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Bu çalışma yazılı anlatım derslerinde öğretmenin verdiği yazılı dönütün özellikleri 

ve öğrencinin yazdığı 2. taslak çalışmada neden olduğu değişimleri araştırmaktadır. Son 

zamanlarda yazma becerisinin kazandırılmasında izlenilen yöntemler değişiklik 

göstermektedir. Uzun bir süredir yazma öğretiminde önemle üzerinde durulan "sürece 

odaklı yazma" (process writing) yaklaşımı öğrenciye verilen dönütü (feedback) önemli 

kılar. Çünkü sürece odaklı yazılı anlatırnda öğrencinin yazdığı taslak çalışmalar ve bu 

taslak çalışmaların öğretmen tarafından yapıcı bir şekilde değerlendirilmesi dönüt ile 

sağlanır. Bu değerlendirmeler öğrenciyi bir sonraki taslak çalışmada yapması gereken 

değişiklikler için yönlendiren dönütlerdir. Öğrencilerin bu yazılı dönütleri dikkate 

almaları için bu dönütlerin bazı özellikler içermesi gerektiği bilimsel araştırmalar 

sonunda gösterilmiştir . Bu bulgular ışığında Türkiye'de yabancı dil ortamında 

öğretmenierin ne kadar başarılı ve etkili dönüt verdiği betimleyici çalışmalarla 

öğrencilerin görüşleri baz alınarak araştırılmıştır. Bu çalışmaların çoğu öğrencilerin, 

öğretmenin kullandığı yazılı dönütlerin etkileri hakkında fikirlerinin belirlenmesi 

yöntemi ile, pek azı ıse öğrencilere ait gerçek taslak çalışmalara dayandınlarak 

sonuçlandı rı 1 mıştır. 

Bu çalışma öğrencilerden toplanan gerçek veriler üzerinde öğretmenin yazılı 

dönütünün etkilerini incelemek amacıyla Anadolu Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi İngili z 

Dili Programında gerçekleştirilmiştir. Çalışmaya 75 öğrenci arasından rastlantısal olarak 



seçilen 21 · birinci sınıf öğrencisi katılmıştır. Öğrencilerin deney ortamının sebeb 

olabileceği etki altında kalmamaları için çalışma normal ders programı akışında 

gerçekleştirilmiştir. Öğrencilerden çeşit l i konularda bir giriş paragrafı yazmaları 

istenmiş, daha sonra gerekli yazılı dönüt verilmiştir. 

Çalışmanın sonucuna göre, öğretmenin 1. taslak çalışma üzerinde yaptığı yazılı 

dönütler arasında türe bağlı nice! farklılıklar görülmüştür. "Soru sorma" şeklinde 

yapılan yazılı dönütler ve "dilbilgisi " ile ilgili olan dönütler diğer tür yazılı dönütlerle 

karşılaştırıldığında nice! çoğunluğu oluşturmaktadır. 

Ayrıca yazılı dönüt lerin büyük bir çoğunluğunu "kısa yazılı dönütler"in oluşturduğu 

görülmüştür. Öğrenci tarafından yeniden yazılan 2. taslak çalışmalarda öğretmenin 

yazılı dönütünün etkili olduğu görülmüştür. Bu etki daha çok "soru sorma" biçiminde ve 

"dilbilgisi" ile ilgili olan kısa yazılı dönütlerde yoğunlaşmıştır. 

Öte yandan öğretmen tarafından verilen yazılı dönütlerin oluşturduğu, yazılı metin 

ile ilgili olan dönütlerin azlığı dikkati çekmiştir. 2. taslak çalışmalarda ise, metin ile 

ilgili verilmiş yazılı dönütlerin %100 lük bir değişime sebep olduğu görülmüştür. 

Sonuç olarak denilebilir ki , yazılı anlatım derslerinde öğretmen yazılı dönutüngeri 

bildirim sağlama açısından büyük önemi vardır. Öğrencilerin bazı yazılı dönüt türlerini 

daha çok dikkate al dıkları, 2. taslak çalışmaların incelenmesiyle anlaşılmıştır. 

ii 



ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the changes caused by teaeber written comments on the 211
d 

drafts and the characteristics of the teachers written commentary in writing. 
·· ' 

Approaches to teach \Vriting skills have been shifting. Process \\Titing which has been 

dominant for a long time, makes the feedback given to the student important; because, 

feedback provides teachers productive responds to the students drafts. These responds 

are the comments which lead the student to the necessary changings in the next draft. 

Studies show that these comments should have some characteristics in order to be 

concerned by the students. In Turkey, some descriptive studies have been done by the 

researchers to investigate the characteristics and effects of the teachers feedback . These 

studies based on the questionnaires and students thoughts about teacher's commentary. 

This study aims at investigating the effects and characteristics of teachers written 

comments on students writing, collected as real data. 

This study was conducted at Anadolu University Education Faculty English 

Language Teaching program. 21 subjects who randomly selected out of 75 students 

participated in the study. To avoid the artifıcial circumstances due to the experimental 
' 

environment, students participatec the study in their normal class procedure. Students 

were told to write an introductory paragraph on various topics, and then these 

paragraphs were responded and commented by the class teacher. 

The results of the study shows differences of frequencies in the types of comments 

used in the ıst drafts. Vast majority of the comments over other types are "ask for 

information" and "grammar-mechanics" types of comments. Additionally, it was seen 

that shon comments were the majority of the others in length. The effect of teachers 

commentary was see n on the second drafts of the \Vritings . This etTect was provided by 

the "ask for information" and "grammar-mechanics" types, mostly. 

On the other hand, it was seen that the written comments were generic comments in 

vast majority and the use of text-specifıc comments was rare. On the 2ııd drafts, these 

text -specifıc comments lead to a certain change in the revisions. 
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In conclusion, this can be said, written commentaıy of the teacher has a great 

importance· to provide feedback in writing classes. lt is understood that, students give 

importance to same types ofwritten comments over others due to the characteristics. 
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1. I. Background to the Problem 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Writing skill in old days, mainly consisted of product-based activities, that is the 

activities that concentrated on mechanical exercises which are thought to promote 

mental gymnastics (Brown, 1994). The audio-lingual method was the dominant mode of 

instruction in those days, and speaking skill was primarily taught and writing served a 

subservient role; to reinforce oral patterns of the language. So writing took the form of 

sentence drills-fıll - ins, substitutions, transformatian and completions. But something 

w as missing, as Zam el (1980) states, "the enormous complexity of writing. ". 

In the early 1970's, writing moved forward from sentence level mechanic-grammar 

activities to passages of connected discourse. Controlled composition tasks provided the 

text and ask the students t,o manipulate linguistic forms within the text. However 

students who are used to concentrate on grammatical transformatian in writing class 

couldn't concentrate on the context. As Widdowson (1978, p.116) indicates in those 

days while they were occupied with such tasks, students "need pay no attention 

whatever to what the sentence mean or the manner in which theY relate to each other." 

That is, students concentration was on the sentence level acti\·ities . These activities 

were emphasizing grammar and mechanics for that reason they couldn't consider 

writing as an organization of ideas. There was no ai m at considering \\Titing as a who le, 

so students couldn't concentrate on writing; that is the organization of the ideas. 

Besides, it \vas not only grammatical form that was emphasized as Raimes (1991) 

states but. concern for rhetorical form was also influenced. As Kaplan introduced the 

concept of contrastive rhetoric (Kaplan, 1987) different cultures are said to have 



different rhetoric organizations. For example "thought pattern" of English was found to 

be dominantly lİnear in its development in contrast to the paragraph patterns at other 

languages and cultures. So the compensatory exercises which often stress imitatian of 

paragraph, completion, identifıcation of topic and support and scrambled paragraphs to 

reorder are applied (Kaplan & Shaw, 1 983; Reid & Lindstorm, 1985 in Raimes 1991 ). 

Though writing activities concentrated on the text instead of~ sentence stil! the product 

was important. These product-based activities of writing ignored the very important 

element of the writing ski ll, the writer, and what writers actually do as they write. They 

only concentrated on the outcome rather than the process. However process itself 

seemed to have more importance. 

By the influence of writing research on compasing process (Emig, 1971; Zamel, 

1976) "the writer" is been focused rather than the written text (Raimes, 1991). Teachers 

and researchers have reacted against the product-based approach and directed the 

attention to the writer as language learner and the creator of the text. As a result of this, 

change in the focus led to a new view cal i ed "process approach". So shift has been 

observed from a product based approach to process based one (Keh, 1 990). 

New concerns such as "process", "making meaning", "invention" and "multiple 

drafts" replaced the old ones !ike "accuracy" and "pattern" (Raimes, 1991 ). Writing 

teachers began to allow th~ir students time and give them opportunity for selecting 

topics, generating ideas, vvTİting drafts and making revisions. This process given to the 

student writers is provided \Vith feedback . 

The traditional product-based approach has emphasized the fınished product and the 

teacher's role was the evaluation of this end product which came up after a single 

writing. But process of writing involves working with students throughout the stages of 

the writing process. 

The writing process involves a series of stages that writers mo,·e through as they 

write. Such authorities in the field of composition as James Britton ( 1 978), Janet Emig 
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(1971), Donald Graves (1983) and Donald Murray (1984) list these stages ın five 

categories as follows. 

a) Prewriting: We can cal! this stage "the getting ready-to-ıvrite stage" . Prewriting 

provides background for writing. Students choose their O\\·n topics based on 

their own experiences so they can easily start writing on something they know 

ab out. 

b) Drafting: Students focus on getting their ideas dovvn on paper in this stage, with 

little concern about spe!Iing, punctuation and other mechanical errors. During 

this stage teachers provide support, encouragement and feedback for ideas and 

problems on students' writing. 

c) Revising: With the guidance of feedback students retine their ideas, reorganize 

their writing and give it back to the reader, the teacher, in this stage teacher 

focuses on content and the organization of ideas. 

d) Editing: In this stage focus changes from content to form and the feedback leads 

the students to rearranging word s and correcting sp eli ing, punctuation and other 

mechanical errors. 

e) Sharing: At Iast students reach the fina! product, and they share their finished 

writing with an audience. 

