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ABSTRACT

In teaching writing to second language learners of
Englishr varioug corrective procedures are enployed as

feedback to aesist the revision stage of the writing
process. These procedures include the uae of peere teacher

and/or self-feedback as stinull for EucceEsful revision.
Whether or not any one of these types of f,eedback is
superior to the others h:" not yet been deternined

obJectively. Related to this question ls how ESL learners

themselves feel about those corrective procedures from

different sources.

The experiment and survey reported here are intended to

llluminate the differential effects of teacher feedbackt

Peer feedback and self-feedback upon the

informational,/rhetorl.cal and granmatical,/necbanical aspects

of ESL writing proficiency at three levelsr ranging from

lower-internediate to advanced. It is found that across the

proficiency levels; manipulation of the feedback type

varl.able producee no signif,lcant differencea on the

inf,ornational/rbetorical aspect of, ESL writing proficiency.

But in the grannaLical./mechanLcal categoryr feedback has a

iv



main e f f e c t .  There is a l s o  evidence t o  suggest  that  teacher 

feedback might be the moat e f f e c t i v e  procedure in deal ing 

with grammatical inaccuracy. Survey r e s u l t s  reveal  that  the  

supposedly "palatable" peer feedback is not a s  well received 

by ESL learners  a s  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  teacher feedback. 



TABLE OF CONTEN 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...................................... iii 

ABSTRACT .............................................. iv 

LIST OF TABLES ........................................ viii 

................................. LIST OP ILLUSTRATIONS x 

. CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION ............................. 1 

CHAPTER I1 FINITION OF TERMS ...................... 3 

A Working Definition of "Feedbackw .................. 3 ......................... Feedback from Three Sources 6 

. CHAPTER I11 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ................. 8 

From the Product Model to the Process Model ...... 
The Controversy over the Role of Revision ....em.m... 9 ....... The Emergence of Peer Feedback in ESL Teaching 13 
Empirical Studies in Ll Research .................... 14 .... Research Results in Support of Teacher Feedback 15 ....... Research Results in Support of Peer Feedback 18 ....... Research Results in Support of Self-Feedback 24 
An "Oddballn Finding ............................... 25 

Empirical Studies in L2 Research .................... 26 
Three Studies ..................................... 26 .......................... A Natural Progression 31 

Summary ..........................................m.m 33 
............................ CHAPTER IV. THE EXPERIMENT 35 

Purpose .............................................. 35 ............................................... Method 38 
Subjects ........................................... 38 
Design ...m...m............m......e.....~.......... 42 ......................................... Procedure 43 
Measures ...m...................................... 48 .............................. Results and Discussion 55 

Summary .............m............................... 74 
.................................. CHAPTER V. THE SURVEY 76 

Purpose and Method .................................. 76 
Results and Discussion .............................. 78 





LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

............... 1. ANOVA of ELI Placement Test Scores 41 

............ 2. SNK Test of ELI Placement Test Scores 41 

3. Distribution of Subjects by Level and Treatment .. 42 
...... 4. Distribution of Topics by Proficiency Level 45 

5. Means and Standard Deviations o 
Content/Discourse Scores ...... 

6. Means of Content/Discourse Scores 
by Level or Feedback.............................. 56 

7. Means and Standard Deviations 
Grammar/Mechanics Scores.. ............... 59 

8. Means of Grammar/Mechanics 
by Level or Feedback ............................. 60 

9. ANOVA of Content Scores........................... 62 

10. ANOVA of Organization Scores...................... 62 

11. ANOVA of Vocabulary Scores ....................... 63 
....... 12. ANOVA of Content/Discourse Adequacy Scores 63 

13. ANOVA of Grammar Scores .......................... 64 
14. ANOVA of Mechanics Scores ........................ 64 

....... 15. ANOVA of Grammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores 65 

16. SNK Test of Content Scores ....................... 68 
17. SNK Test of Organization Scores................... 68 

.................... 18. SNK Test of Vocabulary Scores 69 

19. SNK Test of Content/Discourse Adequacy Scores..... 70 

20. SNK Test of Grammar Scores ....................... across Feedback Treatments 71 

21. SNK Test of Grammar Scores 
across Proficiency Levels ........................ 71 

viii 



Table Page 

. SNK Test of ~rammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores 
across Feedback Treatments........................ 72 

23. SNK Test of Grammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores ........................ across Proficiency Levels 72 

24. Contingency of Relationship between Feedback ................ Selection and Proficiency Level 

25. Contingency Table of Relationship between Feedback 
Selection and Sex ................................ 82 

26. Contingency Table of Relationship between Feedback .......................... Selection and Ethnicity 83 

27. Contingency Table of Relationship between Feedback 
Selection and Length of Residence 
in an English-Speaking Y ......... 83 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure  Page 

1. Means of Content Scores Classified by Level and 
Feedback ........................................... 57 

2.  Means of Organization Scores Classified by Level 
and Feedback ....................................... 57 

3 .  Means of Vocabulary Scores Classified by Level 
....................................... and Feedback 58 

4 .  Means of Content/Discourse Adequacy Scores Classified 
............................. by L e v e l  and Treatment 5 8  

5. Means of Grammar Scores Classified by Level and ........................................... Feedback 60 

6 .  Means of Mechanics Scores C l a s s i f i e d  by Level and 
........................................... Feedback 61 

7. Means of Grammar/Discourse Accuracy Scores Classified 
............................. by Level and Treatment 61 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In ing writing to second language learners of 

English, various instructional procedures are employed to 

assist the learner during the revision stage of the writing 

process. These procedures emphasize the use of teacher, 

peer or self-feedback as means of stimulating successful 

revision. But it has not yet been satisfactorily determined 

whether or not any one of these commonly adopted procedures 

is superior to the others as positive intervention in the 

revision process. Many books and articles have been written 

on the topic. In contrast, empirical evidence obtained from 

reasonably controlled studies is surprisingly scant. This 

discrepancy has already caused much concern in the ESL 

profession. As a result, ESL writing has increasingly 

emphasized quantitative studies so that the efficacy of 

these instructional procedures can be objectively verified. 

The project reported here was conducted to verify the 

effects of corrective feedback from various sources. The 

research compares differences in revision improvements based 

upon feedback from instructors, classmates or individual 

student writers themselves. In addition to source of 

corrective feedback, the effect of 

also analyzed. Both factors are 

factorial design. Dependent 

learner proficiency is 

combined in a 3 x 3 

measures include 



impressionistic evaluations of discourse quality, and 

objec t ive  evaluations of formal l i n g u i s t i c  competence. The 

learners '  reactions to corrective feedback from d i f f e r e n t  

sources were also measured by means of a questionnaire. 

Their preferences are then compared w i t h  the results of the 

experiment in order to f ind  whether or n o t  learner 

preferences corroborate the  objectively verified effects of 

these types  of corrective feedback. 

In keeping with t h e  qualitative approach, t h e  review of 

the l i t e r a t u r e  on the topic  and the report of the experiment 

and survey are concentrated on empirical evidence. 

Speculative theorization is thus relegated to a secondary 

role no t  by oversight but in the belief that unfalsifiable 

theorization is not  l i k e l y  t o  convince anyone who has 

already taken sides in a controversy. The comparative 

efficacy of teacher feedback, peer feedback and self- 

feedback has been a long standing i s sue .  It is high  time 

that attention and energy were directed towards more 

tang ib le  research resul ts  for an objective c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of 

the  i s s u e .  



CHAPTER I1 

D E F I N I T I O N  OF' TERM 

Since the primary concern of this study is to examine 

the effects of different kinds of feedback on ESL written 

compositiona, it is necessary to define "feedbacka in the 

first place. 

The most general sense of the term may denote any form 

of reaction or response that is perceived to be subsequent 

to and contingent upon a previous performance. However, 

more specificallyp it refers to a process in which those 

factors that produce a certain result are themselves 

affected by the result. Here the important element in this 

more specific notion of afeedbackm is the partial reversion 

of the effects of given factors to their source so as to 

reinforce or modify it. Such effects are often identified 

in ensuing performance, which can only be attributed to and 

explained by a combination of the initial factors and the 

feedback about the results of those factors. 

