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Abstract

Teacher feedback is no doubt a vital component aaelbping adequate writing
proficiency. However, feedback which the learnessndt and /or cannot process is deemed
purposeless. Therefore, through the use of tweerdifft research instruments, the ultimate
goal of this study was to ensure the incorporatibthe written feedback into the learners’
written productions. Through the use of a teachguastionnaire, are provided some insights
into the instructors’ real practices and their @ai$ of teaching writing at Mentoury
University in Constantine (UMC). The results yialdey the second research instrument, a
writing test, mirrored the effectiveness of thecteexr comments suggested in this study: the
participant students did not only incorporate asiderable proportion of their teacher’s
comments but they also committed fewer errors. Mege an overall improvement in
subsequent drafts was also demonstrated. Findintjgsoresearch invite teachers of writing
first to integrate the multiple draft techniqueartheir teaching practices and second, and

more importantly, to provide feedback on prelimjndrafts not on final ones.
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General Introduction

Background of the Study

Among the most important skills students of Engasha Second Language (ESL) or a
Foreign Language (EFL) need to develop is writiRgr many years, as many historical
accounts have shown, writing won little interesinfr the learners’ side compared to other
skills especially speaking. Learning to speak heenldeemed a primary concern; learning to
write has always been a secondary matter, a mdgmadticing, sustaining and reinforcing
other skills. However, foreign language proficierdgmands a balance in mastery between
different language skills. Thus, ESL/EFL studenéséhcome to realize the importance of
writing as an independent medium of communicati@ytare in dire need of for a wide range
of purposes in different contexts be it in or odesihe classroom.

The Algerian learners of English at Mentoury Unsigr who follow a three year
course in English are, by no means, an exceptiba.cburse program prepares the learners
for a career across a wide range of employmenbieot to take up an academic/professional
career. Over the first semester of the first yd#lae, students are introduced to some basic
concepts in Grammar (parts of speech and word ifumjct Syntax (phrases, clauses, and
sentences) , and Mechanics (capitalization andtpation) . It is until the second semester
that students are introduced to basic writing, mgpgrom writing topic sentences and
paragraphs to recognizing their unity and cohereBgeahe second year, the students’ writing
centers no longer around single isolated paragrépibsrather, larger pieces of discourse
namely essays are introduced to the learners. fiterss are taught different patterns and
techniques for essay writing including introducgpndevelopmental paragraphs and

conclusions. In addition, they are provided witlsights into different patterns of essay



development (cause/effect, comparison/contrastiraegitation, etc.). The third year is by far
an opportunity to practice writing essays with eliint patterns of development.

Teaching writing is no easy task. Planning whaetxh within a particular curriculum
is only a part of the task. The other part mansféstkelf in how to teach such a complex skill.
In fact, it is the teacher’s job to consider thHedent approaches that gleaned from theories
and researches on teaching writing in ESL/EFL odatdt is also the teacher’s job to select
the approach that best fits the learners’ needs acwbrdingly, choose or even improvise
what s/he thinks would be effective teaching matsyitechniques, etc. The teacher of writing
is also deemed responsible for creating a motigaéinvironment and being in charge of
facilitating the learning-to-write activity. The aeher can do so by widening the area of
interaction, and therefore reducing any potentsd, detween him and his students. The best
means for teacher-student interaction may therdberénsightful feedback which has, as a
dual effect, both improving students’ writing pration and motivating them to write more
and better.
Rationale of the Study

Statement of the Problem

The teacher’s feedback to students’ writing is umalely a key component and a
crucial part of the process of writing. It is suppdly the guide which students follow
throughout the process of writing and the meanshvienables them to produce a readable
end product. However, what may make teachers getasingly worried is the fact that the
students tend to overlook and ignore the instriefeedback on their writing.

Teachers make considerable efforts and spend atilogcircling, underlying, and

correcting errors, rearranging ideas, trying tosgravhat the student writer intends, and



making suggestions for improving the written pie¢et surprisingly, the students do not take
their feedback into account .

In fact, students only sometimes respond to thehtya’ feedback. On many
occasions, they merely glance at the red mongtermarks, lines, circles, symbols, etc, that
their papers are spotted with. They, then, foldghpers, put them somewhere in their bags
and never offer them a second look. Even worse; #oenetimes crumple and throw the
papers which the teachers had spent nights conwiddror these learners, the feedback
meant nothing but a criticism and an underestimat their writing abilities. They never
looked at its lighter side, the one of improvingithwriting. They were not presented with an
appropriate or a motivating way that could makerthese it given the fact that some teachers
gave feedback on final drafts only, and sometinteok them a long period to return the
papers so that students lost interest in whatew@noent made. Consequently, many students
overlooked, and are continuing to overlook, thelbeek.

Teachers should continuously provide insightfulstiactive, encouraging, and
therefore effective feedback on different aspeéttstudents’ writing (form and content) .The
way teachers respond to students’ writing need bsothought of as a mere criticism to
writing but as a means for improving it, rather. ®eldmportantly, teachers are deemed
responsible for making learners understand it ak and motivate them to consider it instead
of overlooking it. The process of writing can beulght of as a play in which:

-The classroom stands for the theatre.

-Both the teacher and students stand for performers

-The different stages of writing stand for the eliéint acts.

-The feedback stands for a transitional event #retefore, there is no need to delay

its appearance to the last scene; the studentd’dnafts.



This is supposed to mean that the researcher igeanfathe existence of two
differences between the writing process and a (diest, the audience which constitutes a
crucial part in any play performance is absenth@ process of writing due to undeniable
pedagogical requirements. Second, while the acémpiplay are performed following certain
order, this cannot be the case with the stagegitihg/which are said to be recursive, rather.
However, it is necessary to note that the idea esipbd here is that writing is worth thinking
of as a joint effort between the student and tlexher and that the feedback is worth
appearing while writing rather than after it.

As one reads current research on feedback matterslated to the writing skill, it
becomes evident that more research about two trissiaes is certainly needed: first, the
possible role the teacher’s feedback (mainly thatewr one) has in improving the writing
skill, and second, how to make students awaresofriportance and respond to it.

Aim of the Study

The aim of the present dissertation is fourfolde Tinst aim is to examine teacher’s
practices in the writing class: their approachet&zhing writing, the type of instruction they
give and their different conceptions of feedbacljnty the written one. The second aim of
the present research is to find appropriate wags iy contribute to raising the learners’
awareness of the role of feedback and may enhdrederevision skills, trigger their repair
mechanisms and boost the overall writing qualitye Third aim is to investigate the effect( s)
of teachers’ written feedback on the evolvemenstatients’ written end products. Finally,
this study cannot be finished without providingpmsg guidelines for teaching. Hence, the
last, but by no means the least, aim is to raiseesonplications for second language writing
instruction as related to the effective use of bem#k in the department of English at

Mentoury University, Constantine (UMC henceforth).



Research Questions

This study tries to answer a number of related tijpes

-Are the teachers of writing at the English Depamninaware of the importance of
their written feedback?

- Do they continue to assess the students’ writurgysg this technique?

- Are students aware of the importance of the teetlieedback?

- Do teachers do anything to make students congiearfeedback?

Hypothesis

In the light of what has been previously said, kiypothesis on which the present
thesis is based runs as follows:

The feedback given prior to the final draft durihg writing process as an input from
the teacher to the students works best; it is taken consideration by the students and it
triggers the students’ repair mechanisms whickuiin, increase their uptake.

Methodology

To meet the research aforementioned aims, two n&séastruments will be used: a
teachers’ questionnaire and a writing test for stiisl The questionnaire which is meant for
teachers of writing at the Department of EngliskiBtC enquires about their writing teaching
practices and feedback-related matters such as dedinition of feedback, the type of
feedback they usually provide, and how they maldesits respond to it. The writing test is
meant to examine the utility of providing writteeeflback before final drafts as a technique

itself to make students respond to it.



Structure of the Study

The dissertation is composed basically of two obEptThe first chapter, a descriptive
one, is made up of two parts devoted to the reaévelated literature. The second chapter,
an empirical one, is also composed of two partotdelto the description of the research
methods and procedures used and the analysis afeshudts obtained from the teachers’
questionnaire and the students’ test. Added tcetiges section for implications for teaching
writing.

As far as the first chapter is concerned, partpoeides insights into the writing skill
in general. It includes definition(s) of the wrirskill, the importance of writing, the purpose
of writing, approaches to teaching writing, theqass of writing, and the teacher’s role in this
process. The second part deals with issues abeunhdtion of feedback. This includes
different definitions of feedback, types of feedkhabe purpose(s) of feedback in addition to
its importance relative to the writing skill andetbonditions that ensure its effectiveness.

Chapter two of this dissertation is designed tduithe a detailed description of the
sample population, why and how they are chosen.efailéd analysis of the teachers’
questionnaire and an examination of the studentsten work will, then, follow. The data
will be analyzed quantitatively and qualitativety see whether the obtained results confirm
or refute the hypothesis.

One aim of this study is to obtain some inspirireglgigogical implications. Therefore,
relying on the findings of this research a setemformnmendation and suggestions on feedback

is provided.



Chapter One: Written Feedback on Writing



Chapter one: Written Feedback on Writing
Introduction
Developing writing proficiency whether in ESL orFE settings is widely
acknowledged as an important skill. Teaching wgitia therefore assuming an outstanding
position in foreign language education. One majogaaof writing instruction which
constitutes a key factor of students’ rising contreer the writing skill is teacher written
feedback. Thus, to meet the parallel between wyitaimd feedback on it, this chapter is
divided into two parts. The first part starts wattdefinition of writing and attempts to report
how it has been viewed and contextualized by differcomposition scholars. Then, an
exploration of different approaches to teachingtimgi follows. The second part includes a
definition of the term feedback, followed by defian of its different types. Then, the scope
of this dissertation is narrowed down to reviewerktture on teacher’s written feedback and
how it is perceived by students.
1. Writing
1.1. EFL/ESL Writing
Many years ago, the single definitople could provide for writing was the use of
symbols and graphs to record speech. A skilfulexrihen, was one who had a beautiful hand
writing as described by Castairs (1816:12)
When writing is well performed, it gives a beautifand
pleasing effect to the eye and may not improbablgdnsidered
in two respects, as it proceeds from the eye aadémd; from
the one we have size and proportions; from therdib&lness
and freedom.
However, although the definition of writing, in g&al terms, includes the use of

graphic symbols, it is by no means limited to thésrow sense as it also refers to the process

through which a piece of written language is pradlidn other words, even if learning the
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writing system of the second language is a basitirement and may constitute a major
impediment to some L2 writers whose language sysiendifferent (e.g. Arabic to
English),there is much more that students bringheowriting task than the use of graphic
codes to express meanings. The writing processsesritbed by White and Arndt (1991:3) as a
mental-effort demanding and thus, a time consuramg “Writing is far from being a simple
matter of transcribing language into written synsbhdl is a thinking process in its own right.
It demands conscious intellectual effort which Ulyuaas to be sustained over a considerable
effort of time.”

Weigle (2002) claims that writing in an ESL/EFL ¢ext is also far from being a
means for learning and reinforcing other skillsezsally the oral one since none of the skills
is superior to the other. In her view, the writeugd oral skills are equally important but differ
in certain criteria such as, textual features, sacitural norms, and the cognitive processes
involved in the production and understanding oéx.tThus, the long established view that
writing functions mainly to support and reinforcatierns of spoken language “is being
supplanted by the notion that writing in a seccamgliage is a worthwhile project in and of
itself” (Weigle 2002:1). However, Harmer (2004) arguegd thihile in some L2 teaching
situations writing is treated on equal basis witieo skills, it is still used in other contexts, if
at all, for its “writing for learning” goal wheretuiglents write with the ultimate goal of
augmenting other language skills such as readmagnmpar and vocabulary.