As process oriented pedagogy permits writing teachers have encouraged their 

students to v.Tite multiple drafts. Thus feedback gained great importance. The nature 

and fimction of feedback becomes an important issue to develop an a\vareness of 

process writing . So that learners and teachers can gain and perform most out of the 

writing process as Dheram ( 1995) suggests. The students' reactions to comments and 

persuasion to act on the feedback provided by the teacher is necessary. Without the 

involvement of the students feedback would be useless, because students interaction 

with the teacher gives feedback an effective role in the writing process. In order to 

provide th is effectiveness on students revisions, teachers' comments should offer some 

qualifications, such as, being informative, clear, to the point, longer and comprehensible 

comments. Teachers comments should offer useful information. This information would 

help students avoid doing sim i lar errors in the future studies, as Hyland ( 1 990) suggests. 
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Students can Iearn from their mistakes. Teachers' adapting feedback methods is the 

heart of this problem. lfthe teacher adopts the most proper feedback method to the case, 

encourages the students to revise their writings. 

As Ferris ( 1997) suggests, most experienced writing instructors know that 

responding to student writing could be the most frust~ating. difficult and time 

consuming part of the job. Period of responding to writing show resemblance to the 

nature of a schizophrenia. That is, teachers role changes from time to time when 

responding to papers of students. At a time he/she becomes a helpful facilitator, 

havering next to the writer to Iend guidance, and support, and then the authority, 

passing critica! judgement on the writer's work. Elbow ( 1981) agrees with the idea of 

changing roles of the teacher. He makes the same distinction of changing mode of the 

teacher when responding to the students writing. At the moment teaeber becomes the 

intellectual peer, giving "reader-based" feedback, and at the next, the teacher shows up 

as the im po ser of criteria, the gatekeeper of textual standards. The co!lapse of these two 

roles puts the teacher into chaos, in which the teacher has to decide whether to give 

productive, encouraging comments to the student for improvement or judge the writing 

within the critica! rules . In other words, teaeber may choose either to see the student at 

the starting line of a Iong way of drafting and learning the way through the comments of 

the teacher, or, to see the very first writing of the student as the fina! one to critisize as 

the end product. 

Investigations have revealed that teachers respond to most \\Titing as if it were a 

fina! product to evaluate and base their evaluations on preconceiYed and fixed nations 

about good writing (Gere & Stevens, 1985; Sommer, 1982). Their comments often 

reflect the application of a single ideal standard rather than criteria that take in to 

account how compesing constraints can affect writing performance. 

Furthermore teachers' marks and comments usually take the form of abstract and ' - . 

vague prescriptions and directives that students find difficult to interpret (Zamel, 1985). 

Students may either respond or ıgnore the comments altogeıher, due to the 



misinterpretations of the comments, and this ignorance would be the most dreadful part 

of the job for the teacher. 

Studies about ESL students' problems with teachers' feedback and strategies for 

dealing with these problems have suggested that L2 students may struggle with 

responding to teachers' written comments. This could be on the basis of understanding 

their teachers' symbols and terminology, and even with the teacher's hand writing 

(Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1 995b; Leki, 1990). They may also result from a mismatch of 

cultural expectations. A student, for instance, may misinterpret a teacher's praise or 

questions as a sign of incompetence, as abdications of authority (Goldstein & Conrad, 

1990; Patthey - Chanves & Ferris, 1997) or as indications that there is nothing wrong 

with the paper, (since the teacher has not said directly what the students should fix.) . 

Since feedback is an important part ofwriting courses the teachers should be guided 

to give effective feedback. However the data on the effects of feedback seems not to be 

satisfactory due to the scarcity of the studies in the area of feedback in the writing 

pedagogy. 

In literature systeınatic studies ofteacher response have been quite rare. L2 research 

on revised forms of students papers has been rare too and is found primarily in doctoral 

dissertations rather than in published articles or books. As Ferris ( 1997) states, most 

studies have focused on the types of revisions made by students (Belcer, 1989, 

Chandrasegeran, 1986~ Chenowenth, 1987; Gaskill, 1987; Hall, 1987, 1990; Tagong, 

1992) or on pedagogical techniques (such as reformulation or topical structure analysis) 

for helping students to revise (Aihvright, 1988; Cerniglia, i'v1edsker 8:. Connor, 1990; 

Cohen, 1983, 1990; Connor & Farmer, 1990; John, 1986a, 1996b). Some L2 studies of 

feedback and revision have examined differences in students' ability to process feedback 

and revise successfully (Barnes, 1984; Cohen & Cavalcanti , 1987), the eftect of teacher 

versus paper teedback (Chaudron, 1983, 1984; Connor & Asenavage. 1994; Hedgcock 

& Lefkovitz, 1992), and the impact of content versus form-based feedback (Cohen & 

Cavalcanti, 1990; Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Kepner, 1991; Russkof 8:. Kogan, 1996). 
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In Turkey, the studies on the teachers' feedback in writing, can be seen in a few 

unpublished M. A. thesis or doctoral d issertation on the topic. Most of the studies hel d 

on the teachers feedback in writing seem to be descriptive within the feedback 

framework, such as studies focused on the students' reactions to teachers' written 

feedback on their compositions and also to explore how learners actually use written 

feedback when revising their compositions (U zel, F. 1995; B,ilge, B, ı 993; Sağlam, G., 

ı 993 ). Questionnaires and interviews with the students are used by the researchers to 

reach to the conclusion. Studies conclude as, the most preferred teacher's feedback style 

is both written comments and oral feedback as student-teacher conferences (as 

suggested al so by Hedgock and Letkowitz, 1994) arı d ele ar, detailed comments are 

found to be most helpful to the student writers (as suggested also by Zamel, 1985 and 

Cohen, 1987). 

An other study (Gök, Ş., 199 ı) provides us that EFL teachers are interested more in 

the form than the content of the students writings, thus students who follow the teacher's 

instructions consequently will revise more form-based errors than context or 

organization. 

All the above studies except Gök' s ( 1991) provide descriptive conclusions, based on 

the questionnaires, interviews with students, askings for students opinions. The 

conclusions are based on the, students respanses to the questionnaires and interviews. 

Students may think that they could prefer some kinds of feedback over others, such as 

written comments and oral conferences with student to teaeber are chosen to be the 

most prefered ones, v.:hen answering to a questionnarie. But in reality he/she may 

ignore or such a feedback could have unexpected effect on his second draft . He/she 

would not take it into consideration while writing his second draft, or he/she may make 

negative changings on the second draft . As one ofthe M.A theses on ''Descriptive study 

of f '1 year university students' reactions to teachers written feedback". by Uzel (1995) 

concludes, "However their (students') real revisions were not seen. \\'hat people say and 

what they actually do are different. So, students reports might not have reflected the 

reality.", it is better to work \Vith real data. That is, students written drafts with the 

effects of the teachers commentary. 
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So, this study aimed at providing .some more information on the teacher feedback 

and its effects. What do teachers do when they report to students \\Titing and what they 

get in turn; that is what do students do against the commentary, written on their drafts. 

1.2. Ai m and Scope of Study 

In this study, the effects of teacher comments on the students' revisions of first 

d raft s will be examined. The ai m of the study is to investigate the characteristics of the 

teachers commentary and its influence on the students revisions. 

By investigating the characteristics of teacher feedback \Yhich effect students 

revision, it is aimed to contribute to a problematic area of teaching writing; "teacher 

response and its effects" the area in which literature review token show the scarcity of 

L2 and FL research on. Our aim is to reveal whether revisions infıuenced by teacher 

feedback lead to changes in students revised papers. Responding techniques and 

feedback could be adapted in various ways in writing process. Thus writing teachers 

could improve their responding techniques, to provide effecti\·e feedback to their 

students. 

Considering the feasibility this study has some limitations within itself. In this study 

only the written commentaries ofwriting teachers are focused, theretüre other types and 

sources of feedback are not adopted throughout the study. Written comments include 

marginal comments which are signed between margins and end comments which are 

usually stateınents about the whole paragraph, directing the \\Tİter to the improved 

paragraph. Only changes between drafts (that is 1 st and 2"d) are considered, and 

compared by m ean s of analytic scales of study. 
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1.3. Research Questions 

After a frustrating, diffıcult and time consuming job as responding to students 

writing in return what do the writing teacher get in the revised papers') 

In this respect a question arises; what happens between the two drafts') Students get 
. ' 

1 ~1 drafts with comments written on, do the students always respond to the comments as 

expected by the teacher? Do written comments have effect on students revisions or do 

students ignore or avoid teachers commentary on their revised papers') What types of 

comments can be considered as the most responded types of comments by students? 

Therefore this study tries to investigate the following research questions: 

1. What are the characteristics of teachers written comments') 

2. \Vhich ofthese characteristics cause a change on students revisions? 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIE\V 

This study aims at investigating the characteristics of Turkish EFL writing teacher's 

written comments and the comments that cause change on revisions. For this purpose, 

this chapter aims at giving a brief information on the change in teaching writing and on 

the recent approach that is process writing. Besides, the research concerning the 

"feedback" in "process writing" will be reviewed. 

2.1. Teaching \Vriting Skills 

Writing isa basic communication ski ll and a unique asset in the process of learning 

a second language (Chastain, 1988-224). Writing helps when the other person is not 

right there in front of you, listening to your words and looking at your gestures and 

facial expressio?s. According to Raimes (1983) there is an additicnal and very 

important reason why \Ve inçlude writing as a part of foreign language syllabus; that is 

writing helps students learn. Such an important skill \vas viewed as an subsidiary 

exercises \vhich promote grammar practice. Teachers support that writing could be 

possible only \vhen students have suffıcient control of writing system and the grammar 

to make themselves understood. These \Vere the ideas of the teachers inf1uenced by 

product-based writing approach.They mainly concentrated on sentence !eve! grammar 

exercises which were mechanical. They haven't provided any kind of real writing 

experience for the students. General attempt to writing of the students was to consider 

the students writing pace as the fina! work, which has to be corrected by the teacher. 

