.7 | 60 | 100
reader for writing.
3 encourages us to discuss

in pairs/groups on the
writing topic to generate
ideas.

- - 3 5 7 11.7 | 11 | 183 | 39| 65 |60 | 100

4 encourages us to make
notes or l]st ideas on the 4 6.7 6 10 8 13.3 17 28.3 25 41.7 60 100

writing topic.

5 helps us to get our ideas

- - 9 15 | 13| 21.7 [ 16 | 26.7 | 22 | 36.7 | 60 | 100
together.
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Regarding the data obtained from students’ responses, as can be seen from the table above, 39
(65%) of the 60 sample students and the other 16 (20%) responded ‘never’ and ‘rarely’
respectively to the statement which is about writing topic selection. This can be said as 55
students holding (91.7%) of the total sample students claimed that their instructors rarely or
never try to engage them in producing or selecting writing topics. Thus, this result seems to agree
with that of instructors” responses indicated in Table 1. Besides, to the statement which is about
instructors’ effort to encourage students to determine purpose and specific reader for their
writing, 25 of the 60 students (41%) and 10 others (16.7%) claimed ‘never’ and ‘rarely’
respectively. In contrast, 12 students accounting for 20% of the total sample opted ‘sometimes’

to this item.

On the other hand, 39 sample students (65%) and the other 11 (18.3%) stated that their
instructors ‘never’ and ‘rarely” encourage them to discuss in pairs or groups on the writing topic
to generate ideas. Concerning making notes or listing ideas before writing, 25 of the sample
respondent students (41.7%) and 17 of them holding 28.3% said that their instructors ‘never’ and
‘rarely’ encourage them to make notes or list ideas on the writing topic. The result of students’
responses about this idea seems to differ from what instructors responded. As can be seen in the
table above, while 22 students holding more than one-third of the total sample (36.7%) remarked
‘rarely’; 16 students (26.7%) responded ‘never’ to the statement indicated in item number 5.
This, in other words, means that 38 of the 60 students said that their instructors rarely or never

help them to get their ideas together.

In addition to the data collected through the questionnaires as the result obtained from
instructors’ interview shows, majority of them responded that they do not consider the
worthiness of most of the points mentioned in the above table, and thus they tend to give very
little attention to the active involvement of students in the pre-writing stage of writing. However,
planning (pre-writing) is a very important stage that stimulates students to write and it moves
students away from having to face a blank page towards generating ideas and gathering

information for writing.

Moreover, as the result of classroom observation shows, almost all the instructors were not
observed while dealing with most of the points in pre-writing (planning) stage. For instance, the

classroom observation witnessed that most of the instructors were not satisfactorily observed
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pairing/grouping students in order to generate ideas before writing. In addition, no instructor was
observed engaging students in the selection of a writing topic and encouraging students to make
notes or list ideas on the writing topic so that it greatly helps them to move themselves to the

next procedures of the writing process.

However, the points deserve due attention to teach writing skill effectively, because it is in this
initial stage that all the necessary preparations and decisions are made to proceed to the next
stages of writing. To strengthen this idea, Morgan, A. et al. (2007) for instance, states that during
the pre-writing stage, students make decisions about their topic, purpose, audience and then they
plan and organize what they want to say and how they want to say. This implies that instructors
should encourage their students to do important activities of pre-writing. In other words, students
should be provided with opportunities to engage themselves in the pre-writing activities which

highly help them to write different pieces of texts effectively.

4.2.2 Perspectives on Writing and Post-writing Stage

In this subsection, the students’ responses to items 6-13 are presented, analyzed and discussed.
The results are given in the following table.

Table 6. Students’ Responses to Individual Items on Writing and Post-writing Procedures

Items Frequency Responses
Item Our instructor, Always Usually Sometimes | Rarel Never Total
No No | % No | % |Ne| % Ne |% |No|% |Nol|%

6 encourages Us to write first drafts of 61267 | 3 5 ) ) 3 5 a8 | 633 | 60 | 100
our writing.

7 encourages us to work together on 5 33 ) i 6 10 2 1367130 so |60/ 100
writing.

8 }nsns u-s. gmet]y and guides us while | i i i 9 15 5 25 |36 | ¢ | 60| 100

we writing.

9 provides us with writing guidelines
or checklists to guide us in writing o B 315 |3 5 9 15 | 45| 75 | 60 | 100
and improving papers.

10 encourages us to read our drafts and
to make necessary changes in the 4 |67 |6 | 10 |8 [133] 16 | 26 |26 | 433 |60 | 100
content and structure of our writing.

11 makes us exchange our drafts with
our class mates to exchange - - 3|3 |9 15 15 | 25 |33 ] 55 |60 100
comments.

12 makes us rewrite our writing using
the corrections and improvements 7 | WLy 2 | 3:3 | 10 167 | 18 30 | 23| 383 | 60 | 100
we get.