While Weigle’s view that writing is a project irsélf is unquestionable, describing it
as a project of itself draws the layout for a sgsicontroversy. Writing can by no means be
totally independent of other skills. It should beught of as “a developmental task which can
be conceived as a performance made up of a sériesser skills, one built upon another”(Li
WaiShing 2000:49). Knowing how to write entailsaagrerequisite knowledge of and in other

skills as Nation (2009:114) puts it, “writing is sear if learners write from a strong
9



knowledge.” Canal and Swain (quoted in Nation 28@%laim that the L2 writing activity
requires the writer to have a set of competencesrarized as follows:

- Grammatical competence: knowledge of grammarabolary, and the language system.

- Discourse competence: knowledge of genre andhiiterical patterns that create them.

- Sociolinguistic competence: the ability to usegaage appropriately in different contexts,
understanding readers, and adopting appropriateaat attitudes.

- Strategic competence: the ability to use a waécommunicative strategies.

Describing these competences as the minimum kngwlétat every writer should at
least have, Canal and Swain’s suggestions go éwith what Coffin et al(2003) and Nation
(2009) propose: that writing is a hybrid skill tran be prepared for effectively from other
skills.

Grabe and Kaplan (1996) view writing as the proces#iter goes through towards
the production of a meaningful text. They approaching from the rhetorical triangle: the
writer, the audience, and the text itself. The evris the text producer; the audience is the
reader or the recipient of the written product lvé triting process; the written text is the
result of some cognitive activities the writer pesses, and the meaning of any piece of
writing, in their view, can be arrived at by coreithg these three aspects (the three angles of
the rhetorical triangle) altogether. Li Waishin@(®: 53) supports Grabe and Kaplan’s claim
that writing is meant to be meaningful and funcéibfiwriters need to pay attention to writing
as communication of meaning and treat writing @®a-oriented activity.” Moreover, aside
from being a process students go through to gemaraits of meaning with particular
communicative purposes, the activity of writingpfsan intrinsic value and one which writers
go through for several goals. Following are sommrearized possible writing purposes
suggested by Grabe (2000):

- Writing to control the mechanical production aspe
10



- Writing to list, fill-in, repeat, and paraphrase.

- Writing to understand, remember, and summarizglsi, and extend notes to oneself.
- Writing to learn, solve problem, summarize, apatsesize.

- Writing to critique, persuade, and interpret.

- Writing to create an aesthetic experience, tertain.

Stating these purposes in this particular ordetheeisuggest any order of importance
nor does it implicate a continuum of difficulty biitdoes imply that behind the process of
writing that writers plunge to toward a final pratuare three broad purposes. The first
purpose is to reinforce and augment already aadjlirewledge (some previously-learnt
language systems such as grammar.) The second evréing to communicate with a focus
on writing as a skill itself not as an adjunct tbey skills. And a final purpose where writers
set both their ideas and pens free to produce téxdistic nature (creative writing). So, both
human knowledge in language and mastery of comratiait are enriched by writing (Birsh
2002) which is neither necessarily inborn nor taiice there is always a way to learn it
through the use of effective strategies, praci@@eh{ma & Hogue 1999), and formal teaching
and instruction as claimed by Carson (2001: 1919 wlso points out that, “writing is an
ability that is typically developed in formal ingttional settings, and a skill most closely
related to educational practices.”

Carson (2001:191) goes further to argue that maafelsaching and learning writing
in EFL/ESL contexts can be contributed to and dgwed through a comprehension of
theories in second language acquisition "becausedn2petence underlies L2 writing in a
fundamental way. ” Hence, though there exist qati¢ differences between the two, Carson
identifies four areas of intersection between LAugition and L2 writing theories whose
understanding can contribute significantly to teagmon English speaking students how to

write.
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First, the L2 writer’s language is characterizeddayng erroneous. Such errors are
inevitable, essential features and evidence ofahguage the writer is about to acquire. This
language, called inter-language, has been a majoceen for many theories of L2
acquisition. Second, in the acquisition of a sectamjuage are involved some social and
cognitive processes which the development of thié@ngrskill also seems to entail. Third,
both L2 learners and L2 writers exhibit differeetéls of achievement. What accounts for
such differences seems to be the same for bothieparfindividual differences,
sociopsychological factors, personality, cognitstgle, hemisphere specialization, learning
strategies, etc. ) The last area where L2 acquisénd L2 writing overlap is the effectiveness
of formal instruction in acquiring both of them. #hort, “it is clear that second language
acquisition theory is, and will continue to be,ersnt to models of how we teach and how
students learn to write in a second language”(Ca2891:192).

According to Hedge (1998), writing is a very im@ott, yet neglected, aspect of
language and it was not until recently that fimdiof research in writing have started to offer
insights into what good writers do. She furtherimk that in the ESL/EFL contexts, the
teaching of such a skill is confounded by the thet L2 writers often get confused because
they, sooner or later, recognize the existenceiftdrdnces between writing conventions in
their L1 and L2. Hyland (2003:31), provides an ursive, but not an exhaustive, list of such
differences between L1 and L2 writing:

-Different linguistic proficiencies and intuitiorbaut language.
- Different learning experiences and classroom etgbiens.

- Different sense of audience and writer.

- Different preferences for ways of organizing text

- Different writing processes.

- Different understandings of text uses and theata@lue of

different texts.
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In a review of seventy two studies comparing L1twg and L2 writing research,
Silva (1993:669) notes that “L2 writing is strategly, rhetorically, and linguistically
different in important ways from L1 writing.” Teaets, then, need to consider the
implications offered by such differences for teachiL2 writing in order to meet the
classroom expectations and make the teaching peacind assessment procedures as fair and

effective as possible (Hyland 2003).

In sum, the idea that can be derived from thisieeds that writing is a means of
communication per se. In ESL/EFL contexts, suckilh entails the acquisition of a set of
competences that underlie knowledge in differenglege systems, and the use of graphic
codes to transfer ideas into written texts. Writgos through such a complex process to
achieve a number of purposes as to communicateglt®uto convince and persuade, or to
provoke feelings and emotions if aesthetic aspectanguage are employed. Moreover, the
idea that the ability to write well is a gift thabhe may or may not be innately born with is a
mistaken one. Many good writers could develop #k8l through practice and effective
formal teaching. Therefore, ESL/EFL students needoe¢ instructed and provided with
practice activities to develop their writing skifi order to meet their needs and ensure their
success in school life and other settings as well.

1.2. Approaches to Teaching Writing

Writing is a particularly highly-demanding and asfilt skill for both native speakers
and non-native speakers. Richards and Renandy&:(303) claim that “There is no doubt
that writing is the most difficult skill for L2 stlents to master”, and Nunan(2000:271) thinks
that it is an enormous challenge to produce “a tiefluent, extended piece of writing” in a
second language. Thus, the fact that developingvtitang skill is not an easy task imposes

the idea that teaching such a skill is not eadjeei Therefore, many ESL/EFL theorists,
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researchers, and teachers have been endeavoudagé&up with the most effective theories,
approaches, and models of teaching L2 writing.

According to Zamel(1985:32), “ESL writers who aeady to compose and express
their ideas use strategies similar to those af/eapeakers of English.” This accounts to the
fact that the teaching approaches in English domioauntries influenced to a large extent
pedagogies and teaching approaches in non-Engiisindnt ones (Li Waishing 2000) . Such
approaches have developed from different theorieb r@searches over time in different
geographical settings. While some researchers Ragnes,1991) consider them as being
successive with one emerging out of the other,arareplacing the other, other researchers
(Hyland, 2003; Harmer, 2004 ), propose to view ¢happroaches as “complementary and
overlapping perspectives, representing potentiatiynpatible means of understanding the
complex reality of writing” (Hyland 2003:2). Inspid by the work of Berlin (1982, 1987,
1988), Johns(1990) argues that in any approache#&xhing writing there must be
consideration of four elements central to writitige writer, the reader, reality and truth (i.e.
argumentation), and the text itself. She furthainst that any approach or theory that lacks
consideration of any of these elements cannot beidered as such.

1. 2. 1. The Product-Oriented Approach

Following theories of Behaviorism, teaching writimgthin this approach entails the
establishment of habit formation and imitation. d&t writers are asked to imitate already
prescribed texts, models, or exemplars that castggood writings in their teachers’ views
(Coffin et al 2003) in order to give them insigl$o how to correctly arrange words into
clauses, clauses into sentences, and sentencdarggo discourse units (Hyland, 2003). The
focus then, as the name of the approach under sdigou suggests, is on final products to
ensure that students achieve language fluency. @ppoach emphasizes accuracy and

correctness at the expense of the writer, his idews decisions, and the process through
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which texts are produced. Thus, according to Li S¥aig(2000), it is often deemed a mere
grammar exercise rather than composing. Silva (B39Ppoints out that:

- The writer is simply a manipulator of previouslyateed language
structures.

- The reader is the ESL teacher in the role of editoproof reader, not
especially interested in quality of ideas or expi@ss but primarily
concerned with formal linguistic features.

- The text becomes a collection of sentence pattants vocabulary
items.

This approach (also called text-focused approael)ects the role of the writer as the text
producer, his ideas and intentions, and the vastages of the writing process. The teacher’s
role is limited to be the spotter of errors, tharse of directives and rigid rules, the corrector
of final drafts, but not a facilitator of the le@arg-to-write activity since he “often ends up the
writing session abruptly without providing the feadk to help students revise their work.”
(Li Waishing 2000:51). The main pedagogical adegtused in such an approach, as
suggested by Hyland (2003) range from fill in tlagg}, substitution, and reordering exercises
to imitation of parallel texts and writing from 1ab and graphs.
1. 2. 2. The Genre-Oriented Approach

The genre approach to writing has taken place fierént parts of the world. Some
researchers (e.g. Silva,1990; Li Waishing,2000;fi@at al,2003) consider it as a type of, an
extension to the product-based approach, wherdas &2 researchers deem it a distinct
paradigm in the teaching of writing (e.g.Johns,199%aimes,1991; Hyland,2003;
Paltridge,2004).This approach focuses on *“teaclpagicular genres that students need
control of in order to succeed in particular sef$iffPaltridge 2004:1). Attention in this
approach is paid to formal discourse charactesistictexts and the particular contexts in

which these texts are produced. Incorporating sxdmd contextual aspects of a particular
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genre, the writer's aim becomes to achieve the sapmemunicative purpose or function
exhibited by other texts belonging to this par@cujenre. Hence, the idea that any piece of
language is meant to be functional and that wriverige in certain genres to fulfil certain
functions are the focal points underlying this agmh. In a more detailed way, Hyland
(2003:18)says, “The writer is seen as having aertgpals and intentions in certain
relationships to his or her readers, and certdorimation to convey, and the forms of a text
are resources used to accomplish these.”

Hence, the writer is the producer of a text whasggliage and form adhere to the
audience (the community) for which it is writtehgtreader is a member of this community-
not necessarily the teacher- whose reaction tdekiedetermines whether or not this text's
function has been fulfilled. The teacher’s rolarisre or less the same as in product-based
approaches with his feedback occurring on the fieat and limited to the correction of
grammatical shortcomings.

1.2. 3.The Process-Oriented Approach

The process-based approach to teaching writingeh@erged from the coupling of
two-parent theories: Cognitivism and Expressividm. adopting the Cognitivists’ view,
attention is primarily paid to the cognitive andnte processes involved in writing, while in
adopting the expressivists’ view, the emphasisnistodents’ abilities, encouraging them “to
take power over their own prose” (Johns 1990:28).tlse writer as the text generator and the
process he goes through to generate this texharevo foci of this approach. The writer, the
reader, and the text: the elements which consti@igbe and Kaplan’s rhetorical triangle
(1996) are described by Silva (1990) as follows.