These two definitions of afeedbacka, one static and the 

other dynamic or process-oriented, have interesting 

parallels in the literature that concerns the teaching of 



c o m p ~ ~ i t i ~ n .  Theix most representative counkerparts are 

probably t h e  concepts of ' feedback R in t h e  works of Moffett 

and Lamberg, Moffett (1968) loosely defines feedback as 

many information a learner receives as a result of h i s  

trialsm [P. 188) whereas Lamberg (1980) maintains that 

feedback should be def ined as minfarmation of performance 

which affects subsequent performance by inf luencing 

~ t u d e n t s '  attention to particular matters so that those 

matters undergo a change in t h e  ~ubaequent p e ~ f ~ r m a n c e ~  

(P.661. The key word, he i n s i ~ t s "  is Haffectsw. The 

crucial considerations are whether OK n o t  a responee does 

have an effect upon the  source andr in a learning situationr 

whethex or n o t  t h e  effect is a desirable one. Moffekt 

d e f i n e s  it so broadly that anything following a performance 

counts as feedback, which may be trueR however, while 

Lamberg is only in teres ted  in def in ing  feedback which makes 

a difference. Eere we have a problem. For examplep a 

teacheras correction coming after written ecrars is 

sufficient for Moffettls definition, but the  correction may 

fail to promote the learnergs eecond language developmentf 

and therefore is insuff ic ient  Â£o Lambergls view of 

feedback. 

For the  purpo~e o f  the present study, a working 

d e f i n i t i o n  has  been attempted as a compromise between 

Moffett s and Gambergl a concepts. Feedback is construed as 

any information that, in reacting t o  certain preceding 

performance, has the potential of affecting ensuing 

4 



linguistic performance by calling attention to inadequacies 

in the learner's interlanguage system, thereby facilitating 

remedy or refinement. Simply put, reactions that might 

influence subsequent performance are all considered as 

"feedbackn. The definition has expanded the scope delimited 

by Lamberg still maintains a clear focus on the 

corrective ial of feedback -- an important defining 

aspect that is missing in Moffettls definition. This 

understanding of corrective feedback corresponds to 

Chaudron's (1977) conception of correction in teacher- 

student interaction as -any reaction of the teacher which 

clearly transforms, disapprovingly refers toI or demands 

improvement of the learner's utterance ' iP.31)- Although 

he mentions only teacher correctionI peer corrections can be 

readily incocporated into his descriptive model of discourse 

in the corrective treatment of learners' errors. 

In the context of teaching compositionI naturallyI 

these effects are projected to be positive in nature. 

ThereforeI when researchers investigate the effects of 

corrective feedback upon ESL composition skillsI they are 

particularly interested in effects that would help the 

learner to ratify or overcome errors andI at the same time, 

develop awareness of norms of coxrectness in the target 

language. So the beneficialI corrective potential of 

feedback is the focal point of this research.' 



Feedback can be conveniently categorized into three 

types (Lamberg 1980, Partridge 1981): teacher feedback, 

peer feedback and self-feedback. Teacher feedback is 

defined as any stimulus for improvement supplied by a 

linguistically competent person, normally the teacher in a 

formal language learning situation. The teacherls criteria 

for judgment are assumed to be beyond question. Peer 

feedback, as the term implies, is supplied by individuals, 

usually classmates, who are comparable to the student writer 

in terms of overall linguistic abilities. Their input 

functions as stimulus for authentic negotiation between the 

student writer and his or her peer readers, gradually 

resulting in an improved text which communicates to the 

audience what the writer failed to convey in the previous 

effort. The concept of self-feedback, however, needs a 

little explanation. Speech, whether spoken or written, is 

directed chiefly to other (1968) argues 

that even when one purports to write for oneself, one cannot 

escape from the ultimately communcative consequence inherent 

in any use of language. Even in onels unspoken thoughts, it 

is as if one were addressing oneself. Thus, once beyond the 

moment of writing, the writer becomes the "othetn person, 

and starts to feedbaek to himself Or herself. It is this 

psychological reality of "othernessn that constitutes the 



basis fo r  what is refer red  t o  in  t h i s  paper a s  ' se l f -  

feedbackn, i.e. judgments, i n s igh t s  or  i n t u i t i o n s  which t h e  

s tudent  wr i te r  generates whi le  assuming t h e  ro le  of a c r i t i c  

and reviewing t h e  t e x t  from some psychological distance.  It 

is general ly  believed t h a t ,  i f  s u c c e ~ s f u l  revis ion is t o  

take place,  it must r e s u l t  from one or  more of t h e  t h r e e  

types of correc t ive  feedback. 



CHMTER 111 

OF 
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The practice of writing has traditionally been seen as 

a sequential activity in which the task of recording ideas 

is completed step by step according to a rigid rhetorical 

plan. Since the writing activity is viewed as little more 

than filling in a prepared outline8 the preoccupation is 

with a composed product (in such aspects as style8 

discourser syntax and  mechanic^)^ rather than the composing 

process (in terms of how ideas are generated, refined8 

integrated and conveyed). Since the mid 196O6s8 as a result 

of some highly commendable work done in the field of 

teaching first language (Ll) English composition (Braddock8 

Lloyd-Jones and Schoer 1963# b i g  196T8 19718 Murray 1968# 

1972r Elbow 19731 Diederich 1974# Britton 1975, Shaughnessy 

19778 Per1 19781 Young 197B8 Flower 197g8 Flower and Hayes 

1979, Clifford 19811 Tate and Corbett 1981, Hairston 19821, 

a fundamental transformation has taken place in the 

understanding of writing. Writing is now seen not as the 

mere recording of pre-conceived8 pre-sorted and pre-digested 

ideas8 but as a dynamic and inventive process in which ideas 

may be discovered8 reformulated8 rejected or reorganized at 



any moment during t h e  immediate i n t e r a c t i o n  between t h e  

w r i t e r  and t h e  evolving tex t .  I n  t h i s  sense,  t h e  a c t  of 

wr i t i ng  is understood a s  a  f a c i l i t a t o r  of thought. 

This  change i n  t h e  genera l  understanding of composing, 

acclaimed as a  revolut ionary  mparadigm s h i f t w  (Hairston 

19821, has had a profound impact on t h e  teaching of English 

a s  a second/foreign language* Following t h e  t r end  i n  L l  

research and pedagogy, ESL researchers  and methodolog is ts 

l i k e  Zamel (1976, 1982, 19831, R a i m e s  (19791, Taylor (19811, 

and Watson (1982) maintain o r  suggest  t h a t  t h e  gene ra l  

p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  process  model should apply  t o  non-native 

speakers a s  w e l l .  T h e i r  b e l e i f  has been r e i t e r a t e d  by many 

p r a c t i c i n g  ESL teachers  

k k  ml2 9.f Bevls lon 
. 

The new concept of wr i t ing  has s i n c e  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  a  

pedagogical p a t t e r n  involving pre-writing, wr i t i ng  and re- 

wri t ing,  which 'places composition zev is ion  i n  a c e n t r a l  

p o s i t i o n u,  because *wri t ing is a  discovery procedure which 

r e l i e s  heavi ly  on t h e  power of r ev i s ion  t o  c l a r i f y  and 

r e f i n e  t h a t  d iscovery u (Taylor 1981:s-8) The same view is 

expressed by Z a m e l  (1982) when she  mainta ins  t h a t  r ev i s ion  

should become t h e  %sin componentn of composition 

i n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  recognizes t h e  importance of generat ing,  

formulat ing and r e f in ing  one's ideas*  With wr i t ing  viewed 

a s  a  process,  t h e  teaching of wr i t i ng  becomes a  kind of 



*intervention ... in the process to improve that process or 

the product of that processm (Emig 1967:128)- A logical 

question stemming from this notion of teaching presents 

itself: of the three kinds of feedback provided respectively 

by the instructor, peers, and the ESL student writer, which 

is the most conducive to development in the learner's 

composing skills? 

