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Nature and Importance of Teacher’s Feedback

in the Writing Process

Prof. Dr. OUSKOURT MOHAMMED
DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGES AND
TRANSIATION EMIR ABDELKADER
UNIVERSITY-CONSTANTINE

e —1 N
£t Unylaely darl ) Audial] Blawdh alasieat deal JUdadi 1ie Jaln
LS s sl g Lagas S0 eadt o BB oo 3 Tarl
JE il 0585 O o b 3 5 ¢ (gl axy o Rplasiih dalll
ol 0 A ST slpw Bapdas ¥t Al Blw (B S adt B

Y

ABSTRACT

The present article deals with teachers feedback as being an
important procedure in writing development in general and in
the writing process (as an approach) in particular. It should be
the concern of teachers of writing in both English as a Foreign
/Second Language contexts

Introduction

Recent research in Fnglish a Foreign/Sccond Language (E.F.L/E.SL)
context showed that feedback plays an important role in  writing
development in general and in the writing process in particular and leads to
greater development in writing. Tt has been a lasting concern of teachers of
writing and researchers in both English as a Foreign Language and English

as = Sccond Language contexts, Teacher feedback, Jeuds to greater
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improvements in writing. It is our beliet that an cffective teaching and
practice of the writing skill should be partly based on an accurate
understanding of what feedback entails. Some of the points raised in the
present article will undoubtedly clarify the importance of teachers feedback
and will assist stadents in a more effective way to improve their writing.
Definition of Feedhack

Fcedback is the input from a reader/teacher to a writer/student with
the effect of providing the latler with information for revision; in other
words, it is the comments, questions and suggestions a reader gives a wrifer
to produce reader “based prose” (Flower 1979} as opposed to “writer-based”
prose. Tt is via fcedback that students learn fo appreciate the various aspects
of the process of composing. The feedback which the learner gets on his or
her piece of writing plays « very important role, both in motivating further
lewrming and in ensuring rhat the teacher’s texts gradually come warer and
never to written feneny, (Hamp Lyons 1987 :143).

It is vital to the process of learning, Research shows it enables
students to assess their perfarmances, modify their behaviour and transfer
their understandings (Applebee and Langer Brinks 1993).

Keh (1990) distinguishes three types of feedback:

Peer evaluation, conlercnees, and written comments.

- Peer cvaluation: is a possibility to stress the role of the student in the
wriling nrocess. To emphasize the role of the students is an important issue
and has to be careflly planned and incorporated in the writing activity.
Students need to know all abont evaluation ; that is to say, what Lo evaluate
and how to do it. McDonough and Shaw (1993:191) pointed out that peer
eviluation “will only be effective with guidance and focus™, It can help our
students to see what they produce critically and more consciously.

- Conferences: Bowen (1993) sees that conferencing is an efficient way of
dealing with writing in that the latter is freed from its isolation and

integrated with another skill, speaking. It is a good opportunity for the
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students to meetl with their teacher and ask questions abount the different
aspects of writing, One of the interesting characteristics of writing
workshop and the way it creates a working atmosphere is that the teacher is
given the opportunity 1o confer with students on a regular basis. (Weaver
2006:92). Here, the students need to focus on two important points. First, to
make of conferencing a successful technique to improve writing and have
some knowledge and ideas about what a successful :ext consists of and how
it should be presented. Sccond. teachers and/or students need to give an
encouraging and positive feedback and offer suggestions for improvement,

Written comments are helpful in that they help students correct their
writing and find solutions to their problems. In this regard, giving clues
whether in the form of questions, suggestions, codes symbols or error sheels
was considered more cffective than correction of mistakes, (Brock and
Walters 1993:97) .We believe that writfen comments give a certain security
to writing students if they are ¢lear and not misleading.

Oral Conferences are considered of a particular value, both in terms of
being more effective for facilitaling improvement than writien comments and
as a means of encouraging successful practices and texts. In order to allow
students (o develop ways of wriling which are not only effective, but in which
they feel comfortable, such approaches need both suppert and time.