- The writer is the centre of attention- someone gadan the discovery and expression

of meaning.
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- The reader, focusing on content, ideas and negwtiat meaning, is not preoccupied
with form.
- The text is a product —a second derivative concehmgse form is a function of its
content and purpose.
The text form is not neglected but it is not thénary concern. The lion’s share in this
approach goes to the different stages of the wriprocess along with which have emerged a
number of concepts central to the process approachiple drafts, revisions, peer feedback,
teacher as facilitator...,etc(Raimes 1991). The édc¢his orientation are indicated by Hyland
(2003:10) as follows, “The process approach toimgiteaching emphasizes the writer as an
independent producer of texts, but it goes furtheaddress the issue of what teachers should
do to help learners perform a writing task.”

In other words, by adopting this approach in thetimg class, teachers come to
consider what their students can do (write), payremattention to how these students
approach the writing task moving through differetdges of writing, and offer the writers
opportunities to improve their writing through prdwng effective feedback and allowing time
for revisions. The main pedagogical techniques eygul in a process-oriented class, as
suggested by Hyland (2003), include: brainstormimpdanning, multiple drafts, peer
collaboration..., etc.

1.3. Stages of Writing

The process approach is the one thgthasizes both cognitive and discoursal
aspects of writing to help students understand twogenerate ideas and how to develop them
In a written structure that adheres to both theéewns intentions and the reader’'s needs. Its
concern is to make students aware of the way writeake decisions as they write going
through the different stages of writing. The stagasions the writing process falls into and

the terminology used to define them differ to soeméent from one theorist to another (e.g.
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Hedge, 1998; White&Arndt, 1999; James, 2003; NatkO09 ). But it is worth saying that
whatever divisions are suggested and whatever néimegsare given, these stages seem to
underlie the same cognitive and metacognitive e involved in the production of written
prose for L1 and L2 writers alike. Williams (20081) originated the idea that “these stages
are hypothesized as universals which means thd¢aat to some degree, all writers are to
engage assumingly in these stages.”

According to Nation (2009) who provides a sevent phvision for the process of
writing, writing is not necessarily a linear act viiy from one stage to the next following a
certain strict order; the stages of writing aretdrethought of as recursive since writers can
move freely from one stage to the other. Further,claims that in any of these “sub-
processes”, author students may receive help fiogr teacher who is assumed to locate
sources of difficulty which potentially inhibit sdents’ writings especially that, “The main
goal of a process approach is to help learners awgpttheir skills at all stages of the
process”(Nation, 2009:114). In this dissertatidrg tlivision provided for the writing process
is a generic one including other sub-stages.th@sone taught at Mentoury University.

1.3.1. Prewriting

Prewriting is the stage in which writers spend acgamount of time generating ideas
and organizing them into a particular plan befdreytwrite. Students need to be clear about
the message they want to convey, they should beeaofaheir purpose (what they want to
achieve through their writing,) and they should sidar their audience/reader (their
knowledge, background, expectations... ), since theice of ideas, organization and
language depends on these factors. According taw8A(1986:94 ) ,prewriting activities are
the key to generating ideas and planning what yo“Baewriting activities generate ideas;

they encourage a free flow of thoughts and heldesits to say it on paper. In other words,
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prewriting activities facilitate the planning foroth the product and the process” (qtd in
Oskourt 2008:94).

The possible ways of approaching the generatiadeats include: brainstorming, free
writing, asking questions, listing, visualizingce#fter writers have generated ideas about
their topic, they focus their ideas on a main paintl develop a plan, a framework, for the
paragraph or the essay they are going to write.

1.3.2. Writing

Writing or drafting is the stage where real writitalkes place. It is in this stage that
writers flesh out the skeletal framework they halready put. It is the stage where writers
move from the abstract (ideas) to the concretett@writext) and as White and Arndt
(1991:99) suggest, is the stage where “the writasisps from the ‘writer based’ writing to the
‘reader based’ writing in which the concerns of thader should now begin to assume more
significance.” In other words, the audience analykat writers have done in the prewriting
stage prepares them to decide on what they showdowld not include to meet their reader’s
needs.

1.3.3. Post Witing

Post writing (the revising and editing stage) ie 8tage that allows the writers to
critically examine the first draft, along with fdemtk from teacher or peers, and make the
necessary changes since “no piece of writing is peéect the first time” (Oshima& Hogue
1999, 10).

White and Arndt (1991) state that the ultimate gofkhis stage is to “enrich the
repertoire of linguistic resources which are theseesial tools for writing” (1991:137). The
idea of recursiveness mentioned before is moseateftl at this phase as, in some cases,
students have to reconsider some prewriting detssi8o, it is in this stage that writers can

make changes at both form and content levels af fingt drafts: they may reformulate ideas
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and structure; correct lexical, grammatical, andtagstic errors; incorporate new ideas; etc.
Nation (2009) calls for the importance of differetyipes of feedback in the overall
improvement of students’ writing especially if intening at this stage saying, “Learners can
be encouraged to edit through the feedback thejrget their classmates, teacher, and other
readers” (2009,120) .
1.4. The Teacher’s Role in the Process
One of the most valuable issues central to thegsapproach is the role of teachers

in improving the writing skill. That is to say, thieacher’s main role shifts from being the
source of authority to that of facilitating the deeg task and to helping students produce
well structured compositions by teaching them @ bigstep process approach. As argued by
Ken Hyland (2003,10), “The process approach tohiegcwriting emphasizes the writer as an
independent producer of texts, but it goes furtheaddress the issue of what teachers should
do to help learners perform a writing task.” In bisok How to Teach Writing’ Harmer
(2004) identifies five roles for writing teachetsacher as demonstrator, teacher as motivator,
teacher as supporter, teacher as responder, aitetess evaluator. The two last teacher tasks
i.e. responder and evaluator are grouped undercataegory ‘feedback provider in another
book by the same author (Harmer, 2000: 261) .Hidselief that,

Giving feedback on writing tasks demands speciake.ca

Teachers should respond positively and encouragitogthe

content of what the students have written. Whererof§

correction teachers should choose what and how ntoch

focus on based on what students need at this piartistage

of their studies, and on the tasks they have uakient
1.5. Written Feedback
1.5.1. Definition of Feedback

Drawing from theories of classroom psychology, Dmno{2009) provides a generic

definition of the term feedback. For him, feedbagpears when “the output of a system
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becomes an input to the same system causing thiensyt® respond dynamically to its
previous products” (2009:407). That is to say, etk does not occur randomly, but it is
rather part of a complex system of other subsysteMmsh are interrelated and mutually
influenced by each other. This system is made ufhe@ffeedback source or producer, the
feedback itself and the feedback recipient. Feddlzainevitably influenced by its source, yet
it is meant to influence its recipient making hitmaoge his prior products. In relation to the
learning context, Drown (2009)views feedback battaaesponse to learners’ productions, be
oral or written language, and an indicator of hawcessfully an objective of the teaching-
learning activity has been accomplished. Feedb#wn, has as effects both permitting
learners to enhance their comprehension quality @odioting knowledge execution and
skill.

Feedback is therefore deemed, as argued by HyR0@B)], an inseparable, integral
and central element in language learning genesaalty in learning to write particularly. It is
the input and means that provides writers withtaoenformation such as the reader’s needs
and expectations and whether students’ writinge lhraet such expectations (Harmer, 2004)
and more importantly, it “offers an additional laya scaffolding to extend writing skills,
promote accuracy and clear ideas, and develop darstanding of written genres.” (Hyland,
2003:207)

Hyland and Hyland (2006) consider feedback as @kact since it embraces all the
aspects (context, participants, medium, goal) tteafether, give any communicative act its
identity. For them, like other communicative ade®dback occurs in a context of a particular
kind (institutional, pedagogical) ; it appears betw participants of particular identities
(teacher/peer/learner) ; it is delivered by a patér medium (peer, conference, written

comments) ; and it is designed to accomplish aergaiucational, pedagogical and social
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purposes. A consideration of all these aspects dydherefore, contribute to an appropriate
interpretation of feedback.

Many researchers advocate the importance of fe&dbhamproving the writing skill (
e.g. Leki(1990a); Hyland(2003); Ferris(2003); Har(@604); Hyland & Hyland(2006) ).
Leki (1990a) for instance, highlights the fact tipabducing a well written text in a second
language often constitutes a hassle to studentsuoaing their time and intellectual efforts
alike. She, therefore, claims that feedback onestitgd writings becomes the least of teacher’s
reactions these students need and should havelén tr improve their skill of intent. Ferris
(2003) represents another proponent of the crucil plaid by feedback in improving
writing. She argues that such a way of respondagyritot only a short term effect but also a
long term one. The former occurs as immediate ivgreent in writers’ texts in subsequent
drafts (if any are required) ; the latter occursaggrogress in students’ writings over time.
Sommers (1982) states three main purposes for vibadhers provide feedback on writing:
- To inform writers as to whether their written guzts have conveyed their intended
meanings;
- To give the student writer a sense of audienieir(interests and expectations) and make
them ameliorate their writings accordingly.
- To offer students an impetus for revision, fothesut comments from a critical reader,
writers will feel no need to revise thoroughlyhkl ever think about revision.

However, for feedback to be effective and meetdésigned purposes, Li Waishing
(2000) introduces four criteria he considers basgumptions in feedback of any type:
- Feedback must be integrated within the proceswiting.
- It must be presented as an input and impetusefesion of writing.
- It must be formative (detailing the writer's stgths and weaknesses as well) , not

summative (taking the form of grades, marks, obgl@aomments such as good, bad, etc.)
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- It must be appropriate: corresponding to the esttravriter’'s background knowledge, level
of learning, abilities, and so forth.
1.5.2. Types of Feedback

There is no single way for providing feedback oriting, nor is the teacher the only
source of it. Feedback, therefore, falls into défd types according to who gives it and how.
Conferencing, peer feedback, and teacher writtennoents constitute the most common
feedback types cited in many researchers’ works(eZgmel(1985); Ferris(2003);
Hyland(2003); Harmer(2004)). Throughout this dits#wn reference is made to these three
types with a focus on the last category sinceptasents the main concern of this research.
1.5.2.1. Conferencing

Conferencing (also referred to as oral or faceat®f feedback) is one way of
responding to students’ writings in which a two tpatonversation between students and
teacher takes place in order to discuss and deéalwitten products. It is defined by Hyland
& Hyland (2006,5) as “an approach lauded by L1 aedgers as a dialogue in which meaning
and interpretation are constantly being negotidigdparticipants and as a method that
provides both teaching and learning benefits.” @aaricing, as claimed by Hyland (2003),
not only opens the door for teacher-student intemadout it goes further to offer teachers
insights into their students’ needs and give tlstgdents opportunities to negotiate meanings
and clarify ambiguities. For a writing conferencebe successful, writers need not play the
role of passive recipients but they should be agbarticipants in such a conversation as well.
This can be achieved by giving them a chance toudss negotiate and ask questions about
their writings’ strengths and weaknesses (Hylai®32.

Advocates of oral conference on writing (Zamel(1988ahili (1994); Murray(2002))
acknowledge its usefulness since both teacher tal@érsts can benefit from the opportunities

of “immediacy,” “negotiation,” and “clarification’that this way of responding to writing
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offers (Ferris:2003). Teachers are advised to admpiferencing in favour of written
comments because the former provides students mdtte focused and useable comments
than the latter (Zamel:1985) and, unlike oral res@o written comments are often vague,
confusing and are only one “way communication” lagvthe writer with no chance for
discussion(Mahili,1994).