But question arose as, how cana teaeber improve the writing performarKe ofthe student 

by evaluating only one draft and closing the doors of development at the very beginning 

without providing the student guidance for more'7 
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Since the early 70s, foreign language teachers have been considering questions 

alike, considering the writer, who has been ignored for a long time. How a vVTiter writes 

has been considered more than what has been written. Attention is shifted to the writer 

and the writing process. Researchers (Zamel, 1982; Raimes, 199 L Leki, 1991; Ferris, 

1997) support that process based writing involves a continuous attempt to discover what 
. ' 

it is that one wants to say, and this, that is, the composing process, takes time and needs 

to give encouragement. 

Composing process can be defıned as the continuous effort to produce the desired 

outcome at the end. This effort contains writing drafts, again and again and improving 

them with the teachers feedback. Each time student \Vrites a draft. teacher gives the 

feedback for more developed revisions. This can only be achieved through a shift of 

attention both for the teachers and the students to the writing process itse1f from the 

product of writing. No one should expect a student to produce perfect paper at the very 

fırst time (Chastain, 1988). 

Reaching this goal, that is the desired outcome in writing, requires series of stages 

that writers move through as they compose. Through these stages student writers would 

organize their ideas and discuss them with their readers, classmates, teachers, so they 

can broden their views on t~e subject, they would write their drafts and get feedback 

from their teacher to improve their weaknesses, see their mistakes; at the end they could 

\vTite their fina! drafts and share it with their readers. These stages haYe been defıned by 

the authorities in the field of composition (James Britton, 1978~ Janet Emig, 1971; 

Donald Grave, 1983, and Donald Murray, 1984). The names giwn to the stages vary, 

but they generally fal! into tive categories; a) prewriting, b) drafting. c) revising, d) 

editing, and e)sharing (see Chapter I). 

On the other ha nd, Keh ( 1990, 294) deseribes these stages of process as multiple 

drafts process \vhich consists of generating ideas related to prewriting, writing the fırst 

draft with an emphasis on content, second and third drafts to revise ideas and 
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communication of those ideas. Finally, through the feedback guidance in each draft, 

student edits the fina! form ofwriting and shares it with the readers. 

Guidance of feedback ( mostly the teachers, but the teacher is not the only source of 

feedback) motivates the writer to the end product. So feedback is as crucial as the wind 

beneath the wings ofbird to fly, in the process ofwriting. 

2.2. Im portance of feedback during writing process 

What is feedback? How can we defıne feedback in writing" Keh (1990-294) 

deseribes feedback as fundamental element of a process approach to writing. It is an 

in put from a reader to writer with the effect of providing information for revision. This 

information is given to the writer through some techniques such as; peer response 

groups, teacher - student conferences, audiotaped commentar\". computer based 

commentary (on students' diskettes or via e-mails). 

Conferences and writing comments are two of the most frequently used forms of 

feedback given to the student writers. Conferences are the oral forms of feedback that 

provide an interaction between the teacher and the student so as to encourage students 

to self-evaluate to make decisions and to take control of what he/she writes by making 

use ofthe teachers' comments (Keh, 1990; Newkirk, 1989; Feris, 1997). 

S ince the concern of the study is to investigate written comments \\·hich change the 

students revisions, the classifıcations of written comments within the literature will be 

elaborated. Researchers have some classifıcations of written comments given by the 

teacher. As one of these, Keh ( 1990:301) ma kes this classifıcation in te rm s of structure, 

considering the length ofthe comment. 

one-word comments· that is comments which are limited to one word to direct , 

to student writer . 

phrasal comments; in which phrases used to help to students revise their on the 

next drafts. 
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sentence-level comments; when considering the one-word and phrasal 

comments, this type of comments ciariftes easily the teachers feedback. 

paragraph comments; quite long comments in length. Mostly seen as end 

comments because the space considerations on the pa per. T eachers feedback 

can be clearly understood by the student VvTiters. 

questions as comments; sametimes teachers ask questions to provide 

information from the student about the text or to point the problematic 

grammar-mechanics to be revised. 

On the other hand, Ferris (1997-321) etaborates the characteristics of written 

comments in terms of content and lists the classification of written comment types as 

follows. This classification seems to be more specific in terms of content. 
1 

Ask for informationlquestion; that is the comment requires more information 

about the students writing. This request comes with a question form. For 

example: "Did you work out this problem with your roommates?" 

Make a request/questions; that is teacher asks for more detail, but the 

questioning is \n a soft manner, requests are important types of comment 

because they ask questions about the text in kind manners, which promote 

students interest and motivation. For example, "Can you provide a thesis 

statement here?" 

Make a request/stat.ement; ın some comment statements, a request ın the 

statement form can be used to ask for something new. For example, . "This 

paragraph might be better earlier in the essay." 

f\1ake a request iimperati ve; teacher directly tells what he/she thinks should be 

done \Vith the \\Titing in the comment, in an order -! ike man ner. For example, - \ 

"Mention Zinsser says about parental pressure." 

Give information/question: As deseribed by Ferris ( 1997) comments that 

provides information to the students take one of two form: a) giving student 

writers feedback about how the reader (teachers) percei,·es their ideas or 

organisation, or b) providing information about anather author's text that student 

writer may ha,·e overlooked or misunderstood . For example. "Most states do 
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allow a waiting periods before an adaption is fina!. - Do you feel that such laws 

are·wrong?" 

Give information/statements; only a student can be used to gi ve information to 

the student writers related to the writing. For example, "Iowa law favors 

parental rights. Michigan and California consider the best interests of the 

children." This form is the informative statement that \\·ili complete the 

information on students' writing. 

Make a positive comment/statements or exclamation; comments which 

encourages the writer positively show the pleasure of the teacher. For example, 

"A very nice start to your essay! You've done an impressive job of fınding facts 

and quotes to support your arguments." 

Make a grammar comment/mechanics comment question, statement or 

imperative; any structural kind of comment which focuses on the grammar or 

mechanics of the writing. For example, "Past tense here?" "Your verb tenses are 

confusing me in this paragraph'' "Don't forget to spell check'" 

Studies which not only dea! with the characteristics of comments but also their 

intluence on the revisions are rare. Literature provides us that, there has been so little 

examination or systematic description ofteacher commentary particularly in L2 writing. 

As Ferris (1997-157) states, further research on teacher response has often failed to take 

into account the overall pe:dagogical cantext of the written feedback. The writing 

classroom itself and the relationship between teaeber and students. How does feedback 

help students progress in the writing process? How can teachers ofwriting use feedback 

most effectively to provide more developed revisions from student \\Tİters? What types 

offeedback are the most preferred and the most effective onesfor the students, and how 

does feedback help writing teachers, teach writing to students \\Tİters? A recently 

published comprehensiYe bibliography of work on second language writing as 

Tannacito (1995) listsin Ferris (199-157) only 111 entries on the topic of"Feedback" or 

"Responses" of those 95 dea! wholly or partially with teaeber response . 

Cummings ( 1983) provides insights into how ESL teachers respond to student 

writing. This study suggests that error identifıcation -the practice of searching for and 
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calling attention to error - was the most widely used technique. However, Cummings 

didn't use the real student papers but a paper he himself developed. The teachers gave 

feedback to the papers he wrote. So the actual reactions and comment about authentic 

text in real instructional settings couldn't be determined. The study only search for the 

teachers respond but the reaction ofthe students to the feedback is equally important to 

investigate. 

The handful number of accessible studies show that, there is stili no consensus, 

however on how teachers can best react to students' errors and at what stage in 

compesing process such feedback should be given (Robb, Ross and Shortreed, 1986-

83). This is also the same with the types of teacher responses to the students writing. 

What teachers do when they respond to student writing? As Zamel (1986-84) cites, 

current research tells us very little about ESL teachers' responses to the student writing. 

That is known that teachers imprecisely and inconsistently respond to errors 

(Hendricson, in Zamel, 1986-84). Experimental studies have been undertaken to 

determine \vhether certain correction strategies seem to be more effective than others 

(Cardelle and Corno, 1981; Chaudron, 1983; Co hen, 1983; Rob b, Ro ss and Shortreed, 

1984 in Zam el 1986-84 ). 

There should be a direct Iink between what teachers do as they respond to the 

students' writings and how do the students react to these responses. That is the effect of 

feedback treatments on the &afts of student writers is a result of hO\\. does the teacher 

uses feedback. 

What do the students get out of written comments as feedback' .-\ccording to the 

results of the study of Hedgock and Lefkowitz (1994 ), the most preferred teaeber 

feedback style is both \Vritten and oral comments, as student choses Clear and detailed 

comments are also chosen to be the most helpful characteristics of \\Titten comments 

(Zamel, 1985; Cohen, 1987) When comments remain implicit. whether at the 

conceptual, structural or sentential !eve!, these comments are often misunderstood, 

misinterpreted and therefore unhelpful to students in their effort to rethink problems 

being addressed on their writings (Ziv, 1984). 
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In ord~r to avoid these misinterpretations Ferris (1997) suggests that using langer 

comments in length would improve the revisions. Since the teacher could explain the 

problematic points clearly with the langer comments as to students can comprehend the 

comments and revise their writings in the light of teacher commentary. Ferris ( 1997) 

also argues that text -specifıc comments, that is comments directly related to the one 

specifıc paper and directs the writer of that paper. These kinds of comments can not be 

written on any other pa per because it most Iy concerns the content or mechanics of that 

unique paper. Text-specifıc comments lead learners to make more positive changes in 

their revision than general comments do. She recommends writing teachers should 

adopt more text-specifıc comments then general comments which can be seen in .any 

paper. 

Characteristics of an effective written comment are driven from the studies, but 

students' reaction to apply these comments on their next drafts can not be clearly 

defıned. Ferris ( 1997) makes a generalisation on the relationship of teacher' comments 

and student' revi sion as two conflicting but coexisting truths; that students pay great 

dea! of attention to their teachers feedback, helps them to make etfective revisions, and 

that students ignore or avoid the suggestions given in teacher commentary. · Dessner's 

( 1991) study of responding practices of lO co ll age ESL teachers found that two thirds 

of the teachers' commentary provided advice and suggestion. 