We belicve that feedback has a very important effect on students in
that it helps them become aware of their crrors and the very many problems
of writing, Leki (1992) points out that students need to learn how (o revise
more effectively whether the learners are internatianal  students, or
immigrants or minority students in tertiary institutions, Leki (1992 : 163},

Dheram {1993 :160) alsa secs that “feedback seems (o be as central to
the process of tcaching and learning writing as revisien is to the process of
writing”. Dheram (1995.160). Similarly, Raimes (1985) found that L2
students appreciate teacher-cditing and feedback. Radecki and Swales

(1988) also scc thut L2 learncrs appear to cxpeet and accept greater
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intervention, and to make preater improvements when they get suh
feedback.

Some methodologists consider self-correction as an alternative to
teacher’s correction. Taylor (1981) suggested that it is important for
students (o be their own critics. Students are asked to rewrite their own
assignments, in this way the importance is given to the first draft. Rewriting
is important in that it cnables sludents to solve the problems they face;
rewriting their own compositions gives students confidence in their ability
to solve problems in their own writing.

It has been suggested by Zamel (1984) that when adopling (eedback
students must be given time to do multi-drafts assignments so that each
draft brings them closer to approximating whal they want to say [achieve].
Butturf and Sommers (1980) mentioned in Zamel (1983), see that rather
than responding 1o lexts as lixed and final products, we teachers should be
leading students through the different cycles of revision, Krashen (1984)
mentioned in Robb et al {1986) also advocates delaying feedback on errors
until the final stage of editing. Researchers like Robb ct af wrgue thal sulicnt
feedback has a more significant effcct on students’ overall ability than direct
feedback. "The maore direct methods of feedback do not seem to produce
results commensurate with the amount of effort required of the instructor do
draw the student’s attention to surface errors”. (Robb et al 1986 : 201).

The impertance of comection and feedhack und revision in the writing
process made most students expect and value it after they produce any piece of
writing. Rescarch has proved that there seems & be a strong connection between
active correction of errors and the improvement of students in the wriling skill.
Ferris {1995) put a focus on the importance that students give to writine
accurately and their perceived need to obtain corrections [rom the teacher.

Truscott (1990} mentioned the important factor —opposing arammar
correction- that of the necessity of dealing with every linguistic category
(lexicon, syntax und morphology) as equivalent, since they represent

[
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separate learning domains thut are acquired differently through varving
processes. Nevertheless , researchers like Ferris and Roberts (2001) and
Robb Ross and Shorbreed 1986 agree that corrections are uscful for students
as long as they are systematic and consistent, When Chastain (1990:14)
carried out a study about the effects of graded and ungraded composition
found that although there was no significant difference between the number
and types of errors. He put it as follows: in some ways the expectation of a
grade may influence student’'s writing in some positive weys....students in
this study wiote longer papers containing longer sentences and a higher
anumber of complex sentences.

Becanse of the role it plavs in improving writing . correction of
written production has provoked some controversy. Many studies carried
out by scholars such as Ferris and Roberts, (2001}, Zamel 1985 and Lalande
(1982) advocate differing approaches to written correction falling under
main categories :

a- FExplicit or direet: where the weacher indicates the error and provides the
correct form.

b- Non-explicit or indirect: where the teacher only marks the error in some way
by undetlining or using a code and leaves it to the student to correct (it).

Some researchers like Chastain (1990 ), Scott (1996) and Ruiz Funes
(2001) see that the best way of dealing with students' errors is just lo
indicate the type of error without giving the correct answer and it is to the
student to solve the problem by correcting what should be corrected, Here,
we lhink that such a procedure is a good and encouraging classroom
practice.