However, by studying their pros and cons, HylandH&and (2006) observe that
writing conferences are not successful in everytingiclass due to some defined reasons
which Ferris(2003) also agrees with. First, empigysuch a feedback technique may require
the student to master both the aural and oralsskillbe able to understand the teacher's
feedback content and discuss it as well. Secomtessome students may have some
impediments in interacting with their teachers ewreinformal settings, a formal discussion
on writing would be impossible causing these stteldn accept blindly their teachers’
suggestions. The third reason is basically relaédetachers who, in addition to the need of
suitable interaction skills, find themselves in she¥ considerable amounts of time to deal
with each student’s writing individually. These areecisely the shortcomings which push
Ferris(2003) to disagree with the “zealous” propusgas she describes them, of exclusive
conferencing, to call on them to consider real $ifi@ations and constraints, and to suggest
that conferencing is a possible rather than a reduechnique of providing feedback.
1.5.2.2. Peer Feedback

Different researchers have referred to peer feddbaing different terms of the type:
peer evaluation, peer editing, peer responses..Alitof these names, however, refer to the
same kind of activity which emphasizes peer stuiglaole in the process of writing. This
type of feedback involves a kind of cooperationnssn students with each reading his peer’s
paper and making responses to it as a reader (lLishivig, 2000). According to Leki

(1992:169), peer evaluation provides a means whletmiith students’ drafts and their
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awareness of what leads to good writing developis‘la part of the process approach to
teaching and is widely used in L1 and L2 contest@aneans to improve writers’ drafts and
raise their awareness of readers’ needs” (qtd ko@$ 2008:130).

Mabhili (1994) believes that the idea of studentenang feedback from their mates is
one that would contribute to writers’ recognitioh different constituent features of good
writing including grammatical and lexical accuraggod content, ideas development, and
clarity in writing. For her, this feedback delivegi technique is of great use since it offers
writers the opportunity to see their writing throuthe critics’ lens. Peer editing further
initiates students to self-criticism and enablesnthto explore other writers’ products and
become more aware of their own weaknesses. Li Weajs{R000: 55) sees that students
“therefore learn more and become more confidemiedls”

Leki (1990b) conducted a study investigating stusidoeliefs about the usefulness of
peer feedback. Twenty students who had been ragei@edback from their peers over a
period of time were asked to answer two questions:

1) How useful was it to you to read other studepégers?

2) How useful was it to you to read/hear other stuslf comments on your papers?

Leki reported that in response to the first questanly seventeen students answered,
with one negative and sixteen positive responske.second question revealed more mixed
answers with fifteen positive and five negativevees and two students were reported to
give both positive and negative answers. Basedeset findings and her own observation,
Leki identified some problems with peer evaluatimeiuding unproductive responding
behaviour and comments that are directive, duévan unkind in nature. In another study at
two U.S. colleges (by Zhang: 1995), eighty-one Eg&ldents’ attitudes toward feedback from
their peers were investigated. The researcher gdedl that students preferred teacher

feedback over peer feedback, but chose peer fekedherr self evaluation. Comparing the
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effectiveness of teacher feedback and peer feedbaaig et al (2006) found that the former
proved to be more effective and resulted in beattggrovement than the latter. They also
found that the usefulness of peer feedback wasoadkdged by students. Hyland (2003:199)
therefore claims that despite its potential advgega peer evaluation has been more
welcomed by teachers than students who tend temptedcher feedback, and whose sense of
security about their writing seems to derive sofetyn their teachers’ comments: “Students
themselves are rather ambivalent about the qualityeir peer suggestions and many both
mistrust them and fear ridicule due to their pomfipiency, generally preferring feedback
from teachers.”

It is suggested that when taking the role of edjtstudents may not be able to make
comments of constructive nature (Urza, 1987) amrdnaore likely to address surface errors
than problems of meaning. Besides, inexperiencestli@ents may find it hard to accept their
peers’ comments (Leki, 1990b); hence, there iseal ier professional training of students as
to enable them to cope with their peers’ prose.hSuaining encourages a greater level of
engagement within the writing task and offers a emleelpful and concrete device for both
student writer and student evaluator (Hyland & H@2006).
1.5.2.3. Teacher’s Written Comments

Another way whereby teachers give feedback on ststevritten performances is
written comments (written feedback, written comraey)t These are considered by Li
Waishing (2000) as the most common feedback déhlgemethod for both teachers and
students and which contribute to the overall impraent of student writing be it at form or
content level. Not only are written comments thestmmmmon but they are also the most
expected and welcomed feedback type by studenthidmespect, Ferris (2003:41) notes that
“this type of feedback may represent the singlgdsg investment of time by instructors, and

it is certainly clear that students highly valued aappreciate it.” A similar idea is the one
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introduced by Sommers (1982) who thinks that summments constitute a challenge for
teachers of writing since they have to addressnalbyen of issues such as, motivating students
to revise and rewrite their work using the feedbaekgeting areas of failure in students’
learning, and making students understand and iocai@ teachers’ suggestions in their
writings:

The challenge we face as teachers is to developmeons

which will provide inherent reason for studentgeuise; it is a

sense of revision as discovery, as a process offieg again,

as starting out new, that our students have nohdéela We need

to show our students how to seek, in the possillitrevision,

the dissonances of discovery- to show them throogin

comments why new choices would positively changér tiexts,

and thus, to show them the potential for develognmaplicit in

their writing.(Sommers 1982:156)

Assuming that the aspects of language actuallyhtaug classroom are the ones
teachers focus on when commenting on studentsingritHyland (2003:3-18) introduces a
list of the main foci of teacher written feedbake six main foci of feedback adopted from
him are: focus on language structures, focus onftactions, focus on creative expression,
focus on writing process, focus on content, andusoon genre. However, Harmer (2004)
distinguishes only two foci which provide the bakis a distinction between two types of
written commentary: responding and correcting. Redmg emphasizes the idea that the
main concern of feedback is not primarily the aacyrof students’ performance, but it is the
content and design of their writing. Correcting,dontrast, is limited to an indication of what
students fail to perform in different language &$pesuch as, grammar, syntax, concord, etc.
For correcting to be effective, Ferris (2003) agyukat teachers need to consider three
factors: first, students should be made awareestbnificance of correction in the process of
writing; second, correction should be selective fowlis on the most frequent errors rather

than single ones; and third, feedback should beiged on preliminary drafts than final

drafts. Hyland (2003) points out that for any fegdbtype to be effective, attention to what
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individual students want from and the use they na@kemust be paid. He, thus explains that,
“Some students want praise, others see it as coed@isg; some want a response to ideas,
others demand to have all their errors marked; saseeteacher commentary effectively,
others ignore it altogether.”(Hyland 2003:180)

Due to their high valued contribution to writing pnovement, many researchers, (e.qg.
Ferris(2003); Ellis(2009); Irris(2009)), acknowleddhe importance of teacher’'s written
feedback; however for others, the usefulness di semments has been and continues to be
debatable, to the extent that some researchersgkémple, Sommers (1982); Zamel (1985);
Truscott(1996)), suggest abandoning them altogeiftaus, because it constitutes the main
emphasis of this study, a close look at what glddrmm previous researches about teacher
written feedback is certainly needed.

1.6. Teacher Written Comments: The Gist of Research

Written feedback, its nature, form, effect, andfulsess have provoked a long-term
controversy among many researchers over time. Adsele related to this type of feedback is
the distinction between formative and summativeliieek. The former takes the form of
different comments, questions, suggestions, coorestetc; and gives the teacher a chance to
gather information on the progress of students avperiod of time. The latter, in contrast,
takes the form of grades, marks, letters, etc;aamd at determining student’s achievement at
the end of an assignment (Leki, Cumming and Si®882. Many composition researchers
(Sommers, 1982) advocate formative feedback owestimmative one for grades are seen as
an end in themselves and scarcely contribute tngrimprovement (Mabhili, 1994).

Another issue of contention that has captured ttenton of theorists, researchers,
and even teachers of writing is the focus of wnitigedback. In L2 contexts, the effectiveness
of written comments that focus on error correctisrdeemed dubious, and the question of

whether such feedback is beneficial to writing depment is a controversial one. Sommers
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(1982), for instance, was among the earliest opmtsnef error correction in response to
students’ writing. She claimed that by correctingoes, the teacher’'s purpose becomes an
attempt to appropriate the student’s text to adlygstandardized pattern derived from the
teacher's own beliefs; hence, the task of writisghindered. Zammel (1985) argues that
teachers of L2 writing tend to think of themsehasslanguage teachers not as composition
instructors. Thus, they tend to focus on surfagellerrors rather than on the writing content.
Implicit in Zammel’'s claim is a suggestion for thacs to rein their focus on grammar;
however, Truscott (1996) goes further to expressbepticism about grammar correction and
suggests its abandonment altogether.

As for dealing with language errors spotted in &gt performance, Nation (2009)
suggests adopting Zammel’s idea (1985) of estahlispriorities in responding to students’
productions. That is to say, teachers should addrestent issues on early drafts and delay
grammar based feedback to later ones. A twofoldiragts of this idea of prioritizing
feedback can be found in Sommers (1982) and Zar(i@8b) who both think that there is no
need to waste time correcting language errorgh dirafts because in the course of rewriting
their first drafts, students may add, delete, aadrange ideas so that surface level errors are
likely to disappear any way. More importantly, fsowg on micro level errors may impede the
students’ focus on “macro level meaning”.

The usefulness of such a “multistage” feedbackkdaempirical evidence, yet
surprisingly, many teachers have taken it as at tma¢ they should not attend to language
errors in first drafts (Ferris 2003). The most freqgtly cited study as a counter claim to
feedback prioritisation is the one conducted bynhfeatn and Whally (1990) on seventy-two
students. The researchers found that there wassalmaifference in students’ performances

when only content feedback was given as opposedhtn grammar and content feedback
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were given at the same time. This is supposed tanntigat grammar and content feedback
can be provided separately or simultaneously witireximately the same effect(s).

While some researchers emphasize that writing shbal uninhibited by language
correction, others argue in favour of the needctorection since such errors often constitute
a major impediment to L2 writers making it necegdar teachers to intervene (Hyland &
Hyland 2006). Moreover, L2 students whose languaggtill developing need and expect
grammar feedback on errors as a key to improvintgingr(Leki 1991; Ferris 2003).

Language errors should not be viewed as a sindihér as an indicator of a lack of
exposure to the target language (Leki 1991) andasstandard forms that need to be
standardized through formal instruction (Eliis 2DO”owever, if such deviations from L2
norms are not corrected, they may be fossilizedraag obscure meaning for readers (Ferris,
2003; Hyland, 2003). Thus, as claimed by Yates &Hk&i(2002); Ferris( 2003) and Hyland
(2003), because writing is meant to be primarilyamegful, any attempt to separate language
forms from their meanings is deemed a false onaszerted by (Hyland, 2003:184-5)
“Language is a resource for making meanings, notetoing we return to when we have
worked out what we are going to say, and the twanotbe realistically separated when
responding to writing.” Therefore, instead of abamdg error correction altogether or
delaying it to later drafts, many composition reskars (e.g. Mahili(1994); Yates & Kenkel
(2002); Clark et al (2003); Ferris(2003); Hylandd3) Harmer(2004)) suggest that feedback
should be selective, building on what is presesiyificant to students and giving attention
to what has been taught in the classroom. Phrasiededtly, Yates and Kenkel (2002:45)
make the point that “Teachers must approach comngefrom the student perspective. This
means remembering the grammatical and pragmatiovlkedge which underlies the

interlanguage constructions that occur in L2 |leatexts.”

30



Another area of investigation related to writteedback is the form it takes. Ferris
(2003) stresses the fact that the “substance” @famrcommentary is more important than its
form; however, the ways in which feedback is gigeem to affect both writer’s reactions to
it and its effect on short and long term improvetnierstudent writing. Considering the forms
it takes, teacher written feedback falls within teaiegories:

-Direct feedback: when the correct forms are predilly teachers for students.
-Indirect feedback: when errors are merely indiddéaving the writers to solve the problem
themselves.

Abu Qubeitha (2009) conducted a study which invéhee total number of 102
participants divided into one control group and tesperimental ones. The control group
comprised twenty five participants and receivedfeedback; the first experimental group
comprised forty four participants and received difeedback; and the second experimental
group comprised thirty three participants who reediindirect feedback. The results of the
study showed that students who received indiremtildack did better than both the control
group and the direct feedback group. Similar figdimvere achieved in a similar study by Liu
(2008:65) who states that “indirect correction dedtstudents to make fewer morphological
errors with greater accuracy in new pieces of mgitihan did direct correction.” Comparing
the effects of both direct and indirect feedbacksome students’ writing, Iris (2009) ended
up with a threefold conclusion: a) providing feedbaon students’ writing is extremely
important; b) direct feedback is time consuming lboth teacher and student; c) feedback,
then, need not be extensive to be effective.