Keh's ( 1990-302) results of questionnaire revealed that students actually read most 

if not all comments written on their paper for various reasons e.g they want to know 

what they did well, and hov.: they can improve their paper. When students read the 

vlfitten comments they are !ed to substantial changes in the next drafts. As a result of 

the study, these types of meaningful comments appeared to lead substantive student 

revisions. Supported by a study of Johnson ( 1979), when a student receives mixed 

messages, that is teaeber may comment on mechanical errors at the same time elaborate 

upon an idea, he/she may be confused because they have no \vay of knowing whether to 

focus on the meaning !eve! changes suggested or the local problems pin pointed. As the 

study concludes, students do not have to resolve this contlict in commentary. lnstructors 
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do not provide and require revision although they suggest to. Ziv ( 1984) also agrees 

with these ·fındings, as indicated by the research, students may read the comments on 

their papers but rarely write "subsequent" drafts in which they can act upon the 

comments and the improvements desired by their teacher rarely occurs. 

In the Turkish educational system teachers are the authority and expected to give 

instructional guidance to the students (Adalı, 1991 ). And tea~hers are eve n if they apply 

process based writing it seems that they can't help responding papers as if they were the 

fina! products. 

As the studies indicate, in Turkey most of the recent studies held on teachers 

feedback seem to be descriptive and not worked on real data as students written drafts . 

Thus the primary target of this study is to provide results of the influence of teacher 

feedback based on the students \vritten drafts which are commented by the writing 

teacher and the effects of these comments on the revisions of the students. 

Within the feedback framework, such studies focused on the student' reactions to 

teachers written feedback (Uzel, F., 1995; Bilge, B. 1993; Saglar, G, 1993) but these 

studies provide only descriptive conclusions depended on the students thoughts, 

questionnaries and interviews. 

Anather study (Gök, S., ı 99 ı) suggests EFL teachers are interested more in the 

form then the content of the students composition . And he concludes as students 

revisions are the reflextion of the techers instructions, that is students re\·ise mo re form

hased errors than content or organizational ones because the teacher focuses on more 

form based errors than content or organizational ones. In this study, rather than 

comments of the teacher, the teacher's attitudes towards errors, hO\\ they respond to the 

errors of student writers, and the corrections of those errors bY the teacher were 

investigated. 
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Since there seems to be a Iack of researches which addresses to the characteristics 

of written comments of the writing teacher and their influence on the students revisions 

studied with the real data that is the students written drafts, therefore this study is 

designed. 
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3. I. Subjects 

CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The subjects of the study are 21 students enrolled in the fırst y ear of Education 

Faculty at Anadolu University in Eskişehir. Their native language is Turkish and they 

study English as a foreign language. These students are randamly chosen out of 75 

students. Subjects are upper intermediate level language learners. They all took a 

placement test and attended the pre-school for one year at Anadolu University. 

3.2. Instnıments and 1\'Iaterials 

Comment length and comment types on the students drafts will be analyzed by 

means of an "Analytic .1\Jodel for Teachers Comnıentary" which is developed and used 

by Ferris ( 1997). S ince the comments on the collected data were not given on hedges, 

"use of hedges" part is excluded from the original model. BeiO\v is the original form of 

the model. 

Figure I. 

Analytic 1\lodel for Teacher Comınentary 

A. Comment Length (Number of \Vords) 

1 Short(1-5words) 

2 Average ( 6- 15 word s) 

3 Long (16-25 \vords) 

4 Very long (26 or more) 
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B. Comment Types 

Ask for Informationlquestion 

Exa.mple : "Did you work out this problem with your roommates?" 

2 Make a Request/question 

Example : "Can you provide a thesis statement here?" 

"What did you learn from this?" 

3 Make a Request/statement 

Example : "Thi s paragraph is might be better earlier in the essay." 

4 Make a Request/imperative 

Example : "Mention what Zinnser says about parental pressure." 

5 Give Informationlquestion 

Example : "Most states do allow writing period before andadaption is 

fınal'' 

6 Give Informationlstatement 

Example: "Iowa law favors parental rights Michigan and California 

consider the best interests of the children." 

7 Make a Positive Comment/statements or exelamation 

Example : "A very nice start to your essay! You've done an impressive job 

of fınding facts and quotes to support your arguments." 

8 Make a Grammar Comment/mechanics comment question, 

statement, or imperative 

Example: "Past tense here?" 

"Your \'erb tenses are confusing me in this paragraph." 

"Don't forget to spell check ı" 

C. Use of Hedges 

No Hedge Included 

Hedge Included 

- Lexical Hedges ( e.g. maybe, perhaps, mig ht) 

- Syntactic Hedges (e.g. Can you add example here?) 

- Positive Safteners (e.g. you have raised some good points, but ... ) 
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D. Text Specific Comment 

Generic comment ( could have been written on any pa per) 

Example : "Nice intro." 

Text-specifıc comment 

Example : "Why is the American system better for children, in your 

opinion?" (Ferris, 1997) 

The teachers comments on students 1 st drafts are deseribed by us ing above scale of 

Ferris (1997): Then the effect ofthese comments on students 2nd drafts is been searched. 

For this, students' 2nd drafts are been analyzed by two raters to see the changings made 

due to the teachers written comments. That is, the changings caused by the marginal and 

end comments are been analyzed, by means of frequencies and percentages of the type 

and the length of the comments. Changed comments and not changed commments are 

been counted according to the positive or negative changings the cause in the revisions 

of the students. Text-specifıc and generic characteristics properties are also been 

examined. 

3.3. Procedure 

Written drafts of the students in writing class are analyzed in the study with the 

permission oftheir writing teacher. The experimenter was not present in the class. First, 

subjects are given various topics to write their fırst drafts, then these drafts are 

responded by the writing teacher. Some comments are written on the 1 st drafts by the 

teacher. After the teacher comment ed on the papers, 1 st drafts vvere analyzed by the 

researcher and a rater using the analysis scheme of Ferris (1997). Then, f 1 drafts were 

given to the students for revisions. 2nd drafts produced by the students are analyzed to 

fınd out whether the feedback given to the students on the fırst drafts led to a change on 

the 2nd drafts. Analysis vvill clarify the types of which characteristics of the comments 

lead this change most, by means of the frequencies. Depending on the \vriting teachers 

expectations, revisions will be analyzed as being positively effected or negatively 

effected by the teachers comments. 
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The se written drafts (both 1 st and 2"d drafts) are the originally written on es through 

the writing coı..irse procedure. Thus, the probability of influence of the teacher's 

respanses by the artifıcial conditions prevailing in an experimental situation will be 

avoided. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

The data to be analyzed consisted of teacher commentaries on the I st drafts and 

students respanses on the revised 2nd drafts. 

First, the teachers comments were analyzed. They were divided into idea units. As 

Chafe ( 1980) defınes, "idea unit of teacher written comment is the spurts of language 

marked by pauses, intonation and syntax, usually consisting of a sin gl e clause." Then 

these idea un i ts are analyzed by means of an "Analytic Model of Ferris (1997). The 

resulring analysis scheme deseribed and illustrated in Figure I allo,Yed the examination 

of several different features of each marginal and end comments, i ncluding their length 

(that the number of the words), their type (pragmatic intent and syntactic form). The 

comments are also analyzed for their text specifıc or generic properties. The writing 

teacher assisted the researcher to provide the expected revisions for each comment, so 

that the effects could be defıned as positive or negative. Two independent raters counted 

and analyzed each comment (idea unit) and coded it for analysis as shown in Figure I. 

The raters were the researcher herself and an ESL instructor whom had an M.A. in 

Education with 1 5 years of teaching experience. Equal numbers were found by the 

raters, after the anal::,·sis of the written comments given by the teacher. 

Second, students' revised 2nd drafts were analyzed to asses the impact of the 

teacher's commentary on the students' revised drafts. Considering length of the 

comment, type of the comment, being marginal or end comment. and text-specifıc 

generic specialities of comments, and effects of this change as positi\·e or negative on 

the revisions of the students, two independent raters analysed revised :znJ drafts. 

Next chapter discusses the frequency results indicating comment ty'Pes used by the 

teachers and the changes made by the students due to these comments. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Characteristics of teacher com mentary 

The teacher's comments on 1 sı drafts of the student writings w ere anal ysed and the 

frequencies of different characteristics are found . The frequencies and the percentages 

of comment lengths are given on Tab le 4.1. The results related to the comment type are 

given on Table 4.2. 

4.1.1. Comment Length 

Results of the analyses provide us that, marginal comments were the most applied 

type of teachers written comments. Marginal comments are written in the margin right 
1 

next to the example being pointed out So that the writer would understand which 

specifıc point is being commented upon. 

The vast majority (98%) of the marginal comments which are written ın the 

margins, were sh ort, only 2% were rat ed average, where as 61% of the end comments 

which are written at the end of the paper, were rated as short, 39~-o \\·ere rated average. 

Neither in marginal nor in end comments, long and very long comments were used by 

the teacher. The difterence in percentage of average of length comments between 

marginal end comments, reflects the generic and summative nature of end comments 

and at the end of the papers teachers has more space to write comments (see Table 4.1) . 

Marginal comments were the most applied type of teacher's written comments. 
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Table 4.1 

Summary of the comment length of the teacher's commentary 

Length Marginal Comments End Comments 

N:104 N % i'\ % 

Short (l -5 words) 84 98 ı ı 61 

Average(6-15 words) 2 2 7 39 

Long (16-25 words) - - - ı -

Very Long (25-more words) - - - -

Total 86 100 ı8 100 

4.1.2. Comment Type 

Marginal and end comments differed considerably in type . The most comman types 

among the marginal comments was "make a grammar, mechanics comment in question 

statement or imperative form (55%). But ın end comments the percentage got 

lower(27%). This is not surprising as found by Applebee (1978, in Robb, Ross and 

Shortreed, 1986) 80% of foreign language teachers ranked mechan ical errors as the 

most im portant eriteri on for responding to student \vriting. Zam el ( ı985) al so showed 

the same attitude ofteachers towards writing samples, in her study on teacher responses. 

