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The ourpose of the study was to investigate the current written feedback practice of the 

teachers of writing in the department of English Gondar University and the opinions of 

students on the feedback they received as well as their recommendations for improving it. 

The subjects took part in the research were 10 teachers who are currently teaching writing 

and lvive taught this skill before and 92 second year undergraduate students of English. 

TJ1e' · teachers and students were invited to answer the questionnaires and to participate 

in the i1~terview. Students also provided their assignments commented by teachers. The 

data was analyzed using a hybrid research that is qualitative and quantitative method; 

more specifically frequency and percentage were used to analyze the data. The result 

incli les that there were many problems concerning teachers responding methods, their 

feed ack focus, types of written feedback and forms of written feedback as well as what 

teachers did to help students. Mean while students stated that they wanted more 

productive written feedback. This assures that there was a mismatch between what 

tear ··s practice and what students needed. Based on this the researcher recommends 

fun: directions for teachers to implement process feedback effectively and help students 

to u + rhe feedback. This creates a condition in which students become better writers . 

ABSTRACT 
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Chapter one 

Background and statement of the problem 

The recent orientation towards a more learner-centered approach to second language learning 

and teaching leads to a more demanding role for teachers and learners. One of the most 

important changes resulting from this shift is that the teacher is no longer "the dispenser of 

knowledge" or "the distributor of sanction and judgments" (Sheils, 1986). At the same time, this 

shift calls for greater learner participation and responsibility in the learning process. From this 

perspective, the teacher appears to be less 'prescriptive' in dominating classroom practices and is 

less authoritarian, as learning is now seen to be an individual activity as well as a socially-shared 

experience, A new emphasis on the collaborative effort between teachers and learners also , 
assumes a greater contribution from the learner in the learning process (Nunan, 1988). The 

learner is no longer a passive recipient but an active participant in the classroom process. In 

order to fulfi ll this active role, learners also need to develop an awareness of themselves as 

learners. 

At the same time, there has been a major shift in the theory and research of composing since 

1963 (North, 1987). The change is a shift of focus from the product to the process of writing. 

The product-oriented approach considers the writing process as a linear one which can be 

determined by the writer before starting to write (Hairston, 1982). In this orientation, writing is 

conceptualized as a sequential completion of separate tasks (Reid, 1982). The focus of the 

product approach in writing is on a composition made up of a series of parts - words, sentences, 

paragraphs - but not on the whole discourse with meaning and ideas (Sommers, 1982). Thus, the 

teaching of writing in the product approach is a matter of prescribing a set of predetermined tasks 

or exercises to the students. The students are in effect engaged in a task of putting words into 

grammatical sentences. To a large extent, this is not composing but a 'grammar exercise' in a 
\ 

controlled context. This approach reflects the school tradition which emphasizes the "conscious 

memorization of grammar rules and the student's explicit knowledge of these rules" (Jones, 

1985).Thus, language proficiency becomes the primary element that determines the skill of 

'temposing, while the importance of discovering ideas and creating meaning is overlooked. 

With such a restricted -~"[w of composing, teachers of writing are often distracted from 

responding to student writing, as their time is taken up primarily by identifying and correcting 

~mere mechanical errors. This 'police-force concept of usage' (Mill s, 1953) vividly reflects not 
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• 
and purposeful activity of reflecting' - both in the sense of mirroring and in the sense of 

deliberating on (Pennington, 1991) one's own thoughts. The written product, opposite to the 

product approach, should not be seen as an end in itself. Rather, it is the manifestation of a more 

effective writer in the making. The student is seen both as a learner and as a writer, and the 

purpose of writing is clear.~ritten communication with the writer himself/herself , with his/her 

fellow learners, with his/her teacher, and with his/her intended readers (Stewart, 1988). 