Another issue central to studies about written lbeet and L2 writing is whether to
accompany negative feedback/correction with pasifeedback/praise or not. Ellis (2009)
highlights the importance of positive feedback @dagogical settings due to the purposes it

serves: on the one hand, it supports the learmethe other, it fosters motivation to write
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more and better. However, it seems that such typmmmenting on writing has received
little attention from writing researchers and tearshalike as explained by Raimes (2002:283),
“We are so attuned to errors and so involved ireterg them out that we attend to neglect to
praise our students when they take a risk and dtyget it wrong.” Some studies of L2
students’ attitudes to teacher commentary (Fe®R@32Hyland & Hyland, 2006) show that
students appreciate praising remarks but prefestoactive criticism over them. Students’
preferences, attitudes, and expectations of teaghten feedback are, therefore, extremely
important and need to be considered; otherwiseetieetiveness of teacher feedback would
lend itself to doubt since, as Leki (1991) notesglact of what student writers want from
their teacher’s feedback would be “counterprod@tand discouraging.
1.6.1. Students’ Views on Teacher Comments

Written comments on written productions constitotee step forward on the way
towards ‘writing competence’. However, the effeetiess of such feedback type turns to be
dubious if not taken into account by text genesatétyland (2003:179) determines a three
way reaction to teachers’ responding behaviourhiciwvstudents may either:

-Follow a comment closely in their revision (usyatammar correction).
-Use the feedback as an initial stimulus whichgeigg a number of revisions
(such as comment on content or style).

-Avoid the issue raised by the feedback by deléetegoroblematic text.

The first and second aforementioned types of redipgnto teacher’'s feedback are
probably the reactions exclusively sought by teeche&nd the ones that indicate the
effectiveness and success of their feedback. Ierda feedback to be effective, however,
many composition scholars call for the idea th&grdion should be paid to students’ views
and preferences about the form and type of writemdback they believe help them to

improve writing skills. Thus, though students’ leédi and attitudes to feedback are still an
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unexplored area of investigation, at least in MantoUniversity, in this dissertation are
reported some empirical studies concerning thiseiss

One example study is the one conducted by CohenGaalcanti (1990) who
investigated nine EFL Brazilian students’ respontegheir teacher's commentary. The
students reported that the comments they usuatlived were mainly form-based focusing
on grammar and mechanics, but that they would pfeftiback on other aspects of writing
such as content and organization of ideas. Hehaeas these researchers’ belief that there
should be a student-teacher agreement about thes/foci of feedback. Different results,
conversely, were arrived to by Leki (1986 qtd inkie991). Studying 100 students
concerning their attitudes toward their teacheri®recorrection, Leki (1986; 1991) reports
that these students wanted to receive correctioevany error they made, and that they
preferred indirect feedback to direct one. Paratidhese findings are the results Ferris(2003)
reached by summarizing eleven studies conductedifferent researchers on EFL students
from different backgrounds at different points ohe¢ (Cohen,1987; Rade & Swales,1988;
Cohen & Cavalcanti,1990; Mcurdy,1992; Arndt,1993ngtarlar,1993; Hedgock &
Lefkowitz,1994; Saito,1994; Brice,1995; Ferris,1995ledgock & Lefkowitz,1996).
Consequently, Ferris (2003:103-4) concludes that:

- Students value and appreciate teacher feedbackyifoam (with a minority
exception).

- Students in nearly all the studies expressed stpvafgrences for teacher
feedback on language issues.

- In some of the studies, student writers also esegetsappreciation for
feedback on their ideas and composing strategies.

- When asked about specific types of error feedbstekients seemed open to
the idea of indirect correction rather than insgtithat only the teacher
could correct errors, and they felt that they wolddrn more if they

collaborated with the teacher revision and corogcfirocesses...
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In a related study at Mentoury University, 160 siotd were the subjects of a research
investigating whether or not these students hamegative attitude towards the form-based
feedback provided by their teacher in writing (Satn2006).0One main result obtained from
this research is that students favoured error beesstback: “they [students] expressed their
favourable attitudes towards correcting all themes in use and usage.” (2006:125). Based
on the findings of this study, the researcher amhedl that teachers should find a way to
determine properly their students’ attitudes anefggences, and adopt a feedback approach
accordingly to guarantee that any feedback givenclear, understandable and thus,
constructive. Considering these example findingge oan come to conclude that the way
students view feedback differs from one situatmarother, and even from one student to the
next; however, the idea of student-teacher agreeateout the feedback type introduced by
Cohen and Cavalcanti(1990) seems best workingadhters want to see something else than

fading light in students’ eyes.

Conclusion

The conclusion that can be drawn from this liter@ateview is that neither developing
nor teaching the writing skill are easy tasks. @& @éne hand, learning to write involves the
development of a hybrid competence derived fromvwkadge in different language aspects.
On the other hand, teaching to write involves thevision of prompt, insightful, and useful
feedback that contributes to learners’ developm@ntomposition skills. However, the
teacher’s job is not limited to providing feedbamk such but it extends to ensure that the
feedback provided has been taken into account.n&kechapter will, thus, be devoted to an
investigation of the practices of teachers of wgtat Mentoury University, their perceptions

of feedback, and how they ensure incorporating students’ writings.
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Chapter Two: Data Collection and Analysis

Introduction

Chapter one of the present research was devot@dawaew of literature about
feedback on writing with a specific focus on teathevritten comments. This chapter is
divided into two parts. The first part is concerweth a detailed description of the research
methodology, instruments, and procedures. The skepart analyses the data yielded by the
research instruments and presents their interpetat the light of the research questions
and hypothesis. This part also includes a sectwnpé&dagogical recommendations and
further research.

2.1. Data Collection

2.1.1.Research Instruments

In order to answer the research questions and theetims of the present research,
two research instruments were used: A questionaailean in-class writing test.
2.1.1.1. The Questionnaire: Participants, Descriptin, and Administration

The questionnaire was designed in accordance hathiterature reviewed in the first
chapter of the present dissertation. It was adddess teachers who taught or are currently
teaching writing at UMC.

In order to elicit information about teachers’ bagdund, opinions, and attitudes
concerning issues highlighted in the theoreticat, ghis questionnaire includes twenty four
questions (see Appendix p 73). These questionsratern, grouped into four broad sections.
The first five questions constitute the first sestand are meant to gather information about
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teachers’ age, gender, degree held, work experi@mckethe subjects they teach. The second
section includes question items seven, eight, namel ten which investigate the teachers
approach to teaching the writing skill, the foctigheir writing instruction, and some of their
general practices in relation to feedback provisibime focus of the third section (question
item ten through twenty) is narrowed down to aruinginto teachers’ written feedback on
students’ written performance: feedback importartseeffects, its application, its form, its
focus and its types. The last section contains fluastions related to students’ attitudes and
reactions to teachers’ written commentary fromtédeehers’ perspective.

The questionnaire was given directly to 20 teacloénariting at the Department of
English at UMC; then, an agreement with the researand each teacher was made
concerning the setting in which the questionnaivesld be returned after completion. After
collecting all the questionnaires, the answershefrespondents were coded and stored on a
computer. The data were, then, converted into esfirelad sheet form and analyzed.
2.1.1.2. The In-class Witing Test: Participants, Description, and Administration

This writing test is meant to investigate the use dbetween-drafts’ feedback as a
technique to make the students respond appropritdethe written commentary given by
instructors. Feedback given as such clearly imghes the draft, on which the feedback was
given, is no longer the final one.

On the 2% of April 2010 at 8:00, all the participants (3Quadents), who were third year
students, were asked to write an in-class compaositi 90 minute time. The topic they wrote
about was “Is college education necessary?” andctvasen at random by their teacher. After
the students had completed their first drafts,@éh&sre collected and then corrected by the
teacher. Then, they were handed to the researdineclassified and analyzed both students’
errors and teacher’s feedback. One week latersttigents got back their first drafts with the

written comments on.
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The teacher was requested by the researcher toeastudents to try to improve their
essays. Then, the compositions that were rewriftee final drafts), were collected and
corrected. After that, the researcher chose bytalers to receive a detailed analysis of the
changes made by the students, in order to checkprmgress in students’ final drafts as a
result of the rewriting activity. In order to acheerandomization in the choice of the sample
papers, all the participants’ names were writtersorall sheets of paper; then, a colleague
master student was asked to choose 15 papergsheere thrown out.

2.2 Data Analysis

2.2.1. Questionnaire analysis

Question items one through five: Teachers’ backgraud

The return rate of the questionnaire was 100%. 40%em were males and 60%
females. They all held BA (Licence) and MA (Magrstelaster) degrees but only 20% held a
PhD (doctorate) degree. All the teachers repoited they taught at least two modules or
more. Many teachers (55%) had from ten to tweetry of work experience.

Question item six
-What type of approach do you follow in teaching #riting skill?

This is a close ended question that was designgity/fio meet the first aim set for this
dissertation: to examine teachers’ practices inmtheng class. Secondly, as indicated in the
literature review, each approach to teaching wgittonveys a distinct understanding of the
teacher’s role in developing such a skill; hencet anly are teachers’ overall practices
affected by the approach chosen but also theibfaed its nature, form, and focus.

In response to this question, none of the respdademse the Process Approach
(option a) in which teacher’s feedback is paidsgvice. Only 10% of them chose the Genre

Approach (option c) in which each piece of writisgviewed as an end-product allowing no
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time for feedback processing. The highest percentaas 45% and was scored by both option
(b) and (d). The process approach to teachingngrifoption b) unquestionably allows time
for the provision of contrastive feedback and itgpllementation. An eclectic approach to
teaching writing (d) hopefully, offers the potehfiar such activities. These results are shown

in figurel below.

Figure 01: Question Item 6

Question item seven
This question asks the teachers about the most conpmoblems noticed in students’

writings and requires them to choose one the fafigvoptions:

a-Grammar mistakes -Interference of the mother tongue
c- Poor content/ideas d-Poor vocabulary
e- Poor organization of ideas dédWlanics

In response to this question item, all teachetsedfor more than one answer. This
clearly indicates that teaching writing is a diffic and highly-demanding task since it
requires teachers to deal with too many problemarder to help learners develop adequate
composition skills. Such problems are influentadtbrs in teachers’ feedback since the latter
is designed and oriented according to the former.

As shown in figure 2 on the next page, grammarakes (option a) were reported by

95% of the teachers to be among the most commohlgmns they often encountered;
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followed by interference of the mother tongue (bdl anechanics (f) which were chosen by
75% and 70% of the teachers respectively. Though pontent/ ideas was the least detected
problem opted for by only 45% of the teachers,rtbbeganization (option e) was deemed a
major troublesome issue for more than half of tleomg with vocabulary, which scored the

same rate(65 %).
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Figure 2: Question Item 7

Question item eight

The question runs as follows: To which of the faliog aspects do you attach a great
Importance in your writing instruction? (Rank thenorder of importance)

a-Grammar b-Vocabulary

c-Content d-Mechanics

As the way it was phrased indicates, this questigestigates the importance attached
to major aspects of writing skills which also catusée the foci of instruction for teachers of
writing. It, thus, requires the informants to rahlke options provided (a, b, c, d) according to

their order of importance from one to four.
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1st 2nd 3rd 4th
a- grammar 250 45% 25 % 5%
b- vocabulary 5% 35% 35 % 25 %
c-content 55 % 10 % 15% 20 %
d- mechanics 10 % 10 % 20 % 60 %

Figure 3: Question Item 8

As can be grasped from figure 3 above, the mosbitapt aspect of writing that
constitutes the focus of instruction is contentti@pc). It was the most frequently classified
first by the respondents with a rate of 55%, fokalby Grammar with 45% and vocabulary
with 35%. In the last position comes option (d),ddanics, with 60%.