13 %::iffngs L e 5183|4677 17| 19]|317]|25]417]60] 100
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Table 6 above clearly depicts that majority (63.3%) of the sample students responded that their
instructors ‘never’ encourage them to write first drafts before writing their final versions of their
writings. In contrast, 16 students accounting for 26.7% replied that their instructors ‘always’ do
this activity. However, the results of students’ responses completely differ from what instructors
responded to this item. Moreover, concerning the statement which talks about instructors attempt
to encourage students to work together on writing, half of the sample students (50%) and 36.7%
others reported that their instructors ‘never’ and ‘rarely’ do this activity respectively. From these
frequencies of responses, it can be concluded that instructors do not consider the multiple

advantages of working together on writing.

Nevertheless, different scholars urge teachers to use group work in teaching writing. To support
this idea, Hedge (1988:12) states that group composition has the advantage of enabling students
to learn from each other’s strengths. It is an activity where stronger students can help the weaker
ones in the group. It also enables teachers to move around from group to group monitoring the
work and helping with the process of writing. Similarly, as the above table shows, 36 of the 60
students (60%) and 15 others (25%) stated that their instructors ‘never’ and ‘rarely’ visit them
quietly and give them appropriate guidance when they are writing. This result, however, seems

to contradict what instructors responded.

Moreover, 45 of the 60 sample students claimed that their instructors ‘never’ provide them with
writing guidelines or checklists to guide them in writing and improving their written texts.
Again, as has also be shown, 26 students (43.3%) and 16 others (26%) responded that their
instructors ‘never’ and ‘rarely’ respectively make them read their written drafts to make some
improvements. In other way round, 33 students which is more than half of the sample
respondents and 15 others accounting for (25%) of the total opted ‘never’ and ‘rarely’
respectively to the statement which talks about peer revision. This can be described as 48 of the
60 students, on aggregate, claimed that their instructors rarely or never make them exchange

their writing drafts with their classmates to share comments and suggestions about their writings.

As is also depicted in the above table, while 38.3% of students said ‘never’ the other 30%
responded ‘rarely’ to the statement which deals with rewriting drafts. This, in other words, can
be described as that 41 of the 60 sample students replied that their instructors rarely or never

encourage them to rewrite their writing using the corrections and improvements that are made on
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the drafts. In a similar way, 25 students (41.7%) and 19 others (31.7%) said ‘never’ and ‘rarely’
respectively to the statement which talks about time allotment in writing. From this result, it can
be said that about 73% of the entire respondents claimed that their instructors rarely or never
give them sufficient time when they are engaged in producing pieces of written texts. However,
the results of the instructors’ responses to this item are significantly different from students’

responses given in the above table.

In addition to the data obtained through the questionnaires, the information collected from the
classroom observations, conducted on three instructors for nine successive writing instructions,
indicates that no instructor was satisfactorily treating the points under discussion (Please, see
Table 9). For example, during the successive classroom observation no instructor was observed
providing appropriate guidance and support when students were struggling to produce pieces of
paragraphs on the given topics. Most of the instructors were observed coming with writing
topic(s), writing on the board and ordering students to write paragraphs in a specified time. Then
after, the instructors were observed sitting in front of the students and watching them as a serious
invigilator rather than visiting students in the process of writing and providing them with

appropriate support and guidance.

Added to what was observed in the classroom, most of the interviewee instructors confirmed that
they do not attempt to deal with most of the points mentioned in the above table. They reasoned
out that dealing with these points exhaustively is very difficult since the number of students per
section is very large and class time shortage is another hindering factor. Generally, the
instructors were not playing their active roles when the students were struggling to produce

written texts.

4.2.3 When Feedback is Provided? .

Writing teachers provide feedback to their students in different times. As a result, the following
table shows when feedback is provided to students’ writing.
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Table 7. Students’ Responses on When they Get Corrective Feedback to their Writing

Items Frequency Responses
Item Our instructor, Always Usually Sometimes | Rarel Never Total
No No % |[No| % |No| % No % | No| % | No| %

14 gives us feedback by
moving around us when we 3 5 T 1117 | 5 8.3 15 25 | 30 | 50| 60 | 100

are writing.

15 gives us feedback on the
product of our writing or 38 | 633 |16 | 267 | 4 | 6.7 2 |33 - | - [60]100
after we complete our
writing.

As it could be observed from the above table é substantial majority of the respondent students
replied that their instructors do not try to provide them with corrective feedback when they are
engaged in writing pieces of written texts i.e. 50% of them reported ‘never’ and the other 25% of
them responded ‘rarely’. The other point indicated in the above table is about providing feedback
to students’ writing in the product stage. About 68% of the students replied that their instructors
‘always’ give them corrective feedback after their written work is completed, and also about

26.7% of them stated that their instructors ‘usually’ provide feedback at the product stage.

During the successive classroom observation, it has also been confirmed that instructors were not
observed giving corrective feedback to their students when they were in the process of writing.
The result of the interview conducted with instructors also supports the information obtained

through the questionnaire and classroom observation.