In a different study Terris (1999) sces thal errors can be classified as
treatuble (patterned and rule-governed), or untreatable for which there is/are
no specific rule(s) that students can refer to, to avoid making mistakes. For
these errors she recommends a combination of dircet correction and a set of

strategies exclusive to this type of error.
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Onr students need to know that it s very important o understand thag
there i< no pleal wodel for writing and thar they cannot be compared to
native speakers or more proficient students. Teachers also need to know that
our students are dealing with a Foreign Language and thercfore are not able
to praduce a perfect piece of writing as natives do. In this respect, Yates and
kenkel (2002:34) point out “To compare the learner’s knowledge to nattve
speaker knowledge commits the comparalive [allay and provides incomplete
insight into what principles the learner had.”

When dealing with students' writing, teachers should bear in mind that
it is extremely important that any correction or feedback procedure should
reflect the kinds of tasks the students yo through in the classroom. Their
ultimaie goal is to judge the performance of the students by checking tor
correct usage and grammar und being mainly concerned with organization
of ideas and the quality of content as well when correcting students' writing,
Teacher Feedback as a Major Social Affective Sirategy

Researches that were carried out in the E.5 L. classroom indicate that
teachers most frequently respond to the mechanical errors the students make
(Applebee 1981. Zamel 1985 reported in Robb er al 1936). In formal
schooling as Bordren (1973) and Graff (1980) mentioned in Freedman et at
{1983) pointed out, formal schoeling denies writing as a form of
communication. The new outlook al writing as a cognilive communicative
act calls for a new outlook at errar correction.

When carrecting |, teachers are required to be more message otlented.
Raimes (1979) says that when we pick up the composition of an E.S.L student,
we do not have automaticully lo look for crmors. She suggesls thal E.SL.
composition teachers must always, and at all lavels, look at a piece of writing as »
message conveying the ideas of the writer.

The sume thought was voiced by Hatton (1985 109) who said that
correction should deal with content before form and that “correction should

give feedback, therefore it should be specific and emphasize areas where
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progress 15 being made™; that Is to say, correction 15 supposed (o be on the
posilive than the negative side.
Nature and Role of Teacher Feedback

When we spcak aboul feedhack, it is essential to mention the role the
teacher plays in this operation. Reid and Kroll (1995: 18) highlighted the
complex nature of the teacher’s rale owards students' writing based on the
factors that follow. “Teachers often play several roles, among them coach,
judge. facilitator, expert, respondent and evaluator as they offer more
sesponse and more intervention than an ordinary reader”.

Sommers (1982} found that most teachers’ comments are vague and
do not pr:vide specific reactions o whal students have writlen, Because of
this, she sove sludents revision show medioers improvement and some
revised essays even seem worse than the original ones. Additionally, when
commenting on teachers' responses Lo students' drafts, she stressed the need
“ta develop an appropriate ievel of response for commenting or a [irst drafi
and to differentiste thal rom the level suitable for a second on third draft.”
Sommers {1982:332). Comments therefore should be adapted to the draft in
question. As far as the early drafts are concerned, "the teacher’s goal should
be o engage students with the issues they are considering and help them
clarity their purposes and reasons in writing their specific texts”  PFerris
(1997:315). This relates to Ferris, and Tate (1997) summarized the Key
principles of tecacher response in process-ariented writing classes as follows:

1- Allow time for multiple drafts.

2- Give between-draft feedback.

3- Focus on ideas rather than grammar on early drafts.

However, Fathman and Whalley (19%20:187) found that “grammar and
contenl feedback can be provided separately, or at the same time without
overburdening the student ™

In their study that included 72 students enrolled in intermediate E.S.L

eomposition ¢lasses who were divided into four grouns and received a
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ditferent Kind of teacher feedback oo their (writing) compositions s
foliows. Group 1 received no feedback, grovp 2 received arammar feedback
only, group 3 received content feedback only and group 4 received grammmar
and content teedback; they found that students receiving joint grammar and
cantent feedback could imprave significantly in both gramunar and content
when rewriting. However, the students' writing was limited to 30 minutes
based on a story of eight (08} pictures, and may not reflect stoudents’
experience with academic writing. '

Although Ferris et al (1997:153) describe responding to student
writing as potentially: “the most frustrating, difficull and ime—consuming
part of the jub.”. They stress s crucial role. In their study they found that
teacher feedback varied over time according to the type of text and stage
depending on the draft; they reached the following implications.