Then in marginal comments "ask for information" type rated as 40% but in end 

comments that is 19%. For example, comment asking for information. (see appendices) 

paper#4, comment#6. "What does it refer to~" The most frequent type of end comment 

was "make a request/imperative" ( 48%) where as this type was only 5° o of the marginal 

comments. For example, paper#12, end comment# I. "Rewrite your thesis statement" 
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Some comments written by the teacher to the students' drafts were 11 informative 

statements11 about the problematic part of the paper. Percentages of such comments for 

the marginal comments were 5% but 28% for the end comments. For example, 

paper#14, comment#!. 11 Give a negative idea." This shows teachers prefer giving the 

missing information about the students' writing at the end ofthe draft as end comment. 

Only 6% ofthe end comments were 11 positive comments/statements or exclamationll 

marginal comments had no such type of characteristics. For example, paper#25, end 

comment#!. 11 Good topic sentence" 

Some ofthe types were seen neither in marginal comments nor in end comments of 

the teacher: These comment types are "make a request/question 11
, 

11 make a 

request/ statement ll, 11 gi ve information/ question 11
• 

Table 4.2 

S um mary of the type of teacher commentary 

Comment Marginal Comments ı End Comments 
N:l04 ı 

Type N Q / ı :.: % lo 
1 

Ask for information ........ 40 ı "") 19 .).) 

ı 
Make a request/question - - ı - -

Make a request/stateınent - - i 
ı 

- -
i 

Make a request/imperative ı 
.... 5 ı 7 48 .) 

1 

Give information/statement ı - - ı - -

Make a positive comment 1 statement 
ı 

ı 6 - -
ı or exelamation ı 
ı 

Make a grammar mechanics comment ı 47 55 

ı 
~ 27 _) 

ı /question, statement or iınperative 
ı 

Total 86 100 ı ıs 100 
ı 
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4. 1.3. ~ext specific and generic comments 

The vast majority (97%) ofthe marginal comments were generic comments, that is 

vague prescriptions written by the teacher, that can be seen on any students' paper on 

the 1 st d raft of the papers. Such comments co u id be see n on any pa per: for example, one 

of the mostly used marginal comments "sentence fallacy" is seen on many papers of 

different · student writers (paper#25, comment#}; paper#9, comment#3; paper#26, 

comment# 1, comment#3) or margina i comment as "not a good sentence" is al so an 

example for this kind (paper#ll, comment#6; paper#13, comment#3 ; paper#22, 

comment#4). Only %3 were rated as text specifıc comments, that is specifıc strategies, 

questions and suggestions on the paper. For example to such text-specifıc comments 

"There is no tense agreement in your whole paragraph, check it" (paper#22, end 

comment# 1, #2) or "clothing, foo d, rent -j these are not problem s: there are problem s 

about theml" (paper#l3, end comment#l, #2), or, "Your support is \Wak. How can it be 

easier to live in İstanbul?" (paper#14, end comment#1, #2). This result is almost the 

same in ratio of the end comments that is generic comment were the vast majority 

(94%) but text specifıc comments were only 6% ofthe comments (see Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3 

Summary of the generic and text specific comments on the 1 st drafts 

ı Marginal Comments J End Comments 

1 

N % 
1 

N 
1 

% 

Generic comments ı 83 ı 97 ı 17 94 

Te>..'t specifıc comments . _, _, 

1 

ı 6 .) .) 

Total 86 100 ı 18 ~ 100 
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4.2. Students revision and teaeber comments that is changed the revisions 

Students revisions were analyzed and each comment ofthe teacher on the fırst draft 

was compared to the 2rıd draft revision to see whether the comments !ed to a change on 

the revisions. 

4.2. 1. Comment length and student revisiorıs 

For both marginal and end comments the most comman ratıng was "change". 

Considering the length of the marginal comments 94% of the short comments were 

rat ed change, and 100% of the average comments were rated as changed 39% of the 

short end comments were rated as changed where as only 17% of the average end 

comments were rated as changed in the revision ofthe students. 

Frequencies and percentages show us even though the teacher preferred short and 

average comments for both marginal and end comments, these comment lengths lead to 

changes in the revisions ofthe students. The lowest rate among all is average comment 

lenf:_.ıth in end comments, which rated as changed 17%. Long and \·ery long comment 

lengths were not seen on the drafts, instead, the teacher prefers reYision symbols and 

short comments of one or two words. 

Comments \vhich are changed by the effect of the teacher commentary are divided 

into two groups according to the positive or negative effects of the teacher comments. 

This negative or positi\·e effects are grouped according to the e:-:pectations of the 

writing teacher, ofthat comments and the changes in next draft 

According to the comment length and comments effect, (whether it is positive or 

negative), in marginal comments 60% ofthe changed comments are positively changed, 

but 40% of the change comments are negatively changed . The most applied marginal · 

comment length was short comments. 60% of the short comments have positive effect 

on the revisions. 40% ofthe short comments have negative effect. This slight difference 
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in rat i o may lead us to think about the issue of how to provide positive effect on student 

revisions with short marginal comments. Ratio of comments which are rated as average 

is 100% and all positive. This may provide us an evidence that students interpretation of 

the intend of the comment gets higher as the comment length gets langer (Ferris, 1997-

330). 

As for the end comments, short comments are dominant,. 45% of the end comments 

are rated as positively effected, but on the other hand, 55% of the short end comments 

caused negative changes in the revisions of the students. Average end comments had a 

positive effect of 86% in the revisions and 14% negative effect. We can see the same 

result as the marginal comments considering length, average length comments caused 

considerably high positive effect over negative effect. In short, 61% of the end 

comments are positively changed whereas 39% of the end comments changed 

negatively and comment length effected on this change. 

Table 4.4 illustrates the frequencies and percentage of the comment lengths for 

marginal and end comments which rated as changed in the student revisions. 

Table 4.4 

Summary of the relationship between comment length of marginal and end 

comments and the change in the students' revisions. 

l'vlarginal Comments Change End Comments Change 

Total Positive Negative Total Positive Negative 

Comment length change effect effect change effect effect 

n 1% n % n o;o n % n % n % 

Sh ort 84 ı 50 60 34 40 ı ı ı s 45 6 55 

ı 1 

i Average 2 ı 2 ııoo ı - - 7 i 6 86 ı 14 
ı 1 

~ Long ı - ı - ı - - ı 
Very Long ı - ı - ! - ı -

i 

Total ı 52 60 34 .w ı ll Gl 7 39 
ı 
1 
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4.2.2 Comment type and student revisions 

Apart from the comment length, comment type and it's effect on student revisions is 

also analyzed. BelO\.v are the relationship between each characteristics comment type 

and its effect on the students revision. Table 4.5. summarizes the revision ratings ofthe 

students writings which have been changed by the student writer. 

Table 4.5 

Su m mary of the frequencies and percentages of the comment type for 

marginal and end comments which are rated as changed on the students revisions 

Marginal Comments Change End Comments Change 

Total Positive Negative Total Positive Negative 

Comment Type effect effect effect effect 

In % n % n % n % n % n % 

Ask for information ı ~~ 100 19 159 14 42 2 100 ! ı ıso ı 50 .).) 
i 

i ; ı 

Make a request/ 
1 - ı - ı - ı- ı-- - - - - ' - -

question 
Make a request/ - - - - - - - - - ı - - -
statement 
Make a request/ 

13 ı ıoo .ı3 ı 100 - -
17 

86 -1 ı57 3 143 
imperative 
Give information/ ı - ı -

1 

ı -- ı - - - - - - - -
question 
Give information/ 3 1 !00 ı 2 167 

1 ı 33 5 ı60 
1 ı 80 ll 120 .. 

1 
statement ı ı ı 
Make positive - - - - - - ' ı ıoo ı i 100 - -
comment/statement 
or exelamation 
Make a grammar 47 !00 

128 60 !9 ı40 
~ 100 ı 

~~ 2 67 .) 
_,_.., 

mechanic comment 

ısG 
i 

160 

ı 

TOTAL 100 ı - ? 34 40 18 100 )1) ı 59 7 41 :ı_ 
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- Ask for information: "Ask for information" summarizes questions asking the 

student to provide further information in the 1 st drafts. This type of comment was the 

most common of the marginal notes. Table 4.5 indicates the changes students made in 

response to these questions. In general, the students appeared to make changes in 

response to the requests for information. 97% of the marginal comments were rated 

changed. 59% of these changed comments were negative changes on the revisions. 

Positive effect is not little in marginal comments. End comments shO\\·ed 50/50 ratio of 

the effectiveness of this type of comment. One of the two end comments caused positive 

change and the other negative change. 

Request/questionlstatement/imperative: Comments in the form ofrequests 

were widely used by the teacher. Students apparently took the teacher's request quite 

seriously even the comments in the imperative form were taken into consideration by 

the students, especially in marginal notes; 100% of the imperative forms appeared to 

lead to changes and the effect of this type would be clear with the rat i o of 100% positive 

change on the revisions. For the end notes, 86% of the imperatives were rated change in 

the revision. 57% of the comments effected positively the students re\·i sions and 43% of 

them are negatively changed. 

Comments/giving information to the students: All of the comments giving 

information to the students were in the statement form for both marginal and end 

comments. ı 00% of the margina ı comments of this type !ed to changes in the revisions. 

The change is mostly positive for this type (as 67%). Only 33% of the comments had 

negative effect on the students revisions. For the end comments 60% of them were rated 

change. Of this ratio of changed comments, 80% is positively changed and 20% is 

negatively changed . 

Positive comments: Unfortunately positive comments were not applied by 

the teacher. Only one ofthe end comments showed such a form and it !ed to a positive 

change in the revision ofthe students writing. 
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Comments about grammar/mechanics: All of the grammar/mechanics 
~ ~ 

based comments were rated change in the marginal comments. 60~·o of the comments 

address grammar/mechanics changed positively in the revisions of the students. This 

result is not surprising for the characteristics of the Turkish educational system. 