However, though it is assumed that the foci of mgitinstruction are determined by
the instructor who designs his class based on desirnnadequacies, the situation these
statistics revealed is enough a paradox. Integggtivhat was considered the most important
writing aspect by the teachers (content) was thstleited as a problem in students’ writing
(Q 7). Moreover, though option (d), Mechanics, veasong the top writing problems in
guestion 7, it, surprisingly, occupies the lastiffms among the foci of instruction.

Question item nine

This is a two-part question. The first part aslestéachers whether or not they require
their students to write multiple drafts. This istexhnique that emerged along with the
Process Approach to teaching writing and whose gmepts (Ferris2003) acknowledge its
contribution to writing improvement. The secondtparthe question requires the teachers to
justify their choices (Why/ Why not?). The respans@owed that 55% of the teachers said

“Yes” to multiple drafts whereas 45% of them chtde”.
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Following further analysis of the answers the resiemts provided, it was found that
55% of the teachers who do not apply the multitcdiedhnique traced that to the lack of time
experienced at UMC. Fewer rates were provided aghters who preferred not to justify their
answers or to say that each piece of writing wammdel a final product that they had to
correct any way. On the other hand, the teachexs oygted for “Yes” and constituted the
majority of teachers provided a wider range ofriggsons behind their choice. Their answers
could be grouped into the following categories:

-Multiple drafts are a basic component of the wgtprocess; a view supported by teachers
who follow the Process Approach.

-Multiple drafts are very useful in the sense thlagy provide learners with ample
opportunities to review, revise, and polish up rtrempositions. In other words, they are
twofold use: to manipulate and refine the writikgls

-Not only are multiple drafts beneficial for studertbut they also help teachers analyze the
way students make revisions; thus, they enableirtbieuctors to monitor their students’
progress.

The statistics revealed by the present questioowafor the conclusion that the
majority of teachers at UMC are aware of the usefs$ of multiple drafts as asserted by one
of them,"“Yes, to experience the process; to make them ¢sitsfl know how papers can be
improved with each new draft; to make them focusliffierent aspects of language, each in
the appropriate step.However, though, unfortunately, some teachers wepeived from the
use of the multi-draft technique, this was primatiaced to a lack of time not to a lack of
awareness of its importance. For these teachess, tcbmments on written prose appeared

inexorably but on final drafts.
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Question item ten
Question ten is a follow-up to the previous onereguires the participants who

answered “Yes” in response to question nine toigptte draft they provide feedback on

a- First b-Intermediate
c- Final d- All of them
a0
a&ec 9
b 9
d 27
c T T T T T T 55
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Figure 4: Question Item 10

As figure 4 exhibits, option (c), in which feedbaokcurs on final drafts, got the
highest percentage with 55%, followed by option\ath 27%; then, comes the lowest rate,
9%, which was scored by both option (b) and ancticleanswer (a & c). So, the results
obtained from responses to this particular quesdiwch the previous one go in line with what
the writer of this dissertation expected: that dkerwhelming majority of teachers of writing
delay feedback provision to final drafts. This, lewer, raises the question about whether
such a feedback is beneficial or not; whetheriit lsa processed by students or not.

Question item eleven

The reason behind putting this question was to dintteachers’ opinions about how
important is feedback provision in teaching writifihey had, then, to opt for one of the
following options:

a- Very important

b- Important
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c- Moderately important
d- Of little importance
e- Unimportant

There was a complete accord among the respondeatsswering this question. They
all agreed that feedback provision is importartesching writing. Their answers ranged from
Important (option b) with a rate of 20% to Very ionant (option a) with a rate of 80%.
These findings which obviously emphasize the te@tstrong belief in the strong relation
between their feedback and the development of ceitipo proficiency are displayed in

figure 5 below.
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Figure 5 Question Item 11

Question item twelve and thirteen

Because questions twelve and thirteen are closdfted, the researcher chose to
discuss them under the same item. To start witbstipn 12 was set as a further inquiry about
teachers’ beliefs concerning feedback in general,its effects in particular. The two effects
suggested here (revision and writing improvemermenadopted from Ferris (2003) who, as
mentioned in the previous chapter, referred to thising a different terminology (the short-
term and long-term effect, respectively). Questi@n on the other hand, was a follow-up to
question12 and was phrased as follows: How ofteyalpask your students to redraft their

first drafts using your feedback?
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The respondents, thus, had to choose one of tinsseees: (a) Always, (b) Very often,
(c) Sometimes, (d) Rarely, and (e) Never.

So, question 13 was designed to ask the teacherg Bbw frequently their students
practised redrafting activities using the receifeddback. Redrafting was considered by
Ferris (2003) as a technique teachers can usehievacthe short term effect for which
feedback was designed. However, though 100% otdhehers agreed on the two effects
suggested for feedback in response to questiomu@stion 13 revealed more distributed
statistics. The highest percentage (40%) was sdmyexgption (c), followed by 35% for option
(b), 20% for option (d) and only 5% for option (dhese results, therefore, clearly reflect
diversity in teachers’ opinions and even their utaiety about the usefulness of redrafting
and its implementation as a way to revise and po&sedback. More details can be obtained

from figure 6.
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Figure 6: Question Item 13

Question item fourteen
Question item fourteen was an open-ended one: Whatdoes your feedback take?

a- Written comments brterencing/Oral comments

c- Marking d-Others.......coooviiiiii s
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In answering this question, the respondents worddige insights into the techniques
they used in their feedback delivery; whether thisgd one of the suggested techniques
exclusively or not; and whether there were othelnéues used for such an activity.

As shown in figure 7 below, the majority of teacs opted for more than one
answer; 95% of them said that they used writtenments (option a), 75% said that they
used conferencing (option b), and 30% used markamgion c). As far as option (d) is
concerned, only two teachers opted for it; thet fgsggested “whole class discussion”; the
second suggested the use of symbols which wasdmesi as a form of written comments in

the previous chapter.
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Figure 7: Question Item 14

The statistics displayed in the previous figureifidicate that teachers seldom use one
particular technique exclusively. However, althoughitten comments have been and
continue to be debatable (as indicated in thealitee review), they are the most often used,
the most prevailing type of teachers’ feedback.

Question item fifteen

Question 15 explores the substance, the componedtshe foci of teachers’ written

comments. It attempts to find out whether the teexHocus on surface-level aspects of

writing suggested by option (a) (Grammar and mecisanor on meaning-level aspects
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suggested by option (b) (content). Moreover, ibgksovides the respondents with a third
option (c) to suggest any other component/focubef feedback.

Similar to previous questions, the responses f@& dguestion were transferred into
statistical terms: 75% was the highest rate andseared by the informants who preferred to
choose both answer (a) and answer (b) togetherhNesser rates went for option (a) with

15%, option (b) with 5%, and option (c) with 5%vaslI.

Figure 8: Question Item 15

Both figure 8 above and the statistical resultsaimigtd from answers to this question
clash with Zammel’s claim (1985) referred to in fivet chapter. She takes for granted that
L2 teachers tend to think of themselves as languegehers not as composition teachers
because they tend to focus on surface-level eatotise cost of the writing content. Teachers
of writing at UMC, however, extend their percepti@nd therefore, their orientation and
implementation of feedback to include different gaments be it at surface or at meaning
level. In short, the fact that writing is a hybs#ill imposes the need for feedback that is
hybrid in nature.

Question item sixteen
When you give feedback, you usually focus on:

a. the students’ background knowledge (only what thaye been taught in the classroom)
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b. all aspects of the writing skill?

This question item further investigates the focitedchers’ feedback and provides
insights into their actual practices as far asli@e# provision is concerned. Investigated here
is the use of ‘selective feedback’, suggested hywesoesearchers (Hyland(2003), Harmer

(2004), and which was made explicit by option (a).

Figure 9: Question Item 16

As displayed by figure 9, only 25% of the resporndespted for selective feedback.
The rest of them (75%) said that they focused bmasgects of the writing skill when they
gave feedback. Such results allow for one-way pmégation: though teachers consider the
students’ background knowledge, their feedback eittem prose usually focuses on all
aspects of the writing skill (examples are discdssethe following question item). In other
words, teachers’ comments include but are notdichto composition aspects taught in class.
Selective feedback, therefore, was not much weldoimg teachers of writing at UMC.
Question item seventeen

This question was designed as a follow-up to thevipus one. It requires the
respondents who opted for answer (b) in questi@) (@ give some examples of any other

aspects they consider while providing feedback.

48



Consequently, all the teachers who were asked duiged some examples which,
interestingly, revealed a significant unanimity.ushthe respondents’ suggestions for types of
feedback based on its focus could be grouped mio lbroad categories. These categories
were arranged from the most general to the mosifgpas follows:

-Feedback determined by students’ areas of weaksess

-Feedback on common mistakes among students, andsteikes that may constitute a major
impediment to the understanding of written products

-Feedback on critical thinking, adequate contetitgaate organization of ideas, and adequate
rhetorical organization.

-Feedback on vocabulary, word choice, diction, wister.

Regarding the writing aspects included in the cutim designed at UMC which
were detailed in the introductory part of this digation, it becomes reasonable that the
teachers tended to consider others. This is nevaiticize the syllabus but it is because some
basic components of writing (e.g. word choice,icaitthinking) cannot possibly be planned
to be taught.

Question item eighteen

After investigating the focal points of their feed# (Q 15 & 16), the informants were
asked the following question: Which of the previgusentioned types of feedback (Q15) do
you think benefit your students most? Why?

So, although findings of question 15 assured tleeafishybrid’ feedback focusing on
grammar and mechanics as well as content, the déesacliere further asked about their
opinions concerning the most useful type of feelb&bey were also required to justify their

choices.
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The teachers’ responses revealed that 45% of thged dor feedback on grammar
and mechanics (option a); an equal rate (45%) ofsledrammar and mechanics (option a)
along with content (option b); 5% opted for contenly; and 5% chose option (d), others.

The statistics clearly indicate that there is #ieliharmony in the teachers’ opinions
concerning the most useful type of feedback. Orotieehand, the respondents who supported
the first type (option a) justified their answeyisgy that such surface-level elements are the
key to shape and structure meanings; thus, if #reyaffected, the meaning of any written
piece will be lost. This argument seems reasonedtsidering the findings of question 7
which indicated that students had problems witlfieserlevel skills most.

On the other hand, the other view that scored aralegercentage was justified as
well. For these teachers, writing is worth thinkiofgas a dichotomous notion built upon both
micro-level and macro-level aspects. That is tq sayface-level and meaning-level elements
are complementary and cannot be separated asessbgrone of the teachers supporting this
view, “All of them are equally important because writirgg(a-) form and (b-) content; one
cannot go without the other.”

Question item nineteen

How do you usually comment on errors you spot iarysiudents’ writings?

a. Indicate where the error is and correct it for shelents.

b. Indicate where the error is, what type it is, agtdthe student himself correct it

c. Indicate where the error is using symbols andhetstudent discover its type and correct it
d. Others: Please, SPECITY ... . e e e e e e e e

This question aims to elicit information about tkeachers’ recurrent practices
concerning written comments provision. More spealfy, it inquires the teachers about the

form/shape their written comments usually take sTi&j actually, an issue that has constituted
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an area of contest for many composition researchnenstioned previously in the present

research (Chapter One).
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Figure 10: Question Item 19

As can be interpreted from the accompanying figthre, highest rate (35%) goes to
option (c), followed by 15% to option (b). Smaltates were scattered across options (a), (d),
and some miscellaneous answers.

The widely distributed responses to this questsa [to one conclusion. There is little
agreement among the teachers concerning the way dbmment on errors spotted in
students’ written work. Nevertheless, still the metdely used form is the one indicated by
option (c); a form of written comments whose congeroe in improving writing fluency has
been the concern of many researchers as illustiatipe first chapter.