1. Teachers should be sensitive 1 the needs, abilities, and personalities of

their students when providing feedhack.

I3

Different types of assignments lead to different responses,

3. Teachers should be able to reduce the amounts and types of feedback
given over a course so that 1o build on feedback an instruction alrcady
given, respond to student improvements and develop increasing
independence in revision and ediling skills.

As [ar as the distinction between teacher and peer feedbuck is
concerned, Ferris et al see that: Feedbeck from peers has different purpases
and effects than feedback from wun experl or authoriny; teacher-sindent
conferences, because they involve primavily spoken interaciion, operate
nnder different dynamics and constraints than does written teacher
Jeedbuck. (Fernis et al 1997:159),

This means that the two types of feedback cannol be directly
comparable, or true alternatives mainly because oral versus wrilien
communication, and the teacher’s level is undoubtedly better than that of the

student. Ferris et al (op.cit:160) come o (he conclusion that for mosl
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circumstances teacher feedback would be more desireble and is of o greater
importance. They argue that @ though mosi LI and L2 experts remain
enthusiustic about peer feedback and one to vne writing conferences as
instructiomal options, they are nort always wmore desirable than written
teacher commentary, given individual student variation listening/speaking
ability in learning stvle preferences, and in cultural expectations of the
teacher- student relationship.

It is not easy for teachers to provide (the) students with a useful
feedhack that enables them o improve their writing, The question that many
b asked by these teachers is whether to focus on form (grammar and the
mechanics of writing), or on content {ideas organization, meaning, clarity
and the amount of details). “The major question contronting any theory of
responding to student writing is where we should focus our attention™,
Griffin (1982:296).

Although not much attention is paid to correctness in the Process
Approach in thal the impartance of content passes first through the different
drafts, “many tcachcrs maintain a strong interest in correctness in spite of
this recent focus on process”. Applebee (1931:21).

Our teachers seem to be concerned mainly with specific problems
and surface features of wriling and (heir reaction is limited to the errors and
mistakes accurring at the sentential level without bothering much about
discourse. Zamel sees that teachers: aftend primarily to surface level
features of writing and seem to read and reuct o a text as a series of
separate sentences or even clauses rather than as a whole unit of discourse.
They are in fuct so distracted by language related local problems thet they often
correct these without realizing thar a muel) larger meaning-relared probiem has
torally escaped theiv notice. (Zamel cited in Jordan 1997 1 171).

Furncaux (1998) sces that feedback focuses initially on contend and
arganization. When  these are salisfactory, comment on language is given

an penultimate drafts for final amendiment. All in all, we can add that our
12



teachers should belp students become proficient writers by providing them
with the appropriate teedback tiat leads them to review theunr woik
productively. Such an aim can be attwined only if appropriate contexts for
such feedback are created.

Teacher Feedhack in a Process Approach

The product oricnted view ol writing regards writing as a linear
[ragmented procedure “where much feedback to smdents on their writing
appeared in the form of a final grade on a paper accompanied by much red
into throughout the essay”. (Grabe and Kaplan 1996 :378), and that the rise
ol the Process Approach marked the beginning o 4 new era in £.2 writing
pedagogy.

The mnew perspective of giving response to sludent writing s
characterized by providing feedback, and emphasis ol wriling is now on the
whole discourse; the stress is often on [unclion rather than form, on the use of
language rather than on its vsage. The role of teachers is na more 1hat of an
authority but as helpers (assistants} to help students be responsiblc for what they
praduce, They are the facilitators who offer guidance and support, We want to
say that the feedback system in the Process-oricnted Approach is quite different
in that il regards composing as a complex developmental task.