Teachers are the authoritarian fıgures and are expected to give instructional guidance to 

the students (Adalı, ı 99 I). This dependence on the teacher is al so found in institutions 

of higher education where students do not feel free to express their thoughts, ideas, 

opinions, because, as Bear (ı 985) pointed out that educational system is strongly 

affected by social, cultural, and histarical factors, which, in generaL emphasize rote 

ıearning and memorization, that is what we caii mechanical learning. 33% of the end 

comments on grammar and mechanics changed positively, but 67% of the same kind of 

comments, caused negative changes in the revisions of the students. But the results 

support that even if the teachers give İnıportance to the mechanics and grammar, 

students respanses to this type are not the expected revisions by the teacher. For 

example, on paper#13, comment#3, #4, changed negatively because the revision of the 

student and the expectations of the writing teacher mismatched. Student writer ignored 

the teaeber commentary and wrote totally different sentences araund the ida, instead of 

correcting the wrong one. On paper#22, comment#!, spelling mistake is repated by the 

student writer as it was written on the fırst draft. 

4.2.3 Text-specific and generic comments on the revised zn.ı drafts of the 

students 

Results of the analyses show that, 2% of the text specifıc marginal comments 

changed positively and 1% of the text-specifıc marginal comments changed negatively . 

Text-specifıc comments are rarely applied by the teacher, as seen in the ratios of this 

study. For the text-specifıc end comments, we come across 6% of negative effect of 

teachers comment on the reYisions. Not surprisingly, generic comments are the most 

applied ki nd of comments. Their effects as seenin the ratios related to the amount of the 

teachers use of generic comments. 59% of the marginal generic comments are rated as 

positively changed, where as 38% of the marginal generic comments are rated as 
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negatively changed in the students revisions. Generic end comments show 62% positive 

effect or revisions and 33% negative effect on student revisions. 

Table 4.6 

S um mary of text-specific and generic CO?Jments on 

the znd drafts of the students 

Marginal Comments End Comments 

ı Positive effect Negative effect Positive effect ı Negative effect 

N % N % N ~'o N % 

Text-specifıc 

comment 2 2 1 1 - - 1 6 

Generic Comment 50 59 
..,.., 

38 ll 61 1 6 
..,.., 

.).) .).) 

Number TOTAL 1 86 18 

% TOTAL ı 100 100 

4.3. Discussion 

The aim of the study was to identify the characteristics of these comments which 

!ed to a change on the students writings and to investigate the effect of written 

comments on students revisions. Teacher's comments were anaiHed in order to 

determine the characteristics of written comments. As a result short and average 

comment lengths were found to be the most applied lem~th of written comments, for 

both marginal and end comments (98% for short comments, 2% for average comment 

length). The majority of the comment types was "grammar-mechanics" comments 

written on the margins (55%) 

This indicates that the surface-level comments which focus on grammar and 

mechanic errors are stili the mostly applied characteristics of teacher comments in 
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drafting. This result agrees with the studies of the researchers (Cohen and Cavalcanti, 

1990; Robb, Ross and Shortreed, 1986) that suggest surface-level errors that is grammar 

and mechanics are the most focused ones among problems with organization and 

content of the VvTiting. 

Results of the comment types suggest that, marginal comments, "asking for 

information" type, mostly led change on the revisions (100°/o). For the end comments 

this type !ed also a change on the revisions ( 1 00%). Comments which give information 

in statement form for both marginal (100%) and end comments (60~ ·Cı) led to a change 

on the revisions of the students. This can indicate that, students consider informative 

comments, that is comment which gives extra information about the text, and directs the 

student writer to the revised drafts. This information is mostly text-based rather than 

referring to other sources. With this type of comments teachers can directly indicated 

the problematic point on the paper. That is unique to one paper. As suggested by 

Sommers (1982) and Zamel (1985) teachers should be encouraged to provide text

specifıc commentary rather than vague generalizations which demonstrate little teacher 

involvement with the individual student paper. 

Imperative forms were widely seen types of comments in the study (5% for 

marginal , 48% for end comments). This result suggests that the teacher attempts to be 

an authoritative reader to the students writing. Rather than being a facilitating consultant 

teacher prefers being the authoritative fıgure as the teacher. This likely to Turkish 

educational system As Adalı ( 1 99 ı) found teachers are the authoritarian fıgures and are 

expected to give instructional guidance to the students. 

Positive feedback was rarely given to the students. As Connors & Lunsfore (1993) 

suggest, generally teachers not tend to give positive comments to the students writing. 

This tendeney could be the result of the belief that, praise is not more effective than 

criticism in facilitating students improvements. This was the case in our study. Positive 

comments were scarcely given to the students by the writing teacher. The positive 

comments were very few and could be seen in the end comments. Thus, our fındings 

agree with the fındings of Ferris ( 1997). As Ferris ( 1997) found in her study, teachers 
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give very few positive comments to student writers. And teachers mostly give positive 

comments as end-comments. According to Ferris (1997) this depends on the advice 

given to the teachers to begin end-comments with a note of encouragement. In our 

study, positive end comments were tending to encourage the student writers for the 

revısıon. 

Positive comments and few other characteristics of the teacher's commentary such 

as make a request/question, make a request/statement, give information appear not to 

have been put into practice in our study. Teacher's choice of comment types gives us an 

idea of the authoritarian role of the teaeber who almost forgets to praise the students 

work. Comment length used by the teacher could provide us the evidence that teacher 

prefers giving short cut directions to the students rather than clear and long comments. 

Rather than being an authoritative figure, teachers need to establish a collaborative 

relationship with their students by drawing attention to problems, offering altematives 

and suggesting possibilities. This collaborative and interactive relationship would 

provide a platform which both encourages students to think about \vhat they have done 

and lead them to improve it 
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5.1. Summaı1' of the study 

CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSlON 

From the early I 970s, process ofwriting has been receiving more attention than the 

product. Writing process focuses on the writer's involvement. When writing, in the 

process of creating, discovering and extending meaning, students need a supportive 

environment in the classroom. Teachers should encourage the students through their 

compasing processes collaboratively. Feedback is the most important tool of this 

collaboration between the teacher and the student writer. 

F eedback can be defıned as an in put from a reader to a writer with the effect of 

providing information for revision. With guidance of feedback the writer can modify 

his/her writing. This modifıcation can be provided by showing where the writer misled 

or confused the reader by not supplying enough information in the writing, illogical 

organisation, lack of development of ideas, or something !ike inappropriate word-choice 

ortense (Keh, 1990-295). 

Teachers are the most frequently seen sources of feedback among other sources 

such as, peers. Quite ra re studies ha ve be en done on the area of teachers' feedback. As it 

is stated in the literature there is more to search in this area. 

Zamel (1985:85) examined the comments reactions, and markings that appeared on 

compositions assigned and evaluated by teachers. The fındings suggest that ESL 

composition teachers made similar types of comments and more concemed with 

language-specifıc errors and problems. In addition to that marks and comments of the 
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teachers were often confusing, arbitrary and inaccessible. Zamel's (1985:85) study deals 

with the t~achers response but provides implications to impro\·e the responding 

techniques of the teachers. Thus expected improvement could be provided on the next 

drafts. On the other hand, Rob b, Ross and Shortreed ( 1986) designed an empirical study 

to evaluate the effects of different types of feedback error in the \\Tİtten work on the 

second language writer. Influence of teachers commentary on the fırst drafts to the 

revisions was examined by Ferris (1997) resulted that various types of comments 

appeared to be more helpful than others. 

So this study investigated both the characteristics of the teacher comments and the 

effect of whether teachers written comments (given as feedback to the student writers) 

!ed to changes in the students revised papers. 21 subjects have been chosen out of 75 

students. Subjects wrote on various topics. Teacher's comments \\TÜten on the papers 

have been analyzed by using "Analytic Model for Teaeber Commentary" of Ferris 

(1997). After this analysis the papers with comments on was given to the students as the 

process of writing course suggests. Revised papers were examined and the changes 

occurred by the effect of each comment were rated by two independent raters. 

Written comments of the teaeber have been studied according to their types, 

lengths; and compared as being marginal or end comments. Results of the analyses 

showed that short comments for both marginal (98%) and end comments (61%) are the 

most applied ones, anel the thanges seen due to the comment length in the revision is 

high (94% for short marginal comments and 39% for short end comments) . Long and 

very long lengths of comments have been used neither in marginal nor in end 

comments. Thus the effects of these Iength characteristics weren't observed in the study. 

60% of the marginal comments vvere positively effected by the students revisions, the 

rest 40°/o of the marginal comments had negative effects on the 2ııd drafts of the 

students. On the other hand, 59% of the end comments were positiYely effected the 

students revisi on s 41 ~ ·ü of the en d comments had negative effects "\umbers of ratios of 

negative and positive effects of teaeber comments for both margina ı and end comments 

are close to each other. 
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Not surprisingly teachers comments focusing on grammar-mechanics have been 

rated as the majority among the other types. Thus, result ind icates that teachers are stili 

dominantly effected by the product based writing. Teachers approach to the students' 

drafts as the fina! product, even in the fırst drafts. Teachers approach to red-pen directly 

when responding to the students writing. The general idea is the more they correct the 

more they do their job. But the case shouldn't be considered !ike that as the researchers 

recommended (Zamel, ı 985). Depending on the fındings of this study, we can say that 

writing teachers do correct immediately, when they read a student's writing, without 

thingking of which draft they read, tirst or the last. They simply can't ignore the surface 

level errors at the very beginning. whereas they should focus on the cantext fırst; 

organization of ideas. 

Comments asking for information are alsa quite in number. In the revisions this 

type alsa lead to changes mostly. This type of comment directly points to the problem 

ofwriting and asks for more detail or students attention on grammar-mechanics or ideas 

on writing. This type of direct questions are mostly answered in the revisions by the 

students. That is students revise their writing considering the question type comments 

mostly, because it is easy to determine the point soıutions to a problem in writing but 

when it is generally written students sametimes have diffıculties about identifying the 

Jocation of the problem. Results of the revisions vvhich have been effected by the 

comment type showed that mostly comments asking for information, requests in 

imperative form, informative statements as comments and comments about grammar

mechanics !ed to changes on revisions. 