Before we proceed to look for an answer to this 

question, we need to obtain a more comprehensive view of the 

so-called mcentral position" (Taylor 1981) of revision in 

the process model. There has been a controversy over the 

so-called mpower of revisionm. On the one hand, there are 

empirical studies supporting the importance of revision. 

Fellows (1936) showed that Ll students receiving teacher 

corrections with a chance to revise improved more in grammar 

and punctuation than those without a chance to rewrite their 

compositions. More recently, Buxton (1958) asked one group 

of college freshmen to rewrite essays in response to teacher 

commentary. Another group also received teacher commentary 

but did not do any revising. The pre- and post-test scores 

revealed that revising improved the subjects8 composing 

skills demonstrably as compared to those of the non- 

revisers. McColly (1963) conducted a study to test the 

hypothesis that "more writing alone means better writingm. 

It was found to be untrue. He concluded that the activity 

in and of itself is fruitless, unless correction, revision 



and preferably discussion of revision accompany the writing 

activity. These studies 

given to revision in the 

On the other hand, 

make a strong case for the emphasis 

process model* 

there have been contentions against 

the multiple-draft writing task. The most frequently cited 

argument is that quantity counts far more than quality. 

"Language is a self-correcting and self-expanding system and 

the more it is used, the greater the facility there is in 

the use of it' (Erazmus 1960:301). In an experiment by 

Arnold (19631, one group of tenth graders were instructed to 

recompose their essays with reference to teacher feedback, 

while a second group did not revise. After a yearl no 

difference was found in the writing performance of the two 

groups, suggesting that revision itself might be an 

insignificant factor in the training of writing skills. 

Corroboration of Arnold's finding is provided by Hensen 

(19781, who had one group of college students do teacher- 

guided revision and another group make only sentence-level 

corrections without rewriting their themes. The mean gains 

of the two groups showed no significant difference. Similar 

studies have also been conducted in ESL teaching. h classic 

example is ~ r i k r e ~ s  (1966) pilot study in which revi~ion was 

felt, rather than proved, to be detrimental to the shaping 

of target language behavior, e.g. fluencyl appropriateness, 

adequacy and correctness.  rigr re himself was aware that his 

pre-experimental design plus uncontrolled confounds greatly 

undercut the validity of any claim he could make. 



N e v ~ r t h e l e s ~ ,  he wa8 willing to put q u a n t i t y  before quality, 

c i t i n g  Roberts (1958) and Erazmus (1960) as h i s  

rationalization. In a zeview of 8UCh s t u d i e s "  Goman 

(1979:1901 points out ''(~~i&re~s) c m c l u ~ i o n s  arer in my 

opinion, unjuatifiedar because =there appeaxs to be no way 

of deciding from the  evidence provided in what measure 

either of t h e  two method= contributed t o  the f i n a l  r e s u l t a .  

Celce-Murcia (A9741 recounted her experience with a 

mspeedwritingn procedure which required no reviaion* allowed 

minimal feedback,  and stressed e x c l u s i v e ~ y  t h e  amount of 

writing to be produced. The crucial question of whether 

speedwriting had enhanced her studentsa ab i l i t y  to 

communicate went unanswered, But she felt wintuitivelyw 

that  athe answer to the  above question is myesam (P.69) . 

In s p i t e  of the  controve~sy,  r e v ~ s i a n  with feedback has 

remained a major coatp~nent in the pract ice  of composition 

inst~uckion. & V ~ S  ion has been incorporated in both product- 

oriented and procese-oriented ins truct ion ,  although given a 

d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f erent  role in the  former than in the latter. 

Those teachers who regularly employ revision techniques -- 
they cons t i tu t e  the overwhelming majority -- are interested 

1 x 1  t h e  question: Which kype of feedback can b e s t  expedite 

positive inte~vention a t  the  rewriting stage? 



Intervention can come from any of the three sources: 

teachersI peers or the writers themselves. Traditionally8 

it has been the teacher who is expected to provide the 

final feedback after the learner has incorporated his or her 

self-provided insights into the draft. The role of peer 

input, if anyI has been kept to the minimum so as to prevent 

incompetent L2 users from "messing upn the purportedly 

unambiguous instructional input. Hore recentlyI for the 

purpose of exploring the dynamics in the writing process and 

assessing the relative efficacies of various feedback 

procedures, researchers in Ll writing have become interested 

in experiments with non-traditional correction methods. 

MeantimeI interest in non-teacher correction, peer 

correction in particular, has grown considerably in the 

teaching of ESL. TodayI although empirical experimentation 

is still scant in ESL and the results available are 

contradictoryI peer correction has already become a common 

and important component in many ESL writing programs. 

Most ESL commentators on the peer feedback issue agree 

that the recent institution of peer feedback is based not 

upon empirical evidence, but upon a rationale of Ll and L2 

equivalence. Ll research from the 1960's on has been used 

as justification for L2 pedagogy. For example8 Arapoff 

(1968:300) compares native learners with non-native learners 



in terns of how grammar is learned.  She reasons that  n j u ~ t  

as nat ive  speakers l e a ~ n  the i r  language v i a  a discovery and 

transformation proce~s ... BO too foreign students can learn 

to write via the  same processn* Jacobs ( 1982 )  describes how 

Ll and L2 students cope with khe same writing  assignment^^ 

Her observations sugge~t that the problem of haw t o  meet t h e  

~~quirement of a p a ~ t i c u k t r  writing task transcends language 

factors and is shared by native and non-native speakers. 

And Edelsky's (19821 study of the Ll and L2 writings of 

bilingual children show that mgeneral process universa~ssm 

opezate regardless of t h e  language. It Is t h i ~  belief that 

prompts a transplant of Ll research results to ESL teaching 

and accordingly directs  the ESL teachers1 search for  an 

efficient feedback in the  direction of t h e  h i therto  

unrecognized ESL peer audience. 

The emergence of peer feedback as a technique fox 

improving ESL curnpo~itions has its origin in t h e  

theorization and experimentation in Ll research. So far,  

~peculations vary and research findings are inconchzsive - 
The major findings of t h o ~ e  Ll s t u d i e s  w i l l  be discussed in 

sect ions  wi th  respect to the  effectiveness of individual 

types. It w i l l  be seen that there is evidence in support of 

each type as a contributas to writing improvement. 



Linn (1976) used the traditional product-centered 

teacher-dominated method and the innovative "free writing8 

method with two separate groups in a contrastive study. She 

was doubtful of the traditional approach and philosophically 

and psychologically more at ease with the new procedure. 

The 'free writingn method initially freed the subjects from 

their writing anxiety and produced better essays, but in the 

long run proved to be not so effective as the traditional 

method. The results from post-test essays in favor of the 

traditional method had utilized teacher feedback as opposed 

to the peer evaluation in the new approach. It should be 

noted that there were several variables involved in the 

design, so t is not evident whether the gains could be 

legitimately attributed to the feedback factor. 

Ziv (1981) had her subjects rewrite essays in response 

to both technical and rhetorical revision cues ranging from 

explicit directives to implicit suggestions, all of which 

were supplied by instructors. Her results show that teacher 

intervention does affect writing improvement in a multiple- 

draft assignment and has the potential to be a central 

activity of composition instruction concerned with 

stimulating and guiding revision. Her results also 



c h a l l e n g e  Rnoblauch and Brannonfis statement that teacher 

commentary on s t u d e n t  essays is 'an exercise in futilityw 

{Knoblaucb and Bxannon 1981:l). 

Haawe11 (1983 1 experimented with a marginal remark 

technique that  had been devised t o  mobilize the learnergs 

problem-solving potential .  He also  obtained a highly 

significant r e s u l t  t o  euggesk that teacher feedback is by no 

means man exercise in futilityn. Neither Ziv nor Haswell 

had a con t ro l  group us ing  an alternative feedback procedure. 