It concentrates more on how discourse is created through the discovery and
negotiation of meaning than to the production of error free sentences,
Language is viewed as a meuns to explore the students' ideas, The focns in
the Process Approach is how to give “reader bascd” feedback (Elbow 1981),
the point about grammatical accuracy is left or postponed to the final stage,
By offering feedback on hoth content and form, the writing activity
becomes more comprehended in that it helps students form the first stage,
i.c that of jolting down ideas to the final stage of refining of the whole
written paragraph or cssuy, Thus, making the work of providing feedback to

students become more demanding.



Teacher Feedhack to First Langoage Students' Writing

Zamel (1987) pointed out thal how teacheis respond to student
writing is another indication of how writing is taught (p.70D). Just likc we
frequently ask ourselves haw hest to teach language; we also ask the

guestion how best to respond to students' writing and try to find an answer

to that. According (o one estimate, teachers spend  at least twenty to forty
minutes responding to an individual paper. (Zame! 1980:80). This Kind of
information leads us to accept/agree that responding to written productions
is time consaming and, cven more worrying that, olten of little uwse to
students (Sommers 1982, Hillocks 1986).

Traditionally, responding to student writers” work equals marking. Hedge
(1988: 37) sces that i1 is: ¢ considerable part of the work-loud of the average
English language reacher. Ir usually takes pluce wnder pressure of time and
leaves reachers with a dissetisfied feeling that they can only make a minimal
contribution to the improvement of i individual student’s writing.

Leki (1990} in a review of issues in written response, observes that
L1 research studies have concluded that the commentaries teachers make
when responding to writing are frequently too gencral, too specific and
vsually focusing on surface level featurcs. In an earlier siudy, Zamel
(1983:79) had already confirmed that: “Teachers marks and commcents
usually lake the form of abstract and vague prescriptions and directives that
students find different to interpret”.

She advises teachers to avoid vague comments when responding ta
students writing so (hal the latrer could benefit from the information
presented to them, sine it is crucial and necessary to the perfection of the
writing skill. She adds "teachers therefu - need o develop more uppropriate
responses for cammenting on student writicg." Zamel {op.cit:79)

Applebee (1981) led the first national survey of writing instruction

and among his findings of particular study is that the majonty of the
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teachers Tocused on the mechanics of texts and onlv 173 of the students
reported the habit of addressing ideas and content. This, we believe, clearly
passes on an extremely restricted idea of writing. If we agree with Keh
{1990:294) when she observes that leedback 15 described as "Input from a
reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for
revision... what pushes the write: fzrough the writing processes ¢n to the
eventual end product.”

We therefore must come to the idea that responding solely to the
mechanic aspects of the text will lead the attention of our students 1o those
aspects of composing and consequently encourages them not {o give
imporlance to text organization and content.

Keh (1990) observes that feedback as revision is mostly encouraged
by three different procedures:

Peer feedback, conferences, and teachers comments (See Figure 3.1

below and its implementation)

115) 1 S O | SRR Lo, | N / S

Peer reading Conferences Comments Optional

Cormrections rewrite
F: Feedback & = draft

Figur.l Implementation of Feedback (for one paper)
( Keh 1990. p.295)

Then she suggests what she thinks the best way to put them into
practice, peer feedback being the first source of information the apprentice
writers receive about their writing,

Feedback is advantageous and relevant particularly when writing is
viewed lrom a process-oriented perspective. Tt helps novice writers to gain
self-confidence when they feel they urc able to comment on cach other’s

writlen work, 1 is also an opporiity for them o develop eritical skifls in
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cror s oo {han iheis
[edcner who Stops o be Lne evaluator of the learner’s wiiting. ‘he ather
advantage of using peer feedback is that it is immediate, that is, lekes pluce
in 1he classroom which is not the case of 1eacher feedback that often waits
Eill the nexi lesson.