5.2. Conclusion and implications for teaching writing 

Hyland ( 1990:285) and many other researchers (Ferris, 199 ı) agree with the idea 

that student \Vriters should be encouraged by providing appropriate feedback, in the 

process of writing. Process of writing requires drafting that is the meeting of the writer 

and the reader for several times before the fina! product. If the \\Tİter considers the 

readers directions provided by feedback, the body of the wri t ing can be shaped step by 

36 



step with each draft, and at the end, the writing could be finished and the fina! product is 

produced. · 

Teachers as readers ofthe student writers are !ike locomotives which push the cars 

on the rails. If locomotives push hard the cars may go off the rail and collapse, if they 

push slow, the cars wouldn't move even an inch. Just !ike locomoti\·es, teachers should 
. ' 

encourage student writers with their comments. As Ferris ( 1997) suggests, teachers 

should be careful in their own responding strategies and explaining those strategies to 

their students and helping them learn to revise. How can a teacher provide these to push 

the student writers to the fina! product safely without getting of the rail or Jet students 

afraid to move with the fright to collapse? 

Results of the study suggests us that teachers are still responding to the first drafts 

of the student writers as they w ere the fina! products. As Zam el ( 1985) suggests, 

teachers should not respond to student \VRITING but to student \\'RITERS, that is, 

teachers should try to respond to authors, but not to secretaries. This suggestion agrees 

with the conclusion of our study. Student writers shouldn't be dra\\·n in to the red-ink 

sea rather they should be taught to swim with them encouraging feedback power by the 

teacher. Teachers of writing shouldn't reach to their red pens immediately after seeing a 

mistake on students paper. First they should realize that the student writer may have 

limited experience in writing And they should never forget that, their job is not judging 

the students for how they write, instead, teachers job should be guiding the student in 

learning how to write. 

The power of feedback can be provided only with the right cheice of commentary 

which encourages student vvriters. Results of the study (Ferris. 1997) show that 

comments in form of question effected students revisions . In our study we alsa reached 

to this result. Students more properly understood and interpreted the comments in the 

form of question then requests . That is, students need clear, to the point comments and 

they feel safe to answer them in the revisions. 
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Teacher commentary can occur in many other forms . \Vriting teachers should feel 

free to adjust the amount of type of feedback as the process of writing goes on. Peer 

correction, conferences with student writers and others such as audiotaped commentary, 

computer based commentary. Depending on the needs and feasibility, of the students 

and conditions, teachers should decide on the most effective type of feedback. As Ferris 

(1997) suggests, there is no "one-size-fıts-all" form of teacher commentary, teachers 

should be sensitive to the needs, abilities and personalities oftheir students in providing 

feedback. 

As a conclusion, feedback is very important in the writing process Studies suggest 

this importance, but how can we as teachers, get the most out of feedback, that is the 

most effective methods of feedback is stili an area to search for. By investigating the 

comment characteristics which effect on the revision, this study aimed to contıibute to 

this area. 

5.3. Suggestions for further studies 

This study has investigated the characteristics of teacher comments appear to 

influence students second drafts. An other research could be done benwen multi-drafts 

and the effects of written comments could be search ed, e.g. bet\veen 2nct and 3rct, or 3rct 

and 4tlı drafts. 

Subjects of large numbers would provide variety of comment types and other 

characteristics of teaeber comments could be defıned and their eflects on the revisions 

could be examined 
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TOPIC: Music 
THESIS ST ATE.MENT :No te sere s are mo re im portant than the lyrics. 
1-CONTENT OF INTRODUCTORY 

a-Defınition of lyrics and note scores. 
b-Thesis statement 

, c-Studying pn note scores take long time 
d-Note sco~:es preeced lyrics 
e-Rephrase thesis statement 

There are two stars tonight.The voices and sounds are here with play 
by play description of our demo.All the auidience are bored to death.Because the 
chief has been delayed.But,w~at goe~?~o~nds ritqpi~~join to be melt inthe 
ears asa note scores.The magıc ofthıs ıncıdent p_ô:_ş_began to make people on top 
oftheir feelings.On the other hand,voices compose and lyrics exist.The 
meaningful word~ qeşignate the way of the music in minds.Combination ofnote 
scores and lyrics-:gÔ'into effe_c! an~ cause to be~~· all the night.At the end 
of the show,two stars thanked audıance because oftneır great deal.And they 
ggve a speech about their works:Now there is no doubt that noie scores are ınore 

-·-effective and important than th~ lyrics.Because note scores need long time to be 
() exist.In addition,it preceecklyrics.As a result these two ubjects aven't had n same effect and importance while)they are related to eac ot er. 

~ (\ 
not- q sooct \5_) 

: .s to fement 

.;ı.:-,There__ 'ıs nC\ t-e..n5~ ~reern01t ın Jour vU"l!)ole.. 
porq3 r-C\p h

1 
c h e.c.t.. 11-. 
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L~r/cs ore 1/1()/(2. 'mporion-L orıd e_f}.j}ec{iv<?. -lAon 

n.ote- .scare-S~ Alt:.o'(!;/"' -lJ..eii- t'rnpor-lOI)ce ;'.$ c!;'-f/e,,eni. 
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i Af..J çony;iPi:z 

e.ocA o-1:.1-.er- ;)') o L.Vf:.J• ..8ecous-e. /_yrlc.S 1 -LAe 6oslc o rnuslc' 'brE.. 
() s 12.-,e.+e n c e . fO ı ı oı c y . 

word..s o~ •-t.Ae .So1...J..S) and no~e -score.s o.re the 0,....,...,{;, 0 /s--t_~ 

,on c lu de f! sourı c/s - o.{! -t..l-ıe ..So u ne/s /n -/.1-ıe rnwt'c. . Owi'n(} i o 

lJ...e ..{Jac-t. i:Aot !_yrı'cs are -I.Ae bost'c oj! rnusic 1 ii. l::aLes 
. ·~ 

lonqer -Lirre. For -LA ot reoson, i 1:: pre eec/e .s rı oie -..score..f' . 8ecavSf;,r, 
v : c::> o-r. 

oJZ ~aLir::J. rnucA -l:..ı'rne ond ?receci·~;!J·-/c.s ore rnore i"-"'t1)f 

/'rrıporio.nt o.ncl e_(J_j}ec-ttve_ -l__fıan rıoie -....rcorPs ;n rnu.st'c:.., 

GvDd TDp ı c 5C2D t-e11ce. 
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~ • S'e.n'fence. ~cd}ocy prep. verb? 
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so~,'11d -t:h.a-l 

b Qj,' e.fi s 1 e..J t.J/-l 

r 
r-or 

1/) 

VJO~ sA •(Jp(Ld -le -ik.. /-,',.Q_ _ !rı ~/~, r-P~Ij /o/l c.c,-ı c...,p_p-1:: arı d 

J/},IJ,rQ./1-.f /'fJJfj;OYı.J oc.c.uro-e/_ Tf.e.J(L d./.Ji:J'rıc_-6/crıJ ctiJo 

J' lv:> <--V d -1::::-/.a_.,.-• .-u c»! v:z.. s ~~ -i:. k .re/ {f ,• o rı / /-Ic J oj~ co·ı d c. ct u J C!-d 

/-l sQ.pC>.!'o-ba_ //1 c.ra.a...c.l...r. IX/a.. c.c.Yrı JO__a_ -c--J,. . .; 3 Jc_pD./'cn!::lo/\ 

' (/"\ Ch .. /' . 1 
F tJI:; IC(/} 1 "r:.ü. 

• ' • fı' 1 '·"J 'f/1 1 H c ovı-c 



.:s . .J~Jt!:-c.t~ _l_jriC-5 o..re.. rnore IIY")-por-l-oın-l- o.f"\d e..JJQ.c..f-lv(?_ +hcı.rı 
+h e.... Y'\ c -l--e..--.s C- o r e.. s . 

J...._jriC..S a.re.. nıore__ 1""/for-l-arrl- o..rtd e..JJ'e.e-4-ıvc:_ +hovı -J..-h.a_ 

t\ote..- =:ıc.ore~. JJQ../V\e-S) Sr-ıc..s o.re_ CV) cH~-~J-jve_ '""() (f 
eıcr•<?_()Sin 5 -reaplQ__ı_s +~ot)U.-5 ~ ÖQ_Q..l;~~l". ef c__nur.se.; 

n efe_- .::)C..ore,S ~\/(?_ e<._ fO k_ .t-o f 'v j ~ e..f'(rrQ_.s.S'":J ö-e_.e_ hv~ 

b .... J ._._, rı-\-r~ ~:r' ~ +o. b OL ıo ~ -tı 'V""\ CL c.ıo...-ıd r-~ u§ re._) I"Y)Oı--Q_ 
e..-c.r C?- o.rıd Q_+-+~+ıo0 . Aha; --t-he__ t.-Jr~-H2) cf- trıc...s rrecde_s 
.t-k ı..ur'i.fı~ ocf f"\0+~- ()c..ore.s, "T~e_ ~ri~ ho. ve... --\-hQ_ .sreczf•c_ 
fY'\~c::ı.rı~ .25 I'Jrı o. .502_}· 



' , . . 

L 
~ 

_Q 

~ 
:s 

7 

~ 
~ 
(j 

(1 

c \i 

l 

'-ı.. . J Al 
~ i [} ) . /) _J.. ~~ 

d s J -::. c. ( j E. e. ~ 
] ·a c cg ~ ~ ~ f 6 ~~ ı -t 
J 

..- o <.. ;;. .k ... c p <Y 
Q- :5 ~ ...r .... o 

J ~ J ~ le: o ıc: V _i c 
~ t. ~j, 3 .K 3 ç@. o 

, .. 
/) 
c 

3 
ct~ 6 <> ~ ... J "1; 'J J 

1 f) ~ ;J ~ ~ o t 3 -ı ~ qo l > ~ ~ d 
~ d ~ ~ c n aJ ~ 
' 1 3 o " 6 1 _,ı 1 1 3 .ı 
~ ) 3 -i ~ J ./. 