Therefore theiz f i n d i n g s  can no t  substantiate any claim 

about the superiority of teacher feedback. But their 

results are impressive enough to warrant hypotheses about 

t h e  positive effect of teacher feedback. 

Apart from t h e  s t u d i e s  cited above, there have been 

quite a number of studies that have reached the conc~usi~n 

that teacher feedback, i f  it is not more facilitativeF is 

ne i ther  more detrimental than t h e  other kwo types of 

feedback. Such f indings  at  least lend some weight to the 

argument that t h e  traditional role of t h e  instructor is not 

as f u t i l e  or counter-productive as it is said t o  be (Erazmus 

1960, George 1972, King 19?9# Knoblauch and Brannon M81R 

Marzano and Arthur 1977, Roberts 1958) .  Piexson (1967) 

compared three  classes of ninth  graders who received teacher 

feedback and another three classes who received peer 

feedback* He had hypothesized that t h e  peer feedback 

classes would do bet ter  because of the  importance they 



placed on peer opinions. But scores on an essay test showed 

no statistically significant difference in improvement. 

However, this result was not included when the study was 

formally reported (1972) because the author had found the 

inter-rater reliability on the scores of the essay test too 

low to justify the claim. 

A r study was done by Farrell (19771, which 

investigated the comparative effectiveness of teacher 

feedback vs. peer evaluation vs. group tutoring by upper 

level students. While Farrell had posited that high school 

juniors tutored by seniors would improve the most on both an 

objective writing test and an essay test, he found no 

significant difference among the three groups. All improved 

more than students who had to utilize obly their self- 

generated feedback. 

Beach (1979) looked at the effects of between-draft 

teacher evaluation versus self-evaluation with or without a 

checklist. Differences in the effects were determined both 

in terms of the extent to which a rough draft was altered 

and the extent to which the final polished version differed 

from the first draft in quality. The quality scale covered 

focus (theme) , sequence (organization), support 

(elaboration), sentence construction (syntax) and flavor 

(uniqueness, originality, vividness etc.) . Again no 

significant differences emerged from all the quality scores 



except in the category 02 support# where teacher guidance 

proved to be significankly beneficial, That means that, 

al though teacher-guided students rev i sed  measurably more 

than the other groups# their essays were hardly any better 

than those of the ather groups. The somehow biurred p i c t u r e  

might be blamed on the ~ating ~ c a l e .  The validity of those 

impre~sionistic instruments had not been ~ufficiently 

established. 

Pfeiffer (1901) arrived at a comparable conclusion In a 

study with college undergraduates. Peer correction and 

teacher correction d i d  not cause any difference in writing 

performance. Mare interestingly, neither d i d  they produce 

any difference in a measurement of writing anxiety. 

PfeifferRa experiment is especially important because it 

questions the presumed mpalatable feedbackm offered by peers 

(Ellman l975), thereby posing a serious challenge to the 

alleged af fect ive  advantage of the mcul~ab~rative writing 

pedagogyn (Cl i f ford 1981) or ather student-centered, 

process-oriented pedagogical models. 

E m  BS!&lka in a ?per Feedback 

Interest in peer feedback as an alternative corrective 

approach has originated by and Iacge  from a long-standing 

sense of fru~tration with orthodox teachex corrections Such 

frustration is reinforced from t i m e  to t i m e  by s k u d i e s  l i k e  

the  one performed by Marzano and Arthur (1977).  hey had 



t h r e e  groups of l e a r n e r s  rece ive  r e s p e c t i v e l y  abb rev i a t i ons  

i n d i c a t i v e  of e r r o r  types ,  a c t u a l  c o r r e c t i o n s  and 

s u b s t a n t i v e  comments designed t o  f o s t e r  problem-solving 

processes .  A l l  t h e  t h r e e  types of guidance  were supp l ied  by 

i n s t r u c t o r s .  No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

could  be discerned.  What is more d i scourag ing  is t h a t  a l l  

t h e  t ypes  had equa l l y  small o r  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f l uence  on 

s t u d e n t  wr i t i ngs ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t e a c h e r  i n t e r v e n t i o n  

s imply does no t  work. 

Marzano and Ar thu r ' s  morose conc lus ion  was shared  by 

King (1979).  Dealing wi th  grammatical accuracy a lone ,  s h e  

d i s c r imina t ed  t h r e e  k inds  of t e ache r  comments: making 

e x p l i c i t  c o r r e c t i o n I  naming e r r o r  types ,  and o f f e r i n g  

r e l e v a n t  s y n t a c t i c  r u l e s .  She found t h a t  s t u d e n t s  r a r e r l y  

understand what t h e  t eacher  writes. Even i f  they 

understandI hey do no t  o r  cannot  implement t h e  comments. 

Summing up such f i nd ings I  Knoblauch and Brannon (1981:l) 

conclude t h a t  n p o s i t i v e  r e s u l t s  of t e ache r  i n t e r v e n t i o n  

through w r i t t e n  commentary simply have n o t  y e t  been found.' 

I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  time and energy i nves t ed  are l a r g e l y  

wasted. 

ts such a s  those  cited above do n o t  make 

c o n t r a s t i v e  s t u d i e s .  For more p e r t i n e n t  information,  bet ter  

c o n t r o l l e d  experiments a r e  required.  For ins tance ,  Maize 

(1954) designed a p r o j e c t  t o  t e s t  t h e  hypothes i s  t h a t  more 



effective r e s u l t s  could  be obtained i f  the teachet 

deliberately refrained from offering corrective feedback 

while at  t h e  same time he or she encouraged v~luminous 

effuzts by t h e  class. One hundred and forty-nine college 

freshmen of low writing ability were randomly as~igned to 

two groups. The control group wrote esaayB to be corrected 

by the teacher. The experimental group received only peer 

e d i t i n g  and peer evaluation, Then the two groups took a 

post- test in English usage and the subjects each wrote one 

control led and one f ree  cmnposition for grading. On nearly 

a l l  measures, the experimental group showed evidence of 

greater progress than the control .  The researcher, howeverR 

found no difference between the t w o  g ~ o u p s  in theiz attitude 

towards writing and their wriking instructors.  {Also see 

Pfeiffer 

advantage 

study was 

groups. 

1981 for t h e  lack of identifiable affective 

in peer feedback.) A v e r y  serious confound i n  the 

t h e  unequal mount of writing practice for t h e  twa 

The experimental group wrote forty es~ays as 

opposed t o  fourteen essays by t h e  control  group, which 

conceivably had biased the resu l t s  in favor of peer 

feedback. 

An experiment conducted by Putz (1970) centered around 

a comparison between mnon-directive, student-centered 

learning' and mtext-ariented, teacher-dominated learningn at 

the college f~eshman l e v e l .  Comparison of pre-test  md 

post-test scores revealed t h a t  ne i ther  group improved 

significantly. But t h e  experimental (non-directive) group 



did no worse, although it had not received any formal 

instruction or teacher commentary. Two of the confounds in 

the design, as Partridge has noted (1981), were the absence 

or presence of classroom instruction and the absence or 

presence of textbooks. The experimental group differed from 

the control not only because peer feedback was employed 

instead of teacher feedback, but also because they were not 

provided tion or textbooks. Considering the 

disadvant er feedback appears all the more superior 

to teacher feedback. 

1973) produced evidence in favor of peer 

n a study with comparable college freshmen, two 

six essays each. All the written assignments 

oE one class were edited by instructors, and all the 

assignments of the other group were edited and evaluated by 

peers. The peer revision group performed much better than 

the control on an essay test as well as a post-test in 

grammar. 

Sager (1973) explored the possibility of improving the 

quality of composition through the use of a rating scale in 

peer- and self-provided evaluation and correction. The 

control group relied exclusively on teacher feedback. All 

the subjects were sixth graders. Two classes used the 

rating scale to improve their own and each otheris writings 

respectively. Their post-test writing samples were clearly 



better than those produced by the  control  group, However, as 

Pa~tridge (1981) points o u t #  it is also possible t h a t  it was 

n o t  the source of correction but t h e  mode of Input ( ra t ing  

scale vs. no rating scale) that made the difference. 