~ The rise of the process approach marks the beginning of a new era for L2 writing pedagogy. It 

Fortunately, the shift of focus from the product to the process of writing has caused many 

teachers tb reconsider their practices in ESL writing pedagogy. From the new perspective, the L2 

writer is seen as an active thinker in the writing process rather than a passive 'tabula rasa' to be 

supplied with or instructed in pre-specified content or grammar rules. Both teachers and learners 

are now collaboratively involved in discovering what written language is and how a piece of 

writing is produced. We no longer believe that writing is a uni-directional process of recording 

"presorted, pre digested" ideas (Tayl;r, 1981 ). Instead, writing does not follow a neat order of 

planning, organizing and writing procedures. It is recursive, a sort of "cyclical process during 

which writers move back and forth on a continuum, discovering, analysing, and synthesizing 

ideas" (Hughey, et al., 1983). Editing for grammatical and mechanical accuracy should come 

only in the final stage .• 

The traditional product-oriented view of writing which regards writing as linear and 

fragmented procedure is thus contrary to the ideal writing process (see for e.g. fl ower and 

Hayes, 1981). Writers are able to make modifications of all sorts on the written text or in their 

original plans as they review their writing. The process approach regards .writing as a creative 

only the traditional belief of error-free writing, but also the legacy of educational approaches 

ch as, in second language teaching, audiolingualism which asserts that teachers have to prevent 

the occurrence of errors at all cost (Richards and Rodgers, 1986). Hence, the teacher's role in 

writing becomes limited to that of spotter of grammatical errors and reinforcer of a set of 

grammar rules. However, feedback that is focused on errors does nothing to help students in 

generating and exploring ideas in writing. This kind of response also pays no attention to reader­ 

based discourse, let alone to the fundamental characteristics of the composing process revealed 

by research on both LI and L2 writers (e.g. Emig, 1971; Flower and Hayes, 1981; Pianko, 1979; 

Zamel, 1983). 
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or restructure their ideas and to add and delete content on subsequent drafts of their work .. For 

example, an experimental study was conducted at Addis Ababa University by Mamo 

Kefele(2001) stated that multiple draft feedback gives opportunity for students to carryout self 

corrections as well. The resL~jlowed that there was a significmt difference between multiple 

drafts and end products. Despite the importance of teacher res: r.ise in facilitating this learning 

process, however, Ii ttle research has examined the nature o ! teachers' feedback to students' 

. 
the assumption that teacher feedback will provide students with guidance and support to develop ... 

renders a new perspective in givmg response to student's written work and a new way of 

providing feedback. Since the emphasis of writing is now on the whole discourse, the stress of 

language is on function rather than on form, on the use of a language rather than on its usage 

(Stewart, 1988), where usage is defined as a body of conventions governing the use of a 

language. Teachers no longer act primarily or only as the authority on writing, but rather as 

consultants and assistants to help students to take over the responsibility as writers. The. 

traditional feedback which concentrates on the surface-level mechanics is inadequate in this new 

orientation. Instead, the teacher must attend to the various processes involved in the act of 

composing, in order to help the students produce coherent, m · «rgful and creative discourse. 

Thus, in the process approach, the teacher's role has shifted 1r•m an evaluator of the written 

product to a,facilitator and co-participant in the writing process. 

The emergence of a process-oriented approach argues for a completely different feedback 

system. Unlike the product-centered paradigm which regards composing as a product to be 

evaluated, the process-oriented approach considers writing as a complex developmental task. It 

pays more attention to how a discourse is created through the negotiation and discovery of 
-:>: 

meaning than to the production of error-free sentences. Language is a means to explore the 

writer's ideas. Therefore, the focus in the process approach is on how to give "reader-based" 

feedback (Elbow, 1981 ), and the editing of grammatical accuracy is postponed to the final stage. 

By offering feedback on both content and form, the process app.. !~. h is more embracing, in that 

it helps students from the beginning stage of generating idea., 1 u the final stage of refining the 

whole written discourse. Moreover, the work of providing feedback to students will also become 

more demanding. 