J- ~ ~ s cl cl J s ô 6 
J. 

j. j j, c ~ -o. 3 .9 1 c ~ J 
ç ~ o J . ~ ~ ). j J ,, 
u C c ~ o o~ '--

.J) c u. o- J) " i) 
L d i) v· 2 .(} 4 C /{) l -" 
() _,t: "'( J _.}.: 0 • V ~ d 
()... ..rJ '3 > 8 ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ d E ..v ...\- ıl) ~ - ~ ~ 6 ~ ..t 
.... ~ . (, . ı 0- J' ~ ek (,. ) .K 

c/) cl 6) ~ ~ t J: t).. J d-
u d "' J p i ~ ~ ' ~ J ~ > o 
- ı.. J • ~ 1) v ,..O J ~ 
a: E ... jJ J · c d if) h " .ı 
~ ~~i~ ~ ~ J ~ j} i- - ~ 

J ..-!o cl c{) ..... '"'~~~' 1 ~ ~ 
ı.. ~ f t.- 6 C 6 ~ .J. ~ ~ L 
6 ~ ı- C o {) n ./ 3 

o cl- '1 o [.. ~ o rı 1) 
" . v ..ı 0 J n o. , C). , 

~ ---- V> 'U · t ~ ) n ~ t E cl ,.. t s f) ..r. 6 j d Q.. ,,. ..-a 
{,... V [j - ...... ....\-V oJ) 

~ 3J ~ '* 0- J 'cl J 

ı 

~ 
Jı 
fi 
c 

jJ l ~' 0 0 ~ cl V /.. 

c ~ .t ~ ~ . ~ J. .c 
~ ~ ~ 3 J ·c ~ 1" ! l, A- J- cl 
>~~ol~ n c c.. o o cl--c> 
-+ -r~ . .:ı: v- u _f) _s: u. o o~ 



.-.. ·.:_:· ·._;· . .. · 
. .. 

ı 

J..s+o.f1 bul and ~s~~e.kır are_ 8 ouul\e..d \o~ -\:~ 

~e_ ÔOJe.r/\M.U+-1 ~ut fl'lere__ o.re... ..SoNle.. d.ifJUreA(.Q..) 
be+u.ıevı ~e.ıvı. 'People.. wVıo l:tıe_ ~1\ tstof\ b<...tt L-ı.o.l.le.. 

w;+Vı +rort.S pcrto.f~ol'l 1 l;J~ pr: u.J 

po\\.u.~\orı. t-lowev.e.r1 i l\ ~<.S~~e.k ~1 1 pe..op[e._ otre_ 

o.cf~~c..W .:so Mu.clA b(:) +Vıe.se. prok\e.M.s. 3'0) l i u;~ 

i ll i.s Moıe_ d;~fı'e-u lt fko.t1 /.·v:I1J i11 .f".s\:i-



,• / 

' tf\ 

1 (\~-.,.)__,c~~""rJ 

~ f? vi'f""f.-::.'1-.~--y{ ~! 
Poi~sc,~ ; 5' .2rıd Cr-~J--t 
r c;V.,f'=f~ ~r) _1 r-t _ a,..~J -t . _. 

lv ı._J ""'- h-?.1- 1 {.( . 

' 
I f\ 

. . ' . {. 
ael·, '-• : -r · -€~ • 

_2 nd al. r ci ft 
-o. .L.>t.:::ı· · . <. ..i -1'-J . ~o -> J ı. · 1 · 

u _A..( d e o '1 Qr, 'T J':, s· 7 ı.. ı 0/\. 

C' ı7 ı ) -f "~ 6 ul. ' ~ -1 t.,.,_ l, 'S' S"''+ <O d l c;:, -!<Ye =J 
;.\-~ _ -~;jL\ P{vl<:)-\~'0A 

1 

1' . 
• \.t t i\.:) 

_ _) 

~ 

L\:r t "--"-f/_ ..._,n·\ '5~-e_ d. _ .lo-t oc) 

\ )~\-QA6L,\ )s- ~,e-s:-er ~-v\~ l :u ~J 
.J.J.~~e:~Lcf , ~+\cL,<"_,-er (:u,'"S ;1\ 

)-, f~~(j~L-t;r Jor- J.tı-E c_ /t; L13Y 

'"'to/·'<:' L.ıc..al--t~ ..S.t!Jv·tu;:{ ""'o'~«'-
_ _, 

={-C. o,.--- c::> ~.o 
( ç_ J . ' ·--·-· 

/ 



~ · \~="" \ ı, -

-\\ıe.1e -\<~ ,1 \\:ı \·y\-. ~\\e ''O i C C"... C\fVJ --\ ~\'2 
<ı 

SOvf\c\~ ore \-\ere. ~..-v:t\A. p\oj \oj p\o_j d.esc.riçı-\;on of our clerY"~o 

A\\ --\:Y\Q O.ud\Qı'\.Ce O'fe bor ed -\.0 c~eo.-\.~. Secov~e -\he Cvüe r . . 

~o~ c\Q \oj~ c\ .. ~v.}) '.w V\ o-\- 5o e)! S v c\ d ef\. \~ ı o. mQ 1"\ w~-\"'"'- "'- 1 ~ 
5 \ 1' Cl_ 0 \') p € O. 1 ~ ·, ~ V\ e." '5 O U 1"'\. c\;:, 1 ~ ~ -'( "" (Vd C 0 \\ _:) j 0 ~ (\ -\ O \? e (Y) E: \ -f 

\'l\ -\'v\e eo.v-~ os o Y\o-\'e.s·core_~. \he MO/~)''c. oC""'"'- '' ~ e_vQf\1 ·Ge~tn.s · 

\Q malc_e re.oe\e 0'/'\.. -\:op o.Ç -the_\r1'fee\)t\3.) ~ 00 \~e 0\Y\er YlO.I\d). 

-Joı'c._e:ı c.oMpo)e .D.t\.cl. \~::'{·~c.s e..x.ıst ,. TY\e N\QÇ\(\ı''"' 3 f~t worcl-::, dı<jı'9nott 

-t""e wo.~ o.Ç rY"\V..Sl'c. ı'(\ mı'r.d:s. Co~bı'rioi ı'o11 of Aai"esc.orE>..ı Or'\C:.I 

t~ ri'C5 Cjo lt~'\0 ef,Cect 0(\C\ .cauJ E' -tv \oe. p.Qo \:ı\E .fe.e.\ ·se.\~O..US. 
1 ıf\'\ (.)0("\0.(\-\: o!\C\ . · 

5vt 1\o-'l:e .se:ore.s o.ıe (Y\.a<'e eRfect i ...ıe --1:\r\.b.J\ tJr,' c.s. f\.lo'ooc\j. c_of\ 

cle0~ -tlr\e pcıLUeı o~ fY\usı'c LU~~c.V\. prec.eeds '.:Jr''c.::., and rTO\:::e.s 

\OA.':) --t:cY\e to foe proclvced - So 1\o-\e S"core.s (\(\eo(\ QoWQ.r o,\? 

eçrec-tlve.J\e:n :q jou coı'Y\eore u..ı\"\\A... \;jr ,'c.s . 



Y' c:L-- ------
2 dr&t+ 

SLIPE.U./0;2./T'J OF L "/R!C...S OVER r-ıO TE -.S COJ2ES 

.JyJrlCS are rnore lm-por-ton i and e.fJ-fec-6lv~ ·l:: • .hon rıote

Score.S. Alt:.o'[J h i:he/r- irr1poriorıce. ts c:Jı.ffererı i 1 -l::.hL;J cornple tf' eo c h 

otJ,er- ti-l Oc wCC:J.8eco.u.se /;Jrlc.s rnal:e rnu-twof , Corrırnurıico-Lton a;,o2J 

people.. 1 cınd no te -scores Qre che t/rr-">60 {.J -~hel; ,'ne lv de 5-" .Sovrıds-
V 

o {2 i:.he sou"1ds ,1-) the rnuslc1 l:.h"Cj Q/UJ'tJS rıeed eo.ch o-ther: 0t..Nt'::5 

-l:..o -/:.he /)o.c.f -t.ho-t {::r-ı'cs cı,re -t:.Jıe. 6a.slc. o/2 rnu.Ji'c,l6 iok..es lo(Jer

l:irr1e. For- i.hoi reason, /1::. prece.c/es r) o t.e.- .scores. 8eco u:ıe & r-t'c_s ia4:._ 

rnucJ-.. .f:.t'rne. arıd precede 1 {:jr-tCJ are I'Ylore lrYıport.orıt. o.rıd e{?fec{.t'v.e_ 

,,,.,_. --· 

SC2TI t-e. he e 



,..· _.: _; . . .... ~ 
: \ "' \ 

:. - '-·' 
/ ' . / 

L'i~JC.S 

). (/'"c. S c. re- IY'\O'"C. i<Y)F ... ~ + en d... e-Jjec.. +-(LJe. f-h.:vı #-e ""'fe-

.sc.o~S. ~"''t.!> cı('e. -tk ~s o~ 1-l-ıe. ~ c:rd ~ nck-sc.or-~ 
ore..- ı-he_ s~.....--.d. o\- .t-k Soz::j'> 

1 
w+ 0J"1"'r:-S f r-ec.ed.e. fhe 

f\0-le.-- Sc.cre.s J '-oe.co..-.>Se. +-~ c:{"e ....x=r.._:j ro...uer-~ 1 +o e...,ı.Fress sf,-~ 
y:er.s~t .J.e.el.~ Atso 

1 
ı .J- ..-s ~ ı'"Yl porkı.r.+ ~ ~=.\e 

-4\-e. r-~'r.'r -...uor& J.or f-ho<5h+.s 
1 

b ... .ı- +v-u'~ 1-o Jır. cL .s....i-1-<>..\aie. 

.._v0rd,s. V f-ed ~ 1 ~ Lt~ cÜ:J-/-ı'c..J l-1- • /+ +o.b J o1r Ht-re . 

As o.. re...s..._,l .f- 1 +he.. not-e- 5Co("'e-S c::ıre no .J- .:::ı.~ ~~.r::ıor-.J-0..,+- ql:, }he::_. 

b"•'C-:S . 

.., ___ ... ···--··- -·-- --

... . : -

"-:" 
.. 
·-··· 

•·· ··:·-· . . 
:~7 - . --. 

--- .. - -· .. 