Lagam (1974) worked with two tenth gra6e classes, one 

with teacher feedback, t h e  other receiving peer e d i t i n g  and 

having conferences with the instructor. She found some 

differential efgects with respect to content and form. The 

peer feedback group improved more in what can be calied 

=higher ordern concerns such as  critical khinking" 

appropriateness and organization, whereas t h e  teacher 

feedback group improved more in nlower ordern concerns l i k e  

s p e l l i n g ,  puzactuatian and grammar. The finding8 should be 

taken with precaution because t h e  design included more 

factors than j u s t  feedback type. The experimental group had 

actually received individualized teacher input during the 

conferences. 

A quasi-experimental study by Eareng ianes, Myra and 

Pascarella (1980) investigated the influence of a peer 

editing treatment on the essay-writing proficiency of low- 

achieving tenth-grade s tudents  (WE iting at t h e  ~eventh-grade 

l e v e l )  , Their post- test  wri t ing  samples were rated 

significantly higher than t h e  essays writ ten by comparable 

low-achieving tenth-graders who had received teacher 

corrections. Both groups used a teacher-prepared checklist 

for mlf-evaluation in the  course of  w writing. 



C l i f f o r d  (1981) developed a " c o l l a b o r a t i v e  composing 

method" s t r e s s i n g  shared  a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h e  composition 

classroom and smal l  group response a s  feedback a t  t h e  

r e v i s i o n  s tage .  Ninety-two c o l l e g e  freshmen were randomly 

ass igned  t o  an experimental  group which was exposed t o  peer  

feedback, and a c o n t r o l  group which received t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  

t e a c h e r  commentary a s  f i n a l  judgment. After a whole 

semester, t h e  s u b j e c t s '  pee- tes t  s c o r e s  and p o s t- t e s t  s c o r e s  

were t e s t e d  (ANCOVA) . The exper imenta l  group had 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  g a i n s  on t h e  h o l i s t i c a l l y  scored post-  

test  essays ,  but  no d i f f e r e n c e  was found i n  t h e i r  

performances i n  t h e  grammatical o r  mechanical a spec t  of 

w r i t i n g ,  i n s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r o l  group had 

rece ived  e x p l i c i t  classroom i n s t r u c t i o n  on grammatical and 

mechanical po in t s .  

Besides q u a n t i t a t i v e  s t u d i e s ,  case s t u d i e s  were 

sometimes conducted t o  determine t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of peer  

feedback. Calkins  (1978) desc r ibed  how e igh t-  t o  nine-year- 

o l d  p u p i l s  improved upon t h e i r  draf ts  through group 

d i scuss ion .  Here Ca lk ins  is c i t e d  no t  j u s t  t o  provide 

informat ion about peer feedback, b u t  a l s o  t o  a l e r t  t h e  

reader  t o  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of a t y p i c a l  case s tudy,  which is 

stil l  perhaps t h e  most commonly adopted procedure i n  

t h e  wr i t i ng  process.  Reviewing E m i g ' s  

c a se  s t udy  (1971), Voss (1983) no t e s  " t h e  

g e n e r a l  p r e s t i g e  of s c i ence  i n  our s o c i e t y  has  no t  been 



earned by the h i g h l y  i n f e r e n t i a l  procedures of case study 

r e ~ e a c c h  . . . w e  should  be more cautious in our 

extrapolations and i n t e r p ~ e t a t i o n s  of its resultsm (P.279). 

Bowever i n e i g h t f u l  a case ~ t u d y  generalization may be, its 

dependability is necesearily tenuou~. 

R . @ m u h  AQ Sumxlz a S&f-Feeab=k 

What we know &bout self-feedback has mainly been 

gathered from contrastive studies involving a control  group 

without any input from either inakructors or peers. Such 

information has already been included in the discu~sion 

above and w i l l  not be repeated here. The reader is referred 

particularly to Beach (1979) Pa~relJ.  (19771 I and Sager 

(1973 )  . 

One study gives strong eupport to self-feedback. In 

WolterFs (1975) expe~iment~ he instructed one group of 

subjects to measure their own writings and another group to 

recompose under the guidance a f  t eache~  comments. The two 

gmups d i d  equally w e l l  at the  end of the experimentr 

ind icat ing  that self-feedback i s  a t  least as effective as 

teacher feedback. The pedagogical implication is that 

learners can progress without or in spike  of teacher 

intervention. 



Of the eighteen studies surveyed above, seven can be 

interpreted as supportive of teacher feedback, ten in favor 

of peer feedback and one in favor of self-feedback. But it 

should also be mentioned that most of the studies have 

confounds. And some of the results are equivocal. Apart 

from the eighteen studies, there is one study that does not 

fit under any of the three preceding headings. It is a one- 

of-a-kind study due to its peculiar discovery. It was 

posited in Sutton and Eliotls (1964) study that learners who 

evaluated others1 themes would demonstrate more improvement 

than those who were passive recipients of correction. It 

was also hypothesized that peer feedback would cause more 

improvement than teacher feedback. Post-test scores showed 

that all the subjectsI instead of gaining from feedback, 

declined in writing proficiency. If this strange finding 

were to be generalized, any form of feedbackI including 

self-feedback# which the control group used, would 

debilitate writing competence. It is hardly conceivable 

that a learner can make progress without any guidance or 

even response. It is suspected that the administration of 

the experiment perhaps had failed somewhere to meet the 

rigor required by such quantitative studies. 



a ! b x M u  

To the knowledge of the writerI the only three 

experimental studies on this topic in ESL were conducted by 

Partridge (1901) I Chaudron (1984) I and Zhang and Halpern 

(1904). Because of the limited number of studies done and 

also their direct influence upon the study reported in this 

paperI these studies deserve more detailed discussion than 

those in Ll research. 

Partridge (1981) had a group of twelve intermediate 

level ESL learners write six Compositions over a period of 

approximately six weeks. Compositions 1, 3@ and 5 were 

corrected by instructors. The remaining three were 

evaluated and corrected through group discussion and peer 

commentary. After correction, the compositions were 

rewritten and then graded by two panels of raters according 

to an analytic scoring scale based on the model developed by 

Cooper (1977) for Ll learners. The scale specified criteria 

for an impressionistic measurement of three aspects of ESL 

writing: grammar, vocabulary and style. The last categoryI 

styleI in Partridge's study did not include subcategories 

like effectivenessI sincerity etc.~ which were originally in 

Cooper's scale. In the course of the experimentI the 

subjects were also asked to provide information about how 



they f e l t  about peer feedback. Although t h e  s tuden t s '  

react ion t o  peer feedback was genera l ly  favorable,  r e s u l t s  

of matched t-tests suggest t h a t  teacher  in te rvent ion  is more 

e f f e c t i v e  than peer in te rvent ion  i n  improving t h e  o v e r a l l  

q u a l i t y  of ESL compositions. 

- 
Par t r idge ' s  s tudy has se r ious  d e f e c t s  i n  designI 

s t a t i s t i c s  and measurement. F i r s t l y ,  a s  t h e  same group of 

l e a r n e r s  were a l t e r n a t e l y  ezposed t o  teacher  and peer 

feedback on a prolonged week-by-week bas i s ,  it is v i r t u a l l y  

impossible t o  determine, through t h e  s ta t is t ical  procedures 

s h e  employed, whether any observed progress  could be t r aced  

back t o  p a r t i c u l a r  sources at  in tervent ion.  That is t o  say, 

t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  feedback from two i d e n t i f i a b l e  sources 

had been pooled together  through an on-going accumulative 

process. Secondly, i s o l a t i n g  e f f e c t s  i h  a t ime- series 

design is not  impossible, but t h e  t-test is obviously a 

quest ionable  method f o r  t h e  design. F ina l ly ,  t h e  

r e l i a b i l i t y  of measurement poses another problem. The s i x  

judges i n  two panels  scored a l l  t h e  s i x  assignments of t h e  

two groups. In  a l l I  t h i r t y- s i x  Pearson product-moment 

c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  reported (3 p a i r s  of r a t e r s  x 2 

panels x 6 assignments),  and they range widely from - 0.09 

t o  + 0.94. f t h e  th i r ty- s ix  coe f f i c i en t s ,  only t h r e e  a r e  

s i g n i f i c a n  <0.05). The t h r e e  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

have tu rne  t o  be a t  t h e  opposi te  extremes of t h e  range, 

- 0.89 a t  t h e  lowest end and + 0.94 and + 0.93 a t  t he  top. 