Teachers have been encouraged to adopt a process-oriented approach to teaching writing that 

stresses a cycle of teacher feedback and student revision. This instructional approach is based on 



The present study operates within the following scope: 

(V Feedback is such a broad topic that cannot be wholly discussed within the framework of this 

What is the purpose of the teachers' feedback? 

Do teachers respond to the students' writing as a process or a product? 

Which aspect of the students' writing do teachers focus their feedback on? 

'hat types of feedback do teachers often give to the student writing? 

a! forms do teachers' use in giving written feedback? 

What are the opinions of the students on the feedback they received? 

.. ~/ 

In order to achieve the above-mentioned objectives, the following research questions were 

(ii) to investigate the students' reactions towards the feedback they received. 

focus, feedback types and forms, as well as their own problems in responding to the student 

(i) to investigate the teachers' feedback-giving practice : their responding method, their feedback 
. ' - 

Purposes of the study 

This research is designed to examine teacher's written feedback on the second-year students' 

writings at the Department of English in Gondar University. It is expected to achieve the 

in Ethiopia. Especially in the Department of l : .glish, Gondar University, no 

attempts have been taken in so far in investigating the preset 1' issue. It would appear that the 

teachers' current responding practice is lacking in specific theoretical foundations. In addition, 

the writer of this paper observed writing teachers' classes when he was taking writing courses in 

the university and found out that many teachers of writing do not usually apply appropriate 

approaches to teach the writing tasks that are supposed to develop writing skills. 

The above reasons have prompted the mind of the researcher to explore this important, but by 

no means neglected issue, in an attempt to address the gap in the literature and to offer the 

teachers in the department ways on how they should respond to the students' writing. It is also 
./I 

hoped that this study will lay a foundation on which subsequent research into this matter is based 

4 
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Bahir Dar U . nwersit\, 
Postgraduate Li~~ 

Although this research only looks at teacher written feedback, the answers to the proposed 

research questions hope to provide insights into both what teachers have actually done as they 

respond and how the students react to these responses._ !his_ may probably lead to sug~estions for , 
improving teacher feedback and helping the students utili ze it more successfully in their revision. 

It is also hoped that this study and subsequent .r.esearch· result in greater awareness of and 

reflection on feedback and revision. 

paper; therefore, the paper only focuses teacher written feedback. 

1i) The subjects chosen, for this research are teachers who are currently teaching and have 

taught to the second year and second year undergraduate English major students who are being 

taught the writing course Intermediate English. This will mah· the study more feasible and its 

results more applicable to the real classroom. 
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The controlled composition approach sees writing as a secondary activity; as means of 

Controlled-composition ,w:/ 

gtit a clear idea of the present situation, it is relevant to discuss each one of them. 

rhetoric, and process approach are the most influential ones to the teaching of writing. In order to 

appeared and faded. Among these approaches, controlled composition, current traditional 

fades, but never really disappears. In the case of teaching writing also a number of approaches 

the context of L1 and L2/ FL teaching. A particular approach achieves dominance and then 

As a matter of fact, writing instruction has undergone several changes throughout the years, in 

Theoretical approaches to teaching writing 

teaching writing. 

creating an initial draft". It is notable that this definition comprises almost all relevant aspects of 

particularly if we take into account the sometimes extended periods of thinking that precede 

appropriate one. Harris ( 1993: 10) defined writing as "a process that occurs over a period of time, 

Among all the definitions on writing, the definition formulated by Harris seems to be the most 

on writing as well as different approaches to teaching writing came into the arena of education. , 

is generally considered the most complex among all the language skills. Thus, many definitions 

It is quite natural that many of these researchers directed their attention towards writing, as it 

come forward with different definitions and theoretical approaches to each one of these skills. 

major skills to be concentrated in the process of language learning, many educationists have 

Since Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing have been accepted all over the world as the 

Literature Review 

Chapter Two 


























































































