Althcugh Keh considers peer feedback a useful stage in the writing
process, sabe adds that 1t should not be understood as a betier or a substituic {or
teacher feedback. The author further explains that this first type of feedback is
iollowed by a second draft. Conlorences is the moment when the fcacher and
grodent interach and the former feels it possible to address the student’s real needs,
1he ieucher recder i a live audience, and this is able to ask for clavification,
check the comprehensibility of oral comments made, help the writer sort through
jrnbiems, and assist the student in decision-making. Keh (1990:298)

Finally, the teacher makes written comments, and here the teuchers
should adopt « slightly different attitude by avoiding writing comments that
dn noi help the stident writer or confuse him. Keh observes that: “the first
step is for the teacher to respond as 4 concerned reader to a writer —as a
person, not as a grammavian or a grade giver.” Keh (1990:301)

Keh's perception of the impoitance of paying attention to the nature
of commenis on student’s writing is shared by Kehl who instigalcs the
teacher to communicale “In a distinctly human voice with sincere respect
for the writer as a person and a sincerc interest in his improvemcnt as a
wifter.” Kehl (1970:976)

To put this orientation into practice, our teachers need to help
students to develop a sense of awareness and confidence in themselves and
counieract the negative intluence of the traditional approach where the

lcacher is always viewed as an anthoritative person where comments cannol

joy

¢ discussed, On the contrary, and if we wint to be more cflective, we need
e explore how studenis inlerpret comments, employ them in revision and
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N dncorparaed moour evhing stimegies 10 promoie a beo o eRney
stadent reialionship. (see Daiker V9695, o other words, vur wachers shioubs
take into account the point the student rezched and not where we want
himv/her to arrive.

Students' Perception of Tea . o's Feedback

Language learners’ perceptyi Jf their teacher feedback on their work,
or their vicw about which forms ¢f fzedback they believe help them to
improve their writing skills are not usﬁaiiy given importance by teachers
when providing feedback on students productions. Nor have they been
object of a known and significant amount ol rcsearch at least in Algerian
universitics. Although it is our strong belief that teacher’'s tesponse to
students’ writing plays an important rele in encouraging writing and
developing students” wish o tevise and to rewrite

Cohen’s study (1987} focused on the E.FI und E.S.I. learners
reaction to teacher’s feedback.

It is an investigation that dealt with the extent o which E.F.L
and E.S.L learners process tcacher feedback on their compositions. Cehen
also looked at what tcachers’ responses tended to deal with and what forms
of feedback might cause difficulty to students to interpret. He selected 217
students trom New York State University attending different courses in
English as a foreign language anc English as a second language. He
collected data via a questionnaire that consists of questions that primarily
focus on the nature of tcacher feedback and on the strategies of how
students view it.

Coneerning students' strategies to deal with teacher’s [cedback, the
results showed thal studenis had a limited source of strategies to deal with
teacher feedback, Some of them reported that they just made o mental note
of those comments. Taking down notes and points referring to other papers,

looking over corrections and doing nothing were the most common



strafegies (o process feedback. Just 9% of the learners reported that they
considered teacher’s comments and therefore incorporated them.,

The two aspects of teacher feedback that were given the greatest
impottance by the learncrs were grammar and mechanics in that 89% und
83% of the students respectively paid the most attention to them, thesc two
aspects were followed by vocabulary 79%, organization 74% und finally
contenl 61%. The conclusion we can draw from these findings is that
students paid considerable aftention to aspects of writing in which teacher’s
response was scarce like content and organization 32% and 44%
respectively.

Cohen’s rescarch study can be summarized in two points:

1- Students have limited strategics to deul with teacher’s responses to
their work: that is, feedback has a limited impact on students.