No consensus is evident  among t h e  s i x  r a t e r s .  In  very 



straightforward language, khoae scores reflect ~ i x  

idiosyncratic rating scales, rather than a cons i s tent  

evaluation. There is simply not  a credible numerical baeis 

for  statistical inferences. In short,  the value of 

Partridge's ntudy l i e s  more in the fac t  that it is one of 

the  earliest studies on the  topic  than in any specific 

r e s u l t =  it has yielded. 

with  one group of fourteen high-intermediate ESL learners 

and one group of nine advanced learners. Of t h e  four out- 

of-class essays a s ~ i g n e d ,  the middle two were experimental 

exercises, in which half of a class received peer evaluation 

as a bas i s  for rev i s ion ,  while the other half received only 

teacher feedback. The two halves weKe reversed on the  next 

assignment. The evaluation gocused on both 

grmmatica~~mechanical  errors and content/rheto~ical 

weakness. The d r a f t s  and revisions were graded by 

independent judges using the  ESL Composition Prof i l e  

developed by Jacob& Zingraf, Wormuth, Harkfie1 and Zlughey 

(1981). The Pearson product-moment correlation between the 

judges is significant (p<O.OOl)* T- t e s t  comparisons show no 

overa l l  difference between the improvement due to teacher 

feedback and its counte~part due to peer feedback. Student 

response to peer evaluation appears to be appreciative but 

cautious 



A more interesting but not fully explored part of the 

study is the discussion on the variation in the relative 

benefit students might derive from various sources of 

feedback. Chaudron noticed that the advanced group made 

progress with either treatment, whereas the high- 

intermediate subjects hardly improved, suggesting that 

eve1 might be interacting with the feedback 

display of subcategory scores: content, 

vocabulary and grammar points to the 

of different feedback types exerting different 

on different aspects of ESL writing. 

the rather limited data base prevented more 

rigorous analysis. 

Zhang and Halpern (1984) followed up the Chaudron study 

with a 2 x 3 factorial design study involving two 

independen ariables: level of proficiency and source of 

feedback. former had two levels: intermediate and 

advanced, the latter had three levels, namely, teacher 

feedback, peer feedback and self-provided feedback. The 

dependent variables examined included two major categories: 

content/discourse adequacy and grammar/mechanics accuracy. 

The content/discourse aspects were measured according to the 

criteria specified in Jacobs et al.'s ESL Composition 

Profile (1981), and the grammar/mechanics aspects were 

scored with objective frequency-based instruments borrowed 

from Homburg (1984). The Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficien on the content/discourse measure is 0.80, 



indicating acceptable inter- raker reliability. The 

percentages of agreement are 87.3% for  t h e  mechanical 

errors/T-unit scores, and 85.9% for the grammatical 

errors/T-unit scores. The r e s u l t s  of an analysis of 

variance show that on either l e v e l  of ESL proficiency# 

treatment has no effect on t h e  content/discourse aspect o f  

writing, but it does affect the grammar/mechanics aspect of 

ESL writing. Teacher feedback is generally superior in 

reducing mechanical or grammatical errors. Advanced 

learners working on their own made more or less t h e  same 

progress as teacher- or peer-guided s tudents .  Lower-level 

EEL learners were relatively incapable of worth-while self- 

feedback. Only teacher correction measurably enhanced their 

l i n g u i s t i c  accuracy. There is also t en ta t ive  evidence to 

suggest that peer intervention could be valuable for  

enhancing the  level of grarnrnaticality. An interact ion 

effect is found in the grammar dimension, indicat ing that 

t h e  effects of feedback treatments are n o t  independent of 

the effects of proficiency.  Th i s  conclusion agrees with 

some of t h e  f indings  in LI research (Beach 1979, Lagana 

One weakness of the study is that, because of the 

difficulty of breaking down the  holistic measure of 

content/discourse adequacy, the  quest ion of how the feedback 

variable Influences improvements in content ,  organization 

and vocabulary separately had to be le f t  unexplored, 



An interesting observation emerges as these three 

studies are examined from a chronological perspective. 

During the four years from Partridge's study (1981) to Zhang 

and Halpern's study (1984), empirical research on this 

specific topic has demonstrated a very healthy trend. The 

sample size has been increasing from 12 subjects in 

Partridge's study to 23 in Chaudron's study to 62 in Zhang 

and Halpern's study. The design is improving too, involving 

more and more variables. The Partridge study looked at only 

one experimental variable and one dependent variable. 

Chaudron investigated chiefly the relationship between one 

independent variable and one dependent variable, but also 

included discussion on the possible effects of another 

factor, i.e. proficiency level, and the possible variation 

among subcategory scores, content, organization, vocabulary 

and grammar. Zhang and Halpern took the research a step 

further by adopting a factorial design which isolated the 

effects of two independent variables, namely feedback type 

and proficiency level, and their interaction effect upon 

four dependent variables. Meantime, more attention was paid 

to measurement as well. Partridge's conclusions are based 

upon raw scores that exhibit no trace of reliability. The 

inter-judge reliability coefficient reported by Chaudron is 

good enough (r=0.66), considering the nature of subjective 

measurement and the sample size. The raters working on the 



Zhang and Halpern project  obtained still higher  reliability 

coefficients. It seems that the dependability of t h e  

measures has been improving along with sample size and 

design.  F ina l ly ,  the use of statistics is also  undergoing 

refinement, as is evident  from t h e  progression start ing with 

t h e  inappropriate matched t-test in Partridge's study t o  the 

2-way analysis of variance in Zhang and Halpernts s t u d y .  

All in a l l ,  from t h e  methodological point of view, there 

seems to be a very healthy progression from one project to 

another. 

The discussion above, however has not yet touched on 

t h e  essential worth of those successive e f for t s ,  because the 

concerns discussed are without  exception methodological 

issues. The important contribution of this l i n e  of 

research, in the opinion of the writer ,  does not consist in 

mere refinement of methods, but  in t h e  specific r e s u l t s  t h e y  

have y ie lded .  Gradually, the research has been moving away 

from a simple, effective-vs.-ineffective dichotomy towards a 

more dynamic, interact ive  understanding which differentiates 

the i n t r i c a t e  relations between causes and outcomes in 

various dimensions of ESL composing ability. Feedback is no 

longer understood as a static or mechanical device which 

either works or fails, but as an organic component of t h e  

revis ion process, its effectiveness depending on other 

components or characteristics of t h e  process, Research 

i n t e r e s t  is s h i f t i n g  from the  presence or absence of t h e  



effects o ven type of feedback to the question of how 

effects o back vary, depending on other recognizable 

conditions in an ESL teaching situation. If we compare this 

dynamic view of feedback with catchy phrases like "writing 

without teachersn (Elbow 1973). "quantity before qualityn 

(Eiriere 1966, Erazmus 1960) I .precise and immediate 

(teacher) correction" (Rivers 1978) , "systematic (teacher) 

correction (Rivers 1981), "teaching students to teach each 

other" (Moffett 1968), "minimal markingn (Banswell 19831, 

nPQP'' (standing for praiseI question and polisht Lyons 

19811, to name only a fewI we cannot help noticing that the 

basic understanding of feedback is undergoing a qualitative 

change. Verification of the dynamic, multi-dimensional 

effects of feedback is necessary and valuable because it 

would eventually contribute to our decision to free or not 

to free ESL composition instruction from fixation upon any 

quick-and-easy feedback techniques as recommended by various 

experts. 