Therefore, as can be inferred from these points, instructors give corrective feedback to their
students’ writing after they finish their writing, not while they are writing or in the process of
writing. However, from the point of view of different scholars on the issue of teaching writing,
providing students with appropriate feedback in the process of writing is very important. As
McDonough and Shaw (1993) remark, process considerations suggest the usefulness of
intervention at all stages of writing, not just at the end. So, the teacher by commenting and
making suggestions becomes a reader as well as a critic. Similarly, Kroll (1990) emphasizes that
it is much more helpful if students are provided with feedback or helped during the process of
writing because the teacher is not there to judge or to evaluate students’ drafts but to facilitate
their writing and to give feedback. Therefore,- it is very important for teachers to visit their
students systematically and to provide them with appropriate feedback when the students are
writing.
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4.2.4 How Written Feedback is Provided?

This part attempts to present and discuss students’ responses about their instructors’ marking

strategies of written errors. The results are given in the following table.

Table 8. Students’ Responses to Individual Items Regarding to How their Instructors

Provide them with Written Feedbacks

Items Frequency Responses
Item Our instructor, Always Usually Sometimes | Rarely Never Total
No No | % No | % No | % No | % No % No | %

16 replaces errors with
appropriate version in our 25 1417 | 19 | 31.7 7 L1 5 8.3 4 6.7 60 | 100
written texts.

A7 | vsessymbolstoindicate | 5 | 49 | o | 137 | 8 [ 133 | 11| 183 | 32 | 533 | 60| 100
€rrors in our writings.

18 underlines errors in our
written texts so that we - - 3 5 9 15 14 23.3 26 43.3 60 100
can correct our own errors.

19 writes our errors in the
margin of our papertolet | 4 | 67 | 2| 33 |6 | 10 [12] 20 | 36 | 60 |60 | 100
us identify and correct our
Own errors.

20 | comectsall writtenemors | o | 19 | 15| 25 |7 (7| 4| 67| 3| 5 |60 100
in our written works.

As it could be observed from the above table, while 41.7% of the sample students responded
‘always’, the other 31.7% reported ‘usually’ to the statement, which is about replacing students’
errors with more appropriate versions. This in other words, can be stated as that 44 of the 60
students claimed that their instructors always or usually replace students’ written errors with the
correct form or with a more acceptable or appropriate version. This result, however, seems to be
in contrary to instructors’ responses. On the other hand, more than half of the sample respondent
students (53.3%) and 18.3% others opted ‘never’ and ‘rarely’ respectively to this idea, which is
about using symbols to indicate errors in students’ written works at the time of giving corrective
feedback. This can be interpreted as that 43 of the 60 respondents claimed as their instructors
rarely or never use different types of symbols to indicate errors in providing their students with
corrective written feedbacks. This result, however, seems to contradict what instructors

responded in table four.

Concerning indicating errors by underlining, as can be seen from the above table, 26 of the
sample students (43.3%) confirmed that their instructors ‘never’ underline errors in students’
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written texts, while the other 14 (23.3%) responded ‘rarely’ to this item. Besides, regarding
writing errors in the margins of students’ papers so that students can identify and correct their
own errors, 60% of the respondent students opted ‘never’ and the other 20% added ‘rarely’.
Thus, from the data obtained from the above table it can be inferred that writing errors in the

margins of students’ papers is less practiced by instructors.

As has been also depicted in Table 8, 31 students which is about half of the entire sample
(51.7%) and 15 others (25%) reported that their instructors ‘always’ and ‘usually’ respectively
correct all their written errors in their written works when they are giving them corrective
feedback. This, in other words, can be stated as that 46 of the 60 sample students replied as their
instructors always or usually correct all types of errors in their written works. In connection with
this, the results of students’ responses seem to support what instructors admitted in their terms.
This implies that instructors give due emphasis to all types of errors that their students commit in
their written texts. For the question instructors were asked in the interview, to explain the
marking strategies they employ in correcting their students’ written works mentioned in Table 8,
most of the interviewee instructors responded that they most often prefer to correct all students’
errors and to replace errors with the correct versions. Their main reason to use these strategies
was that their students could not easily understand the other forms of indirect error correction

strategies.

In addition to the information collected through the questionnaires and interview, the commented
on sample paper analysis reveals that the instructors replaced students’ errors with correct
versions, circled students’ errors and wrote comments in the margins of the papers. Above all,
they dominantly employ comprehensive or all error correction strategy. However, different
English language professionals or scholars express their worry about this type of error correction
strategy for it is aimed at insisting students on producing grammatically accurate and error free
writing which, in other words, discourages communication in writing. This is similar with what
Byrne (1988:124) advocates that correcting all students’ errors in their written works is the
traditional approach. It is time consuming for teachers and discouraging for students at least if
they get their work back covered with red ink. Apart from that, there must be some doubt about
how effective this form of correction is. Some students learn nothing from it; others are more

interested in why something is wrong rather than the correction itself.
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Raimes (1983:151), on the other hand, remarks “With each set of students’ errors, do not try to
mark all errors but decide which errors you will deal with. ” From this point, it can be concluded
that written error correction should be made selectively and instructors should avoid using

correction strategy that might embarrass or frustrate students.