Question item twenty
Is your feedback definition expanded to includeifpesfeedback (praise) or is it restricted to
include only comments on writing deficiencies?

The way this question was phrased suggests thatgirestion requires a Yes/No
answer. Yet, it was implicitly made open-ended ie@\the respondents a space to comment
appropriately in order to elicit information abotlteir perceptions and use of positive

feedback.
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In answering this question, only 5% of the respotslesaid that their feedback
included but comments on writing deficiencies; 9%¥the respondents expressed their
approval about expanding their feedback definitiorinclude positive comments. Most of
them went on to discuss the possible psychologitfakcts assumed for praising words and
their role in increasing motivation to write. Thesb timing for praise was another point of
discussion issued by some teachers who suggestedttiuents would better receive praise
prior to “destructive” criticism. Another issue theome teachers discussed was the quantity
of positive feedback which was preferred not td'ihech”. One of the teachers suggested a
way to praise students’ good pro$Reading students’ good papers in the classroom is
form of positive feedback; | practiced it.”

Question twenty one
How often do your students respond to your feedback

a-Always
b-Very often
c-Sometimes
d-Rarely

e-Never
This question was so phrased to ask teachers #imitequency to which their students take

into account the feedback; one of the teachergjdsginvestments in a writing class.
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Figure 11: Question Item 21
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The responses to this question item were transfant® figure 11 on the previous
page. In a bit more details, the highest percentaage55% and was rated by the teachers who
said that their students take their feedback iotmant only occasionally by opting for option
(c). This was followed by a rate of 35% for optidr), 10% for option (a), and only 5% for
option (d). None of the respondents opted for apfe) which is an indication that students at
UMC have inevitably experienced responding to tee€hcommentaries on their written
performance even for just once. However, still ghessults are not much promising. To know
that it is only sometimes that students take imtwoant the feedback for which the teachers
devote most -if not all- of their time, is merelyauspicious. Sommers (1982:156) makes it
clear that feedback provision is not easy nor jmirposeless:

The challenge, teachers face, is to develop cortsmehich
may provide inherent reason for students to revisés a
sense of revision as discovery, as a process ohiiag
again, as starting out new, that students havelesned.
Teachers need to show students how to seek, ipogsbility
of revision, the dissonances of discovery- to shibnm
through our comments why new choices would poditive
change their texts, and thus, to show them thenpatefor
development implicit in their writing.

Implicit in her claim is that in addition to itsilitly, the activity of feedback provision
is both an effort-consuming and a time-consuming. ¢tence it becomes unreasonable that
students respond to it only sometimes.

The responses to this question were, additionetiyppared to and re-analyzed along
with the answers revealed by question item thirt@émether teachers required their students
to redraft using the feedback provided). All thadeers who said that students always
responded to their feedback (10%) said in answequéstion thirteen that their students were
sometimes asked to redraft. Similar findings weread to concerning the teachers who said

that their students rarely responded to their comisé€s%)! The two highest percentages

scored in the present question (corresponding psioo ¢ and b) revealed more interesting
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results after being compared to results from qaedhirteen. The majority of the respondents
who opted for optionl(- very often)66.66%) said in their thirteenth answer that tbégn
required their students to redrafting activitiesl do take in consideration their comments.
The majority (45.45 %) of the teachers who opteddgtion “c-sometimes” in the present
question reported that their students were askegdmft sometimes as well (Q13). These
statistical findings generate an assumed correldieiween redrafting and students’ response
to teachers’ comments. However, it is worth mentigrihat is also this dissertation’s concern
to investigate this assumption.

Question twenty two

This question was put to investigate studentstuattis towards teachers’ written
feedback from the teachers’ perspectives. It, tlairns to raise teachers’ awareness about
what their students expect from the feedback teegive. It, furthermore, seeks to increase
the potential of taking such expectations into aotdy teachers and making them channel
their feedback accordingly.

As was requested by the researcher, the respondeodgs up to four statements they
thought their students would agree on. The top &atements most agreed on among the
teachers were: (option dhe teacher’s written feedback should be directaitked); (option
c), it should focus on grammar, mechanics, and aanteption f),it should include praise as
well as criticismand (option h)it should be in the form of grades

In statistical terms, these statements scored itifeest percentages with 80 %, 75%,
75%, and 60% of the respondents opting for themeactssely. The least agreed on statement
was that‘teacher’s written comments should be in the forngi@ades with only 25%. None
of the teachers believed that their students wéntd#t forward for written feedback which
focuses on content only (b), feedback which israxati (codes/symbols)(e), and feedback

which includes criticism only (g). More details gn@vided by figurel2.
54



80
70 A

60 -

50 -

40 -

30 -

20 A

10 - I

0 - T . T T —0———=0 0

c f h a i b e

T \v} 1

Figure 12: Question Item 22

Question item twenty three
Which of the following may constitute a possibleasen for students’ disregard for your
feedback?
a-the use of red ink
b-the ambiguity of feedback (they do not understahdlt it is about)
c-they are not given a chance to use it (if theheadoes not enter the scene until the final
draft without asking them for a retrial)
d-Others: please, SPeCify.. .o eveiiiieeiininnnn.

The purpose behind putting this question was td ot the possible reason(s) that
teachers think would lead students to overlookrtbemments. This is because it is assumed

that to know the reason is half the way towardsisglthe problem.
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Figure 13: Question Item 23

Figure 13 shows that responses to this questior \waghly distributed across the
options provided. As expected by the researchere b the respondents traced the students’
disregard for their feedback to delaying it untilal drafts (option c) unless combined with
other reasons ( b & c with 25%; a & ¢ with 5%). 18¥%them opted for option (a). An equal
rate opted for option (d) tracing this problem ertho students’ lack of motivation, lack of
awareness about feedback utility, or their intenegjrades. The highest rate goes to option
(b) with 35%.

Such a wide variance in the responses reflectsal@lavariance in teachers’ opinions,
and thus, suggests little agreement among themecoing the problem under discussion.
Hence, it also imposes the idea that the way symlaem (students’ disregard for feedback)
is tackled receives little accord among the teacheher.

Question item twenty four

The last question was an open-ended one invitirgg tdachers to suggest any
technique, strategy, or idea that would make stisdgake teachers’ written comments into
account.

The respondents’ answers (suggestions) were amnbéym categorized as follows.
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-The incorporation of peer feedback along with less’ written comments to provide the
writer with a wider audience.

-The use of conferencing or class discussion edlkem adjunct or as an alternative to written
comments.

-The implementation of a rewriting activity as #ida-up to class discussion.

-The use of grades along with written comments.

- The use of a list of symbols designed and agoeeoly both the teacher and students.

-The integration of praising expressions withirnctesrs’ commentary.

-Drawing students’ attention to the progress acdmmgd after following such comments as
one of the teachers assert8d/hen a student observes a substantial improverttertks to
the practice of feedback, he’ll adhere to it.”

One of the respondents suggestédgk one of them to write their writing sample on
the board and give the necessary feedback; theentiaks will then, try to rewrite it taking
into consideration the written feedback.”

These responses illustrated the way teachers céa thair students incorporate and
process the feedback they receive. Because thieaiesalceld a strong belief in the importance
of the way they responded to writing, they all mijped to answer this question whereby they
proposed solutions to the problem under discussion.

The results generated via this thorough analysth@fjuestionnaire demonstrate that
the teachers of writing at UMC attach great impm&a to feedback, and that they are
definitely aware of its potential for excelling themposition skills of students. They all use it
continuously to assess students’ writing in moréess the same fashion. For example, their
written commentaries take often the form of hintsymbols rather than explicit corrections,
and are often postponed to final drafts. Yet, alfjfothere was a firm accord among teachers

with regard to feedback significance, the studeertsmed not to be that much aware. So, not
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only did the data generated by the questionnaiedysis answer the research questions
mentioned in the general introduction, but they alielded a more solid scaffolding ground
to our hypothesis. Hence, it becomes a need tcsigate the use of intermediate feedback
which occurs prior to final drafts and whethesiincorporated by students or not.
2.2.2. Analysis of The Witing Test

The purpose of this test is to see whether theemritomments that appeared before
final drafts were taken into account by the stuslemtnot. Here, the written feedback is said
to be taken into consideration and processed r#theroverlooked by the participants if they
produce actual changes and progress in their finalts compared to first ones. Hence,
students’ consideration of such feedback is detezthin this study, by the number of times
the comments occur in final drafts (after receivihngm) as opposed to first drafts (the ones

commented on).

The written comments that the respondents recamdtieir first drafts addressed both
surface and meaning-level aspects of writing. Unither first category are included the
teachers’ comments on students’ errors in gramawaabulary, and mechanics. Feedback in
the other category stressed meaning-level issugs &s1 good/poor content, organization of
ideas, cohesion, coherence.etc. It is worth mentioning, however, that themcoents
analyzed in this research are limited to commentaidting shortcomings. Both surface-level

and content-level comments are further detailetiernfollowing figure.
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Written comments categories | Sub categories Descriph of the category

Surface-level comments Grammar mistakes  -Verb tenggect-verb agreement; use|of
articles; plural formation; adjective/ adverb
formation.
-Sentence structure: word order, runion

sentences, fragments, very long sentences.

Vocabulary -Word choice, missing words, unnecegssar

words, spelling.

Mechanics -Punctuation and capitalization.

Meaning-level comments Content -Poor argumentalamk, of supporting
details and examples, contradictory ideas,

overall treatment of text...etc.

Figure 14: Categorization ofTeacher’'s Written Comments

Concerning the way the teacher commented on stsideetformance, her feedback
provision practice went in line with the findingevealed by the analysis of the previous
guestionnaire (Q 19). She did not rely on one faekldorm but rather, her comments took
one of the different forms exemplified as follows:

a- Correction: When the teacher indicates where the error ispaodides the correct
form for the student.
e.g. |—» Subject
me—>» Object “...me, for example, love English...”

b- Hint/ Indication
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When the teacher indicates where the error is andes a hint to its type but
lets the task of correcting it to the student.
E.g. “...; education haveo benefit.”
S/V Con
c- Correction symbol
When the teacher merely indicates where déner is using symbols, putting
abbreviations...etc. and lets the student discosdyjte and correct it.
E.g. “...experts can decide weatl@ecountry is a developed one or not.”
d- Suggestion/ directive
When the teacher suggests or orders the studemate a change especially, concerning
ideas. e.g.Your essay lacks arguments
2.2.2.1. Incorporation of Written Comments: First Drafts through Final Drafts

As was previously mentioned, feedback incorporatiothis study is determined by
the proportion of comments on final drafts compatedirst ones. However, the comparison
of the participants’ first and subsequent compaosgirevealed some interesting observations
that are worth mentioning.

As far as the first drafts are concerned, all ef plarticipants proved to go through the
same thorny path towards the production of thest fssays. They all had major problems in
vocabulary (especially, word choice and spelling)echanics (a lot of mistakes in
punctuation) and grammar (with subject-verb agregmerb tense, and article use). Content,
however was not a major impediment for writing witluch lesser errors identified, i.e. with
less comments made. Consequently, the written contsnike participants received on their
first attempts of writing were primarily surfaces ones.

However, when writing the second drafts that igerathe teacher identified and

commented on what went wrong in the first draftéads noticeably changed to the better. In
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the second drafts, fewer errors were identifiedicee less written comments were provided
compared to first drafts.

On the whole, there was a significant improvemet a noticeable incorporation of
the teachers’ comments as a result of the oppdytohire-attempting writing the participants
got. Almost all of them showed progress in finaafth as they showed better control of
punctuation and capitalization though there renthiseme instances of feedback disregard
which the researcher traces to students’ lack of.da was also observed that the students
responded to the feedback they got on grammar keistsince they used more English-like
structures and committed fewer errors on agreemenr, tense, and article use. Moreover, in
writing the final drafts, the students tended ta@omporate their teachers’ suggestions
concerning word choice and spelling.