2- Teacher’s feedback tends to concentrate more on structure and
vicubulary rather than meaning and content,

Ferris (1995}, who based her research in L1 and L2 writing on the
works done by krushen 1984, Hillocks 1986 and Freedman 1987, found that
teacher feedback on multiple draft composilions is more effective when
given on preliminary {or immediate) rather than final drafts. She also cited
L2 studies by Chaudron 1994 and Zhang and Halpern (1988) supporting the
effectiveness of teacher [eedback on preliminary drafts for subsequent
revised (exts. Chaudron has compared differences in student revisions based
on lwo evaluation methods: teacher comments and peer evaluations. The
former consists of pointing out, bul not correcting the different occurring
crrors; that is, grammitical and mechanical; in addition to weaknesses in
content, the latter followed guiding a short summary on the merits and
problems of the text graded by the teacher and finally passed on to the
students. The same essay was given to all and it was found thal neither
evaluation methed was superior in promoting improvements to the writer's
text, “no overall difference”™ Chaudson C1988 A7)

18



Ferris study (19957 in o university &.8. L setting with multiple dradts
tound students perceptions of wacher feedback highly encouraging in Lhal
students consider their teacher a real source of help. Ferris (1995: 50) noted
that: Students do attend to, grapple with , and appreciate the efforis their
teachers make in responding ro their writing. Masr importantly, this study
indicates that the priorities of process-oriented writing instruction-multiple
drafting emphasis on content, and willingness to urifize a variety of
straregies {including collaboration with others) o solve problems and
respond effectively to teacher feedback-are being understood and accepted
lo some degree by the E.S.L composition students .

Seemingly , what preceded supported findings by Hedgcock
and Lefkowitz (1994) of an L2 study in a pedagogical setting whare
multiple drafts were required, but the question whether woters might
appreciate feedback at other points in the writing process either from
teachers or peers was left to others to investigate. Hayashi (1998), a
Japanese researcher examined this area and took into consideration the
effect of the combination of teacher feedback and peer response on errors in
written work. In her sludy, peer correction was largely limifed to
grammatical errors and received a mixed response over the threc groups of
Japanese freshmen, which Hayashi applied to differences in students'
achievement goals and proficiency. 80% of thosc surveyed anicitt=d that
teacher feedback was helplul and positive.

In cenclusion of her siudy, Hayashi, secys that teacher feedback gave
the best results if given on final drafls and peer response alone was less
effective than when supported by teacher feedback. Here, we sharc the same
idea with her because we also believe thul our students need teacher
feedback and expect a lot froun him/her,

Students’ reactions to teacher feedback vary from a student to anather
and we can expect numerous and diflcrent attitudes towards it. The setiing

is one of the factors cantrihuring to different responses o teacher comments,
19
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E.SLL studunts were peocrally soore aiwresied o leedbacas reiating 1o
content, while college level English as a foreign language learners paid
more attention to form. These results reveal that E.F.L learners sce little use
Tor L2 writing skills. It can be expected that many E.5.L students may value

armments on content more highly than those regarding sentence level errors
and may put more ernphasis and make more revision on this area. Ferris and
Tade (1997) see that the reason for this distinction originates from the
different uses that each of these groups had for English.

The philosophy of the classroom and how English is viewed by our
students is another faclor that should be (sken into wccounl when we
consider how students respond to teacher feedback. In a classroom that
adopts a Process-oriented Approach, students have different preferences and
expectations than those in a classroom that adepts a Product Approach; ie
that requires only one draft.

Ferris (1995} suggests that because students must rethink and revise
previously written essay drafts, they are more likely to pay more attention to
their teacher’s advice on how 1o do so than in a sttuation where they simply
receive a graded paper with corrections and comments.

How to Respond to Students' Yriting

Responding to students' writing has always had an important
consequence for students in that they get motivated to learn meore mainly
when they systematically receive constructive and supportive responses o
their writing.