4.3 Analysis and Discussion of Data from Classroom Observation

In order to collect relevant information on the actual teaching of writing skills and to cross check
the information against the data gathered through the questionnaires from both instructors and
students, the researcher has produced a structured checklist (please, refer to Appendix C) that has
15 items, which are believed to have an ideal connection with the teaching of writing skills. The
checklist was adapted from the review literature and it is the direct version of the questionnaire
except for the end part of the questionnaire because the items in this part are about instructors’

marking strategies on written papers which cannot be seen in writing classroom instructions.

The class of three English instructors who were teaching writing skills course to first year
Faculty of Business and Economics students i.e. Accounting, Economics and Management
departments were observed. Altogether nine instructional periods specific to the teaching of
writing skills were observed. Each of the instructors was observed three times in each separate
department. During the observation, the checklist was filled in carefully by the researcher. Added
to this, notes that have a direct relation to the actual teaching of writing skills were carefully
taken where possible. Generally, to have a clear understanding of the observation results, it is

important to see the following table.
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Table 9. Presentation and Analysis of Observation Results

No

Items

CO[

CO,

CO,

Total Frequency

No

Total

When teaching writing, the
instructor:

Yes

No

No

Yes | No

%

No

Yo

involves students in the
selection of a writing topic.

100

helps students to determine
purpose and audience for
writing,

100

encourages students to discuss -
in pairs/groups on the topic to
generate ideas.

222

179

tries to encourage students to
make notes or list ideas on the
writing topic.

88.9

helps students to get their
ideas together.

100

encourages students to write
first drafts.

W

100

encourages students to assist
each other on writing

100

visits students during writing
and guides them while they
are writing.

100

provides students with writing
guidelines or checklists to
guide them in writing and
improving papers.

100

encourages students to read
their drafts and to make
necessary changes in the
content and structure of their
writing.

222

77.9

I1

makes students exchange their
drafts and exchange
comments.

88.9

12

makes students rewrite their
writing using the corrections
and improvements made on

the writing.

100

gives corrective feedback in
the process of writing.

22.2

T7.9

14

gives corrective feedback to
students on the product or
after the writing is completed.

100

15

gives sufficient time during
writing.

3

2

1

3 =

8

88.9

Key:

CO,= First classroom observation, CO,= Second classroom observation

COs5= Third classroom observation
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The above table depicts that none of the observed instructors was trying to engage students in the
selection of a writing topic. They were seen writing topic(s) on the board and ordering their
students to write paragraphs in a specified time. None of the instructors was also observed
encouraging students to determine their purpose and specific reader for writing, rather they were
observed sitting in front of their students and watching them as serious invigilators after writing

the topic(s) on the board.

Besides, the instructors were observed exerting minimum effort to encourage students to discuss
iﬁ pairs/groups on the writing topic to generate ideas that are helpful to write the required
paragraphs easily. Students were not made to write notes or list ideas in relation to the writing
topics and they were not provided with adequate support to get their ideas together. For example,
as can be seen from the above table, the effort instructors exert to encourage their students to
discuss ideas in pairs or in groups to generate ideas is 22.2%. Similarly, only 11.1% effort is
exerted by the instructors to make students write important notes and list ideas in relation to the

writing topic.

Generally, in the pre-writing (planning) teaching practices, instructors have failed to make use of
some basic strategies that enhance students’ writing performance. However, at this initial stage

ideas for writing are explored and a plan is also formulated for the actual writing.

Moreover, the instructors were not observed encouraging their students to write first drafts of
their final version. There was no any attempt to encourage students to assist each other in the
process of writing. As can also be seen from the above table, no instructor was observed visiting
students quietly and supporting them in different ways when they were writing. The only trend
observed during the classroom observations was instructors play active roles in teaching the
theoretical concepts and principles of writing. In relation to this, in session two of Economics
department students writing instruction, the instructor was vividly observed teaching the what of
planning, composing, revising and editing phases and the characteristics of effective writing
which includes unity, coherence, completeness etc. In relation to this, the instructor was seen
imparting dozens of theoretical ideas rather than making his students practice these concepts

practically.

On the other hand, while conducting an other observation on the other instructor who was
teaching Accounting department students, the researcher observed the instructor writing two
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writing topics entitled ‘My Village” and ‘Debre Berhan University’. He then ordered the students
to write a descriptive paragraph by using one of the given topics in 30 minutes. In connection
with this, he never allowed his students to discuss ideas in groups on the given topics. He was
observed roaming or simply circulating around the class without providing any guidance and

support while the students were struggling to produce a paragraph on the given topic (s).

Instead, the instructor was seen sitting and reading some early finished and handed in paragraphs
and he was insisting students on finishing and handing in their paragraphs before he was leaving
the classroom. In addition, no instructor was observed providing students with writing guidelines
or checklists to guide them in writing and improving their written works. Besides, the
encouragement that instructors gave to their students to read their first drafts and to make
necessary changes on the content and structure of their writing is only 22.2% as it is shown in the

above table.