The observation made as far as comments on canterbncerned was that they were
not integrated as noticeably as was the case Wghsurface-level comments. It is the
researcher’s belief that this can be accountetdyahe fact that the comments which stressed
the form of the written products took often thenfioof explicit correction (type a) or a hint
(type b) to help students make the necessary cbargecontrast, the comments which
addressed the macro-level aspect of writing tod&nofhe form of a suggestion or a directive
for change leaving the task of correction to thelehts themselves.

The aforementioned observations are illustratedgusixtracts from the participants’

first and subsequent drafts in the following figure
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Comments categories

First drafts

Second drafts

a-Grammar

-Learning is an important asp

that can beleeledwith.”

-...educationhaveno benefit.

-It is considered aghe most
great powerful country.

-When any persostudy at the
university surely after he geta

job.

ect Learning is an importar]
aspect that can be dealt with...
-...education has no benefits.

- USA is considered as th
greatest country...

-Any person who studies at tf
university will surely get a jol

after graduation.”

b- Vocabulary

-“ladvicethem to...”
-S0 we must give careness
firstableto them...”
- “Scientific development is
unexpectablyto happen unleg

with college education...”

- “l advise them to...

-So, we must first of all pa
attention to these factors.

5 -Scientific  development |
sunlikely to happen withou

college education.

¢- Mechanics

-...help them®bigh school is
enough for the majorityBut
the new da

according to

college education is necessary

-...help them? High schog
seems enough for most peoj

abut according to the new dat

college education is necessary.

e

ne

192}

—

=

e

a,

d- Content

-Poor argumentation

-Poor paragraph linking

- Better content.

- More connected prose.

Figure 15: Students’ Response to Feedback
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Statistically speaking, in the total of first deffl5 essays), there was a total of 306
comments. On average, there were 20.4 commentseggay. The lowest number of
comments scored was 6; the highest was 38. Thegrop of the comments in the students’

first attempt compositions is shown in figure 16.

comments on

vocabulary
150

comments on
mechanics

comments on comments on
content grammar

Figure 16: Proportion of Written Feedback in First Drafts.

However, after the teacher pointed out the probjewnféered suggestions for
improving the pieces of writing, and gave the stiide chance to process the feedback they
had received, the previous statistics changedfgignily. The total number of comments in
the final drafts decreased to 108. On averagee there 7.2 comments per essay. The lowest
number was 2; the highest was 12. That is to ssyyas hypothesised by the researcher, a
considerable proportion of the written comments tied been received on first drafts were
taken into account by the students. Only about 8b#e written comments were overlooked
and 65% were responded to and processed by theipants resulting in overall essay
improvement in the subsequent drafts. Figure 1thenfollowing page clearly charts the

situation.
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comments on
vaocabulary

comments on

mechanics
=@==students' first drafts

== students' subsequent drafts

comments on
content grammar

Figure 17: Proportion of Written Feedback across Drafts.

Conclusion

This chapter has presented the results yieldedhdoywo research instruments used in
the current study. Throughout it, light has beeadsbn the teachers’ general practices, their
writing instruction patterns, and their implemergat of feedback in the writing classes.
There has also been an examination of the stude#gonse to a feedback that occurs before
the final draft. The results proved a strong cotinacbetween the variables of this research
hypothesis, namely, the feedback provided pridirtal drafts and the students’ response to
it. This type of feedback was a twofold effect: firet one was improving students’ revision
skills and repair mechanisms and the second waanemiy the learners’ overall writing
guality while doing a different draft of the sanm@aposition. Therefore, feedback that occurs
between drafts should be incorporated into theingritlasses at the Department of English at
UMC given its plausible effect in making the stutderespond to it and improve their writing

performance thereby.
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Recommendations

The purpose of this section is to help teachersvrating at UMC to develop and
modify their feedback provision techniques so thia¢y help students reach the set
pedagogical objectives. Discussed in this reseiarone of many teaching dilemmas teachers
can encounter, namely, how to avoid students’ dame of written comments. As a solution
to such a problem, the findings of the presentamese call for the implementation of a
‘between-draft’ feedback; one which appears priorfinal drafts offering learners an
opportunity to execute the commentary.

However, as yielded by the analysis of the questor, the teachers are frustrated by
the amount of time such a feedback may take. Taedgnthis situation, the teachers may
adopt any of the strategies suggested by the teactmemselves mentioned in the
guestionnaire analysis. They are also advised twsider all or some of the following
suggestions adopted from Ferris (2003) and whichess the nature of the comments.
-Teachers need not tackle every problem noticestudents’ writings. They need, rather, to
establish priorities and address only major andéammon troublesome issues in students’
performances.

-Teachers need to provide feedback which is as elepossible for learners, logically, take a
lot of time to process the feedback they feel dififi to understand. Hence, because the use of
coded feedback is deemed not too much time-congyroamposition teachers need to agree
with students upon the list of codes to be userksponding to writing. This is asserted by
Ferris (2003 118) as follows, “you [teachers] mesplain your feedback philosophies and

strategies to your students and be consistent.”
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-Teachers need to have a general idea about wéiasthdents expect from their feedback.
-They need construct encouraging comments whigierithe learner to utilize the feedback
given.

Another way through which feedback provision maydss time demanding has to do
with the practice of written feedback rather thas mature. Regarding the increasingly
growing number of students who have computer skilid the fact that there exist some
computer rooms at the Department of English at UMIEctronic comments may be very
useful for and easily incorporated by the studeAgsmer (2004: 114) suggests that:

Text editing packages, such as the ‘Track Changel that
comes with Microsoft Word Application, allow teack@r other
respondents to make amendments and correctionsalaado
leave notes and questions on a word-processed aotwmamich
the student can react to at the same time as tHaytheat
document on the screen.

If the teacher could not, however, find place feedback prior to final drafts using
any of the afore-suggested techniques, a home ftiedgraactivity would be a possible

alternative. Once again, regarding the fact thapfeeare getting more and more acquainted

with the use of computers and the internet at themnes, an ‘e-feedback’ seems worth trying.

Suggestions for Further Research

Actually, at the very beginning of this study, them was to monitor students’
incorporation of the teachers’ written commentsaa®gsult of providing them appropriately
both in the short term and in the long term. Whaswneant to be done was to find out the
extent to which the students’ disregard of writtemmentary decreased in subsequent drafts
(short term) as well as in other future writingsn(@ term). However, due to some reason,

reaching such an aim was not feasible so that thielyshort term effect could be investigated.
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Therefore, it is hoped that a further research alloel incorporation of the ‘between-draft’
written comments suggested here in the long teay oser a semester, will be conducted. It
would be a good idea to conduct such a researdbotinan experimental and a controlling
group to end up with sophisticating results.

Other possible areas of research may be a compavisthe effects of coded vs no
coded comments on students’ response to teacheeslbéck; the incorporation of
conferencing as an adjunct to written comments; #mel use of computer mediated

commentary.
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General Conclusion

In language acquisition theories, the teachingriegr dichotomy has always been
related to the notion of feedback. Feedback isnigans through which information and
output from the teacher is mediated to the leamme@rder to enrich his stock of knowledge,
his input and thereby his performance. In the ngittontext, the overlap between the three is
clearly charted by the fact that EFL/ESL studemd themselves in dire need for developing
both linguistic and non linguistic repertoires tod/dhe production of well written end-
products. Hence, to meet their students’ needshéga of writing need to provide effective
feedback and hybridize it to enrich learners’ liisgje as well as non linguistic repertoires and
enable them to produce good prose thereby.

However, awareness of the importance of feedbaokigion does not necessarily
mean that teachers provide it appropriately. Appade feedback is one which offers the
learners information, suggestions, and cues toongtheir performances but before all, it is
one which the learners can respond to, processusedTo be appropriately executed, the
teacher’s feedback on writing need not be postpaoodichal drafts otherwise, its significance
would be underestimated and the purposes for whiwdis been designed would be lost.

If writing can be compared to a play in which bt teacher and students stand for
performers in such a fine theatre as the classrdabm teacher’'s feedback should not be
delayed to the last scene for it stands for a iiangl event upon which is based the whole

plot of the play.
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Appendix

The Teacher’s Questionnaire

Students’ Response to Teachers’ Written Feedback

| will be very grateful if you take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire whose

aim is to gather information about teachers’ practices in the writing class, their conceptions

of feedback, and the way they incorporate written feedback in their writing instruction.

Thank you very much for taking the time to share your ideas and experiences. Your input is

very important and greatly appreciated.

Guidelines: For each item, please tick the right oor write in the space provided.

4.

5.

AQE:
Gender: Malen  Femaleo
Degree(s) held: BA (Licence) MA (Master/ Magisteryy PhD (Doctorate)

Work Experience: (Number of years): ........cccceevviviiiiiinnnnn.

6. What type of approach do you follow in teaching writing skill?

a- Product Approach c- Genre Approach

b- Process Approach d- Eclectic Approach

7 What are the most common writing problems you ratim your students’ writings?

a- grammar mistakes b- interference oé timother tongue

C- poor content/ideasa d- poor vocabulary
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e- poor organization of ideas f- mechanics

8. To which of the following aspects do you attaceagrimportance to in your writing

instruction?(rank them in order of importance)

a- Grammar b- vocabulary
c-content d- meclan

9.In writing about a particular topic, do you requyeaur students to write multiple drafts?

Yes O Noo

L AT /AT Y20 11

10If your answer to the previous question is ‘Yes), which of the drafts do you usually

provide feedback?

a- First o b- intermediate
c- Final o d- All of themo

11. How is feedback provision important in teachifigvating?

a- Very important

b- Important

c- Moderately important
d- Of little importance
e- Not important

12.Do you believe your feedback affects revision emgroves your students’ writing?

Yes O Noo
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13. How often do you ask your students to redraftrtbarly drafts using your feedback?

a- Alwayss

b- Very oftem
c- Sometimes
d- Rarely

e- Nevero

14What form does your feedback take?

a- Written commentso b- Conference /oral comments
c- Grade o d- Others.......ceeeee..

15What is your feedback usually about?

a- Feedback on grammar and mechanics

b- Feedback on content

16 When you give feedback, you usually focus on

a- the students’ background knowledge (only whatythave been taught in the
classroom)

b- all aspects of the writing skilt?

17.If your answer to the previous question is (byegome examples.
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18Which of the previously mentioned types of feedb&H5) do you think benefit your

students most? Why?

19. How do you usually comment on errors you spgtoar students’ writings?

a- Indicate where the error is and cdritfor the students
b- Indicate where the error is, what titpe and let the student himself correatit

c- Indicate where the error is using Bgta and let the student discover its type and
correct it o

d- Others: please, SPECITY .. ... e e e e

20Is your definition of feedback expanded to inclydesitive feedback (praise) or is it

restricted to include only comments on writing defincies?

21.How often do your students respond to your feekibac

a- Always:
b- Very often
c- Sometimes
d- Rarely

e- Neven
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22. Which of the following statements you think youudents would agree on?(you may

choose up to 4 answers)

a - Teachers’ written feedback should focus on gnamand mechanics.

b- Teacher’s written feedback should focus on aunte

c-Teacher’s written feedback should focus on grammachanics, and content.
d-Teacher’s written feedback should be direct (teztn o

e- Teacher’s written feedback should be indireatlés/symbols)a

f-Teacher’s written feedback should include praisavell as critico

g-Teacher’s written feedback should include critradicating errors) onlyz
h-Teacher’s written feedback should include grades.

i- Teacher’s written feedback should not includadgs o

23 Which of the following may constitute a possiblasen for students’ disregard for your

feedback?

a-the use of red ink O

b-the ambiguity of the feedback (theyndd understand what it is about)

c-They are not given a chance to use it (if tleeler does not enter the scene until the

final draft without asking them for a retrial) i

d-others:please,specify
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24. If your students overlooked your feedback, whatig/ou do to make them take

it into consideration?

80