Research conducted on these responses his shown that teachers
respond 1o most writing ag if it were a final product, thus reinfarcing a very
limited notlon of writing, (Famel 1985). We are saying this simply because
wirh the emergence of the Process-criented Approach, unlike o Product-

oriznied Approach, responses no more concentrate on the swrface level (for
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attending to both content and janguage at separate stages, (will} help
students improve and cncourage them to do so. Grabe and Kaplan
(1996:378) sce that: One of the major positive impacts of the writing
Process Approach has been the thorough rethinking of responses to students
writing. A direct outcome of multiple drafts and pre-writing activities has
been the exploration of ways in u-’hicﬁ leachers can assist students most
effectively in thefr writing

[f we assume that we have adapted the Process Approuach when
responding to student’s first draft, We would like to suggest the following
guidelines that might help our teachers:

1. Focus should be put on content rather than language crrors.

2. Make clear and specific comments and respond with statements as
well as questions.

3. The teacher {kespondent) should net impose his own inlerpretation
on stwlent’s writing,

4. Consider strengths as well as weaknesses by bearing in mind that
commenting positively by showing the strong noings can be o
benelicial expericnee for the student.

We believe that when teachers tollow the above cited puidei rnes when
responding to students' writing first drafts, it is likely thar the latter v o
take the different comments into account and get motivaied to wvoid :.-
multiplicity of mistakes they make on their next prodoctions. The operatio:
in the writing Process Approach and between the fivst, sceond and fingl
drafts) and through the different stages enable the teacher to assist studeis
tn o more effective way to improve their writing.

At bepinning levels of writing development, Trank {(1979) provides us
with other putdelines we consider useful mainly for teachers working with

hroinnine writers
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Burld a helplud spant amd give direcdons for approprisie eriticism (o,
Find the funniest senlenve, lind bwo good words, {ind any scalence thut
15 not clear, think of something that might be added)

Start with anenymous pieces from outside the classroom for class
criticism and ease into the process of critiquing slowly.

Focus on the positive.

Separate revising from editing

Do drafting together.

Work often with shorl picces

Give specific responses: point out sentences that do not make sense,
strong or weak openings, the need for more descriptive words, the over-
repetition of vocabulary.

Decice what technigues need to be refined.

Recyele editing experiences into the next wrting aclivity.

. Avoid false praise.

- Do not persist in an activity if student are resistant.

White and Arndt (19913 give examples of «Process Feedbuck» at

various points in their book; according to them process feedback exhibits

some or all the following features.

1.

Response is made to content as well as to language and the text is
treated as @ piece of communication and the teacher reacts to it as a
reader not just as a language critic.

Comments cover what is good about the text as well as what would be
improved.

Many comments are put forward in the form of suggestions for change rather
than instructions.

Students are not generally given the full solution to a problem on a plate, but
they are lirmly steered in a direction where, with thought, they should be able

to arrive at a solution.

[
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3. The wacher may assume a role akin to that of o celicague offering
assistance io & filow-writer rather than to thut of an instructor.
Conclusion
Effective teachers” comments on students’ writing  help students
improve their writing and encourage them review their work productively.
The teachers concerned with students’ written productions shounld bear in
mind that giving response provides not only an incentive to improve, buot
also a guidance about how to do bc[ter..\Vhen adopting a Process Approach
to  writingy, teachers should give stidents enough time and more
opportunities allowing them to work exlensively and provide them with
mare instruction in writing and the teaching of writing to develop
competence and confidence when tackling the writing process.
Overall, it is worthwhile reiterating the following points to serve as
guidelines and principles for our teachers:
1. Make feedback an witegral part of the writing process.
2. Pravide informative and explicit feedback.
3. PFeedback should be more accurate.
4, Students need to develop strategies for incorporating feedback in an
effective and positive way.
5. Students show a grearer degree of positive motivation if they receive
feedback that considers positive comments.
6. Teachers should make suggestions that make smudents carry out

revisions in the areas of organization ,grammar and mechanics.
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