And also, almost all the observed instructors were not seen making students exchange their
written works to exchange comments from each other. Similarly, none of the instructors was
observed encouraging students to rewrite the written works using the corrections and
improvements that are assumed to be made on the written papers. What is more, concerning
giving feedback to students, the classroom observation witnessed that no instructor was
attempting to provide students with corrective feedback by moving around students when they
were writing pieces of written texts. In contrast, the observed instructors were seen collecting all
the students’ written works to mark them at home and handed back them in the next class
sessions. Unfortunately, this strategy may not be helpful to develop students’ writing skills for it
allows students to pay due attention for the result they are given and they may be more interested
in why something is wrong rather than the correction itself instead of learning their strengths and

weaknesses provided in their papers in the form of comments.

Therefore, intervening during the process of writing and providing students with encouraging
and helpful feedback highly helps student writers improve their writing skills. This is similar to
what White (1980:108) suggests that it is wise to check students’ work as it is being done by
circulating around the classroom and looking over students shoulders as they write which has
two prominent advantages. Firstly, it can lighten load of take-home marking. Secondly, it

enables teachers to identify any common or general areas of difficulty so that they can take
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remedial action with the whole of the class. Similarly, Raimes (1983) emphatically states
“Giving feedback to students’ writing is very much a part of the process of teaching instead of

being tacked on to the end of a teaching sequence.”

To sum up, what was seen during the successive classroom observation of the writing
instructions reveal that instructors were not satisfactorily observed employing relevant strategies
and procedures of teaching writing. In addition, the instructors were not playing their active roles

in providing their students with corrective feedback in the process of writing.

4.4. Analysis and Discussion of Results from Sample Corrected Papers

As it has been pointed out in chapter three, the purpose of investigating students’ marked
compositions was to see the correction techniques the writing instructors employ when they are
responding to their students’ compositions. The researcher hopes that this part might serve as a
mirror by which to compare the writing instructors and students’ responses to the questionnaires
and to the interview for instructors with the actual corrective feedback practices employed. Thus,
fifteen sample papers were analyzed based on how feedbacks are provided to students” writings.
These sample papers were randomly collected from the Accounting, Economics and
Management department students. i.e. five sample papers from each department and all the

sample papers were selected randomly.

To this end, the marked papers analysis was made based on the following guideline, which was
prepared from the available literature review that is used to evaluate instructors’ feedback giving

mechanisms on students’ writings.
As a result, the marked papers analysis was made to see whether the writing instructors:

1. Replace part of the students” work with the correct form or with a more or appropriate
version.

2. Indicate errors by underlining and allow the students to correct their own errors.

3. Indicate an error and identify the kind of error with symbols.

4. Indicate that there are certain kinds of errors on a line by writing in the margin but
leaving the students to locate themselves.

5. Try to correct all errors in students’ written works. With this respect, the sample papers

were analyzed as follows:
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It is evident from the sample marked papers that all of the sample papers are free writing types
under different writing titles, which are important for the students to offer different opportunities
to write their own ideas using the given topics. According to different language teaching
professionals such as Pincas (1982) and Hedge (1988), free writing is an activity where students
generate, organize and express their own ideas in their own sentences. As it could be observed
from all the sample papers inspected ( please, see appendix E), the marking strategies dominantly
employed for correcting students® written errors are circling the errors, substituting errors with
the corrected versions. In addition, as can be seen from the sample commented on papers, all
instructors seem to give due emphasis for correcting all students’ errors or comprehensive
correction technique. Added to this, all the instructors attempted to write different marginal or
end comments on the sample papers. This procedure is especially useful for drawing attention to
recurrent mistakes in a particular area and when we are able to look at students” work in class
(Byrne, 1988:126). However, some of the written comments are not very clear for students to

understand them easily and to make some sort of improvements on the writings or papers.

Based on the information from the marked papers, it is possible to say that the instructors seem
to over used criticism but they almost totally seem to ignore the use of praise. Thus, majority of
the instructors marginal or end comments were criticisms. The other thing which the data on the
marked papers depicted was the fact that most of the instructors” comments and corrections were
focusing on mechanics because spelling, punctuation and grammatical errors are given due
emphasis on all of the corrected papers. Besides, as it can be seen from the sample commented
on compositions, the instructors never tried to indicate students’ written errors by using different
kinds of symbols and underline errors to allow students to correct their own errors. However, by
using different lists of symbols, such as ‘S’ for incorrect spelling, ‘P’ for wrong punctuation,
‘W.0. for wrong word order and ‘T’ for wrong tense, we can get students, individually, in pairs
or small groups, to identify at least most of the mistakes for themselves. If they cannot, then they
should consult us. This approach certainly makes them more aware of the kind of mistakes they

are making and is therefore likely to result in something being learned.