r has recounted the transition in 

instruction from the product-centered model to 

ented model. In the course of the 

the teaching of Ll h g l i ~ h  compositionI 

hing of ESL compositionI have come to recognize 

the importance of studying the effectiveness of intervention 

in the revision stage. Howevert in neither first nor second 



language gesearchf have contrastive experiments involving 

feedback from various sources produced uniform or 

unequivocal results. blast of the twentymtwO studies 

surveyed and crikiqued above have confounded the  

experimental variable ( feedback 1 with othez inskructional 

 factor^. So the  seemingly meaningful resul ts  one way o r  

another might in a large measure have been due t o  

uncontrolled factors. NeverthelessR in both Ll and L2 

research, there have been interes t ing  results indicat ing 

that  the effectiveness of a given type of feedback may 

depend on other factors in the writing p r o c e s ~  (Beach 1979t 

Chaud~on 1984" Lagana 1974, Zhang and Ealpern 1984) Those 

r e s u J t s  tend to substant iate  a dynamic and multi-dimensional 

interpretation of 

a g i v e n  source. 

needed before the 

be unraveled. 

t h e  corrective potent ia l  of feedback from 

But a great dea l  more experimentation is 

actual workings of corrective feedback can 



CHAPTER I V  

THE EXPERIMENT 

The purpose of the present project has much to do with 

the three ESL studies critiqued in Chapter 111. A careful 

examination of the three experiments has drawn the present 

investigator's attention to the following points. 

Poin - Partridge found teacher feedback superior to 
peer feedback* Chaudron found no difference between the two 

types of feedback. And Zhang and Halpern concluded that the 

effectiveness of the feedback from a certain source varies 

with othe factors, The somewhat incompatible resultsI 

though they can be reconciled on a variety of groundsI 

clearly point to the necessity of making further inquiries 

into the issue 

Point -- The first two studies were conducted with 

very smal numbers of subjects (12 to 23) .  Zhang and 

Halpern tested 62 subjects* For greater generalizability, 

the need to further expand the data base must not be 

overlooked* 

Point The Partridge study looked at a homogeneous 

group in terms of ESL competence* Chaudron carried out his 

experiment two levels of proficiency considered 



s e p a r a t e l y  The p o s s i b l e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of l e v e l  and source  of 

feedback was not  analyzed u n t i l  Zhang and Halpern adopted a  

2 x 3 f a c t o r i a l  design t o  p a r t i t i o n  t h e  observed var iance  i n  

ESL wr i t i ng  performance according t o  t h r e e  i d e n t i f i a b l e  

sources:  l e v e l  of p rof ic iency ,  feedback t rea tment ,  and 

i n t e r a c t i o n .  Zhang and Halpern looked a t  two p ro f i c i ency  

levels: advanced and in termedia te .  I t  would be i n t e r e s t i n g  

t o  extend t h e  range t o  inc lude  a s t i l l  lower and see 

whether o r  no t  t h e  va r iance  i n  wr i t i ng  performance would 

e x h i b i t  t h e  same d i s t r i b u t i v e  p a t t e r n  a s  i n  Zhang and 

Halpern l s  study. 

P o i n t  4 -- Because P a r t r i d g e  and Chaudron repor ted  

t h e i r  s t a t i s t i c a l  r e s u l t s  upon t h e  b a s i s  of t o t a l  scores ,  

wi thout  d i sc r imina t ing  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  subscores,  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of d i f f e r e n t  feedback t ypes  exe r t i ng  d i f f e r e n t  

e f f e c t s  on d i f f e r e r l t  a spec t s  of w r i t i n g  were no t  t e l y  

c l a r i f i e d .  (Chaudron d id  c a l c u l a t e  t- values  on t h e  b a s i s  of 

t h e  breakdown of t o t a l  scores .  B u t  t h e  r e s u l t s  were omitted 

from t h e  published r e p o r t  because they c l o s e l y  resembled t h e  

o v e r a l l  e f f ec t s . )  Zhang and Halpern broke down t h e  t o t a l  

s c o r e  i n t o  t h e  content /d iscourse  adequacy ca tegory  and t h e  

grammar/mechanics accuracy category,  bu t  d i d  no t  t ake  t h e  

t r o u b l e  t o  f u r t h e r  d i v i d e  t h e  h o l i s t i c  content /d iscourse  

adequacy s co re  i n t o  d i s t i n c t  a r e a s  such a s  content ,  

o rgan i za t i on  and vocabulary. This  is another  dimension of 

t h e  i s s u e  t h a t  deserves  c a r e f u l  s c ru t i ny .  



-- Both P a r t r i d g e  and Chaudron gave out  

t o  t h e i r  s u b j e c t s  t o  s o l i c i t  t h e i r  opinions  

about c o r r e c t i v e  feedback. P a r t r i d g e ' s  ques t i ons  were no t  

worded i n  such a way t h a t  e x p l i c i t  s t a t emen t s  of p r e f e r ences  

could  be e l i c i t e d .  Chaudron surveyed 48 s u b j e c t s  a c r o s s  two 

p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l s  and found t h a t  ESL l e a r n e r s  would l i k e  a 

t e ache r  t o  read t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  f o r  mis takes  and s t r o n g l y  

d i s a g r e e  t h a t  t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  should be  read f o r  mis takes  by 

f e l l ow  non-native s t uden t s .  Zhang and Ralpern d i d  no t  

inc lude  a ques t i onna i r e  survey i n  t h e i r  s tudy.  S ince  t h e  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of any p a r t i c u l a r  t ype  o f  feedback is 

conceivably r e l a t e d  t o  how t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  feel  about  t h e  

feedback, it is c e r t a i n l y  adv i sab l e  t o  seek more informat ion 

about  s t u d e n t  preferences .  

I t  is wi th  t h e s e  f i v e  p o i n t s  i n  mind t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  

p r o j e c t  was conceived and designed. The p r o j e c t  r ep re sen t s  

an a t t empt  t o  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  r o l e s  of 

c o r r e c t i v e  feedback from va r ious  sources  (Po in t  1) on a 

l a r g e r  s c a l e  (Po in t  2) involving more ESL p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l s  

(Po in t  3 more a s p e c t s  of t h e  o v e r a l l  dependent 

va r i ab l e ,  composing s k i l l s  (Po in t  4 ) .  A t  t h e  same time, 

s t u d e n t  p r e f e r ences  were s o l i c i t e d  (Po in t  5 )  i n  o r d e r  t o  

determine whether s t u d e n t  cho ices  correspond t o  t h e  

o b j e c t i v e  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of t h e i r  performances under 

d i f f e r e n t  experimental  condi t ions .  I n  s h o r t ,  t h i s  

exp lora to ry  s tudy  addresses  t h e  fol lowing resea rch  



questions: 

1. What sources of corrective feedback are conducive 

to what aspects of ESL writing improvement at 

what l e v e l s  of ESL proficiency? 

2 .  Do ESL learnersp p~eferences for  feedback from 

va~ious 8ourCes COK respond to t h e  objectively 

ver i f i ed  effects of those feedback types? 

The subjects  were $7 non-native a p e a k e r ~  enrolled for 

the  1985 spring semester in t h e  Engl i sh  Language Institute 

(ELI) of the Universiky of Hawaii (UE) a t  Manoa and t h e  

English Foundations Program [EFP) of t h e  Bawaii P a c i f i c  

College (EPC) at Honolulu. In t h e  project, ~ O U E  subjects  

were eliminated from the experiment because of their 

incomplete attendance. Two more s u b j e c t s  at UEI, instead of 

utilizing feedback f ar  in-class revision as required by the  

des ign# copied from d r a f t  sheets they had brought to class. 

S i n c e  it was impossible to determine what feedback had been 

incorporated into their out-of-class essays, t h e  two 

gubjects were n o t  counted in to  the data set.  Altogether 81 , 

s tudents  completed t h e  experiment. No systematic pattern 

emerged from an examination of t h e  B ~ X  uncounted cases. The 

6 . 9 %  mortality rate does not Beem to suggest any factor that 

could b i a s  the r e s u l t s  of the study. 