To sum up, based on the commented on papers, it is possible to say that the instructors did not
provide their students with varieties of error correction strategies which play decisive roles to
make students aware of their written errors. In relation to this, the marking strategies dominantly
employed by the instructors are circling the errors, substituting errors with the corrected
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versions, trying to mark all errors committed and writing marginal or end comments in the form

of advice, which are more of criticism rather than praise.

4.5 Analysis of Instructors’ Responses to the Interview

To gather reliable information and to substantiate the data procured through the questionnaires,
observation and sample corrected papers analysis; all the sample instructors were asked the
following four general questions. In this part, the instructors’ responses to these questions are

summarized and discussed.

1. How often do you encourage students to follow the different stages of writing i.e.
pre-writing, drafting, revising and editing? Why?

Regarding to this question, most of the interviewee instructors responded that they usually do not
attempt to make their students follow these stages of writing for different reasons. Firstly,
following these procedures in the process of producing written texts is a very time consuming
activity. The interviewee instructors, for instance, stated that students might devote a great deal
of class time when they are allowed to write multiple drafts of their final version. Secondly, the
interviewees pointed out that students are not with better English background to employ these
procedures effectively. As a result, the instructors believe that providing students with sufficient

theoretical information about writing is very important.

Thirdly, students’ lack of interest to write is another factor that affects using these procedures
successfully. Most of the instructors responded that students give minimal attention for planning,
writing and proofreading, rather they rush for writing and finishing their papers at once.
However, one of the instructors responded that he sometimes encourages students to discuss
ideas in groups before they are engaged in the éctua] processes of writing. The instructor also

stated that he encourages peer revision and proofreading when the class time is double period.

2. When do you provide corrective feedback to your students’ writing?
This question was intended to elicit information regarding to when instructors give feedback to
their students” writing. In response to this question, the interviewees replied the following points.
A substantial majority of the instructors responded that they most often read their students’
written compositions and provide corrective feedback at home rather than in the classrooms. In

relation to this, four of the six interviewee instructors stated that conferencing with all students in
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the classrooms and reading their compositions' while they are writing is impossible for them
since the number of students per section is very large. In addition, two of the interviewees
believe that reading students’ papers before they complete writing can be frustrating for students
and they may feel discomfort when their written works are read in the early stages of the writing
processes. This implies that instructors most often provide corrective written feedback on the

products of students” written texts.

3. How do you provide feedback to your students’ writing? why?
In response to this question, which was aimed at getting information from instructors about the
marking strategies they use in correcting their students’ written works, most of the instructors
reported that they dominantly employ the correction of all errors and replacement of errors with
correct versions. Besides, they replied that they try to write students’ errors and corrective
comments in the margins of students’ papers in the form of advice. Although the instructors are
aware of the multiple advantages of using the different marking strategies such as using different
types of symbols to indicate errors and underlining errors for self-correction, they expressed their
worry that students may not clearly understand and make necessary improvements when their
errors are indicated indirectly. The interviewee instructors also stated that in practice, however,
indicating students’ errors using symbols may not solve all the problems. For example, if
students are left to identify mistakes for themselves, they may not bother. Even if they work in
groups, some form of confirmation may be needed and this could take up a lot of class time in a
l:arge class. However, correcting every error may result in students’ adoption of negative
attitudes towards writing. Therefore, it is very important for instructors to employ different
marking strategies, which are aimed at enhancing students’ writing skills and positive attitude

towards writing.

4. What do you think should be done to teach writing skills effectively?
In response to this question, the interviewee instructors forwarded the following main ideas that
are assumed to be very important in developing the teaching of writing skills. In the first place,
they stated that they should plan their writing lessons considering the important stages of writing
and they should encourage their students to go through the stages of pre-writing, drafting,
revising and editing when they are producing any pieces of written texts, since these procedures
a;re of paramount importance to develop students” writing skills and to help instructors play their
active roles in the process of writing. In addition, the instructors stated that it is very important to
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provide students’® with appropriate feedback in the process of writing and students should be
exposed to practicing writing skills using diverse writing activities rather than relying on

teaching the theoretical aspects or structures of writing.

Finally, the instructors emphasized that they should provide their students with corrective
feedback in an encouraging way by using different techniques and marking strategies in a more

systematic and tactful way.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1 Summary

In this chapter, the summary of the study, the conclusion drawn based upon the findings and
recommendations are provided. The study attempted to investigate the practice of teaching
writing skills at tertiary level. In order to gather the required data for the study, the researcher
decided to conduct the study at Debre Berhan University. This university was selected because
the researcher has some staff member friends there. As a result, he thought that information for

the study was easily accessed.

The subjects of the study were the instructors and the students who were teaching and learning
writing skills respectively, particularly College Writing Skills (EnLa 201) in the academic year
2010/11. Sixty sample students from departments of Accounting, Economics and Management
were included in the study. All instructors who were six in number and engaged in teaching

College Writing Skills were also included in the study.

The data for the study were gathered via questionnaire for instructors and students, classroom
observation, commented on composition analysis and interview. To elicit relevant information, a
total of 20 questions for the instructors, students and fifteen questions for the observation
checklist were used. Besides, four general questions for instructors interview and 15 sample
corrected papers were used. The questionnaire was administered to both groups of subjects,
where as the interview was conducted only with instructors. After carefully gathering the
relevant data using the four data gathering instruments, the data were analyzed quantitatively and

qualitatively.

The data collected via the questionnaires and classroom observation were analyzed
quantitatively, where as the data gathered using sample corrected papers or commented on
composition analysis and interview were analyzed and discussed qualitatively. As a result,
frequency counts, percentage and description of some qualitative data were applied to analyze

and describe the data.
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5.2 Conclusions
From the findings of the study it is fair to conclude that the writing skill was not successfully
taught by most of the English language instructors at Debre Berhan University who were in
charge of offering the course College Writing Skills (EnLa 201) for the Accounting, Economics
and Management department students in the academic year 2010/11. The negative results in the
four data gathering tools would indicate that the instructors have not made good attempts to
teach writing skills as it should be. This was well confirmed even from instructors own responses
to some of the questionnaire items and in the interview responses. The researcher also confirmed
in the students’ questionnaire, in the sample corrected papers analysis and in the successive

classroom observation.

As it has been discussed in chapter four, the findings of the study reveal that the writing
instructors at Debre Berhan University fail to implement most of the pre-writing activities. For
instance, they never attempt to engage learnel'; in the selection of a writing topic, they do not
encourage students to discuss ideas in pairs/groups on the writing topic and also they do not
encourage students to make notes or list ideas on the writing topic. However, pre-writing stage is

the stage where the ground is laid for the while writing and post writing phases.

Though different activities are expected to be practiced at the writing stage to teach writing skills
effectively, there was little effort, on the part of instructors, to implement these activities
effectively. The findings also show that the instructors at Debre Berhan University dominantly
teach the theoretical aspects of writing. During the teabhing of College Writing Skills, instructors
were observed discussing the names of terms or their definitions such as pre-writing, drafting,
revising, editing, unity, coherence, completeness etc. This means they were teaching the skill at

the surface level without encouraging students to practice it practically.

Besides, it has also been attested that the instructors at Debre Berhan University do not attempt
to provide their students with formal guidance and appropriate support when students were
struggling to produce pieces of written texts. They were seen giving writing topic(s) for students
and requiring them to write paragraphs using the given topic(s) without any support and
intervention while they were writing. Moreover, the instructors were not observed helping
students and providing them with helpful feedback by moving around students when they were

struggling to produce pieces of written texts on the given topics. With regard to the post-writing
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stage, the data indicate that instructors usually fail to engage students in different activities. For
instance, they were not effectively encouraging students to proofread their own drafts or to
employ peer revision in order to make necessary changes and improvements on their written

texts.

What is more, the questionnaires and the sample corrected papers attest that instructors fail to
employ varieties of written feedback providing mechanisms or error correction strategies. The
dominant trend inspected from sample papers was that the instructors dominantly try to correct
all errors, circle errors and replace errors with the corrected version and write marginal or end
comments even if most of the comments are criticisms and general, which might not be easily
understood by the students. This, in turn, signifies the problem that writing skill is not effectively

taught.

5.3 Recommendations
In light of the analysis of the data and conclusions drawn, it is possible to generate a few
speculative suggestions for the teaching of writing skills at tertiary level, as far as writing skill
instruction at the first year level, is particularly, concerned. As a result, on the basis of the

findings obtained, the following recommendations are forwarded.

» Instructors should do their level best to engage learners in the process of writing as it plays
decisive role in maximizing students’ writing performance.

» To teacch writing skills effectively, the English language instructors and other concerned
bodies should deliberately prepare teaching materials or modules for teaching purposes and
minimize the number of students per section.

» In order to bring about substantial progress in students writing abilities, instructors should
exert their maximum effort to teach writing skills practically.

» Instructors should be aware of sharing experiences and views related to the teaching of
writing skills.

» Finally, the researcher believes that no claim of comprehensiveness is made. As a result,

further research should be carried out to replicate the findings of the study.

Hit
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APPENDIX A

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF LANGUAGE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS

Dear Instructor,

This questionnaire is designed to investigate the practice of teaching writing skills. It is one of
the instruments, which the researcher uses to gather the necessary data for his MA thesis in the
Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL).

Thus, you are kindly requested to give the required information. Your contribution is very
important for the success of this study. The researcher would like to assure you that all the
responses you give would be kept confidential and used only for research purpose. You do not
need to write your name.

Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation!



Instruction: Please, read each statement below carefully and put a tick (\) mark against each
statement. Tick only one answer for each item.

Item E
No Items £ % 2| &5 5
E|B (B |&|5
< = 75 g | Z
I. Perspectives on Pre-writing Stage of Teaching Writing
1 [ try to involve students in the selection of a writing topic.
2 [ help students to determine purpose and audience for writing.
3 [ encourage students to discuss in pairs or groups on the writing
topic to generate ideas.
4 I encourage students to make notes or list ideas on the writing
topic.
3 I help students to get their ideas together.
II. Perspectives on Writing and Post writing Procedures
6 I encourage students to write first drafts.
7 I encourage students to assist each other on writing.
8 [ visit students during writing and guide them while they are
writing.
9 [ provide students with writing guidelines or checklists to guide

them in writing and improving papers.
10 [ encourage students to read their rough drafts and to make
necessary changes in the content and structure of their writing
11 [ make students exchange their drafts and comment on each
other’s writing.
12 [ make students rewrite their writing using the corrections and
improvements they get.
13 [ give sufficient time during writing.
I11. Perspectives on When Feedbacks are Provided
14 I give corrective feedback on the process of writing.
15 [ give corrective feedback to my students on the product or after
the writing is completed.

IV. Perspectives on How Feedbacks are Provided
16 I replace errors with appropriate version to my students’ writing
17 I use symbols when giving feedback to my students’ writing.
18 I underline students’ errors to let students self-correct their own
errors.
19 [ write errors in the margin of papers for students to identify.

20" | I correct all errors in my students’ written works.




APPENDIX B

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF LANGUAGE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS

Dear Student,

This questionnaire is designed to investigate the practice of teaching writing skills. It is one of
the instruments, which the researcher uses to gather the necessary data for his MA thesis in the

Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL).

Thus, you are kindly requested to give the required information. Your contribution is very
important for the success of this study. The researcher would like to assure you that all the
responses you give would be kept confidential and used only for research purpose. You do not

need to write your name.

Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation!



Instruction: Please. read each statement below carefully and put a tick (\) mark against each
statement. Tick only one answer for each item.

Item g
No Items ‘é’, ;g' E ? §
|3 | 8| 2|2
I. Perspectives on Pre-writing Stage of Teaching Writing
1 Our instructor involves us in the selection of a writing topic.
2 Our instructor helps us to determine purpose and specific reader for
writing.
3 Our instructor encourages us to discuss ideas in pairs/groups on the
writing topic to generate ideas.
4 Our instructor encourages us to make notes or list ideas on the writing
topic.
3 Our instructor helps us to get our ideas together.
II. Perspectives on Writing and Post writing Procedures
6 Our instructor encourages us to write first drafts of our writing.
7 Our instructor encourages us to work together on writing.
8 Our instructor visits us quietly and guides us while we are writing
9 Our instructor provides us with writing guidelines or checklists to
guide us in writing and improving papers.
10 Our instructor encourages us to read our drafts and to make necessary
changes in the content and structure of our writing.
11 Our instructor makes us exchange our drafts with our classmates to
exchange comments.
12 Our instructor makes us rewrite our writing using the corrections and
improvements we get.
13 Our instructor gives us sufficient time during writing.
IIL. Perspectives on When Feedbacks are Provided
14 Our instructor gives us feedback by moving around us when we are
writing.
15 Our instructor gives us feedback on the product of our writing or after
we complete our writing.
1V. Perspectives on How Feedbacks are Provided
16 Our instructor replaces errors with appropriate version in our writing.
17 Our instructor uses symbols to indicate errors in our writing.
18 Our instructor underlines errors in our written texts so that we can
' corTect our own errors.
19 Our instructor writes our errors in the margin of our paper to let us
identify and correct our own errors.
20 Our instructor corrects all written errors in our written works.
\



APPENDIX C

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Item

Items

CO,

Co,

CO;

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes | No

The instructor involves students in the selection of a
writing fopic.

The instructor helps students to determine purpose and
audience for writing,.

The instructor encourages students to discuss in
pairs/groups and to brainstorm on the topic to generate
ideas. .

The instructor tries to encourage students to make notes
or list ideas on the writing topic.

The instructor helps students to get their ideas together.

The instructor encourages students to write first drafts.

The instructor encourages students to assist each other on
writing.

The instructor visits students during writing and guides
them while they are writing.

The instructor provides students with writing guidelines
or checklists to guide them in writing and improving
papers.

10

The instructor encourages students to read their drafts and
to make necessary changes in the content and structure of
their writing.

11

The instructor makes students exchange their drafts and
exchange comments.

12

The instructor makes students rewrite their writing using
the corrections and improvements made on the writing.

The instructor gives corrective feedback in the process of
writing.

The instructor gives corrective feedback to students on
the product or after the writing is completed.

15

The instructor gives sufticient time during writing.

Key: CO;= First classroom observation, CO,= Second classroom observation

CO3= Third tlassroom observation




APPENDIX D

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF LANGUAGE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS

. How often do you encourage students to follow the different stages of writing i.e. Pre-
writing, drafting, revising and editing? Why?

. When do you provide corrective feedback to your students” writing?

3. How do you provide feedback to your students’ writing? Why?

. What do you think should be done to teach writing skills effectively?



APPENDIX E

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF LANGUAGE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

SAMPLE CORRECTED PAPERS
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