Among t h e  81  sub j ec t s ,  

and f i f t y  males (61.7%).  8 

th i r ty- one  were females (38.381, 

s u b j e c t s  o r i g i n a t e d  from P a c i f i c  

i s l a n d s  (9.9%), 70 from Eas t  o r  Southeas t  Asia (86.4%), and 

3 from I s r a e l ,  Bulgaria ,  and Niger ia  r e spec t i ve ly  

( a l t o g e t h e r  3.7%)- Even though t h e  ma jo r i t y  of them were 

from Asia, they  represented  f a i r l y  hetrogeneous L l i d i a l e c t a l  

backgrounds (mainland Chinar Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea, 

Vietnam, Indonesia ,  Japan, Singapore,  Malaysia and t h e  

P h i l i p p i n e s ) .  The e i g h t  P a c i f i c  i s l a n d  s t u d e n t s  came from 

American Samoa, Palau, t h e  Marshal l  I s l a n d s ,  Ponape and 

Truk. The 81  s u b j e c t s  d i f f e r e d  widely i n  l eng th  of 

r e s idence  i n  an  English- speaking country ,  varying from 

approximately two w e e k s  t o  four teen  y e a r s  up t o  t h e  time of 

t h e  s tudy.  39 of them (48.1%) had had less than one y e a r n s  

exposure t o  t h e  n a t u r a l i s t i c  use of Engl ish  i n  an English- 

speaking country,  42 (51.9%) had experienced over  a yea r ' s  

exposure. 63 (77.8%) of them were e n r o l l e d  a t  UH, while t h e  

remaining 18 (22.2%) were e n r o l l e d  a t  HPC. 

The s u b j e c t s  were a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h r e e  i n t a c t  groups. 40 

of them (49.4%) represented  t h e  near  t o t a l  enrol lment  of 

t h r e e  s e c t i o n s  of ESL 100 a t  UH, a 3- c red i t  w r i t i n g  course  

o f f e r e d  t o  ign-born s t u d e n t s  i n  l i e u  of t h e  r egu l a r  

u n i v e r s i t y  hman composition course  ENG 100. 23 (28.4%) 

formed two s e c t i o n s  of ELI 73, a non- credi t  remedial  wr i t i ng  

cou r se  s p e c i a l l y  designed f o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s t u d e n t s  judged 

n o t  ready t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  r egu l a r  freshman c l a s s e s .  18 

(22.2%) were en ro l l ed  i n  one s e c t i o n  of EFP Composition 



Level 3 a t  HPC. The  main ob j ec t i ve  of t h e  course  was t o  

r e i n f o r c e  grammar and f a m i l i a r i z e  t h e  l e a r n e r s  with wri t ing-  

r e l a t e d  i s sues .  

Because t h e  81  s u b j e c t s  were made a v a i l a b l e  through 

convenience samplingI it was necessary  t o  determine whether 

t h e  t h r e e  groups r e a l l y  r e f l e c t e d  t h r e e  normative l e v e l s  of 

ESL a b i l i t y .  Most of t h e  fo re ign  s t u d e n t s  a t  OH had been 

placed i n t o  ESL 100 or  ELI 73 on t h e  b a s i s  of a composition- 

w r i t i n g  e x m  administered upon t h e i r  a r r i v a l  a t  t h e  

un ive r s i t y .  (For a d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  wr i t i ng  t a s k I  see 

Appendix A.) T h e i r  e s says  were then graded according t o  t h e  

s t r u c t u r e d  ESL Composition P r o f i l e  devised  by Jacobs e t  a l .  

( l 9 8 l t  see Appendix B). The same t e s t  was conducted w i t h  

t h e  HPC s tuden t s .  Their  es scored by who 

had p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  UH placement tes t .  Then a n a l y s i s  of 

va r i ance  was computed on a l l  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  scores .  15 of 

t h e  18-member HPC c l a s s  took t h e  ELI  placement test. Of  t h e  

23 ELI 73 subjects, 22 s co re s  were ava i l ab l e .  But among t h e  

40 ESL 100 sub j ec t s ,  only 18 s co re s  were ava i l ab l e .  4 

s t u d e n t s  had appl ied  t o  UB with such high TOEFL sco re s  t h a t  

they were exempted from t h e  placement t e s t  but  they decided 

t o  t a k e  ESL 100 anyway. 18 s t uden t s  had taken t h e  t e s t  one 

o r  more than one semester e a r l i e r .  F a i l i n g  t o  reach t h e  

minimal s co re  of 70 f o r  enrollment i n  ESL L O O I  they a l l  took 

E L I  73. Upon t h e  succes s fu l  completion of ELI  73# they were 

au tomat ica l ly  promoted t o  ESL 100 without  t ak ing  t h e  same 

4 0 



placement test again. It is reasonable to expect those 

students with exemption and those students who had completed 

ELI 73 to be generally more proficient than the average ELI 

73 students. The results of the analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) and the post hoc Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) 

multiple-range test are reported respectively in Tables 1 

and 2. 

Table 1 ANOVA of U& m e m e n k  ,9cors 

Source of um of Degrees of Mean F 
variance quares freedom square -------- 
Between 4108 2 2054 73.36* 

Within 1477 5 2 2 8 

Total 5585 54  

* significant p < 0.05 

Table 2 Ex!?E Test placemen - t&xzs2 

Upper-Intermediate - Lower=Intermediate 
X = 62.09 X = 54.93 

Advanced 
X = 76.56 

Upper-Intermediate 
X = 62.09 ...................................... 

* significant p < 0.05 

These results confirm that the three groups represented 

three distinct sections of the ESL writing proficiency 

scale, with the ESL 100 students corresponding to the 



advanced level, the ELI 73 the upper-intermediate level and 

the HPC students the lower-intermediate level. 

D!z&ll 

The experiment adopted a 3 % 3 factorial design with 

type of feedback (teacher, peer, and self) and proficiency 

level (advanced, upper-intermediate, and lower-intermediate) 

as independent variables, and 4 impressionistic ratings 

concerning the informational/rhetorical aspects of ESL 

writing and 3 objective frequency-count ratings concerning 

the grammatical/mechanical aspects as the dependent 

variables. Subjects at each proficiency level were randomly 

assigned to the three feedback treatments. The distribution 

of the 81 students is displayed in the following 3 x 3 

classification table. 

Table 2 Distributio~ mbiects &eve1 & 

Feedback Treatments Row Total 

Teacher Peer Self ...................................... 
Advanced 13 '1 4 13 ...................................... 40 

Upper- 
Intermediate 9 7 7 

proficiency ...................................... 23 

Levels Lower- 
Intermediate 6 6 6 ...................................... 18 

Column Total 2 8 27 18 81 



The data were processed with the SPSSX ANOVA program (SPSS 

3081 computer at the UH computing center. 

The feedback treatments were administered during 

regular class hours over three successive days in February 

and March 1985. 

On Day One, students were told that they would be 

writing a composition over the next three days. They were 

also told that they were going to experience different 

revision procedures in order for their instructors to make 

an evaluation of the writing program. It was emphasized 

that the ultimate beneficiaries would be the subjects 

themselves or future students in the ESL programs. They 

were expected to take the writing assignment as a regular 

in-class task so that their performance would not deviate 

drastically from their normal standards. Then, three topics 

were put on the blackboard: 

1. Compare and contrast mental work with physical 

labor; 

2. Compare and contrast movies and television; 

3.  Compare and contrast your high school and your 

college. 

The subjects were free to choose any of the topics or 

suggest their own topics as long as their topics would 



involve comparisons or contrast, The researcher then 

initiated and led a 10-minute casual discuss ion to ensure 

that the students understood the meaning of "compare and 

contrast".  Approximately 40 minutes was allocated for  t h e  

f i r s t  d r a f t .  The subjects  were reminded that the  purpose of 

the first session was for them to get  their basic ideas down 

on paper w i t h o u t  undue emphasis on linguistic forms. All 

the drafts  were collected at the end of the regular 50- 

minute session. 

One of t h e  more important concerns a t  t h i s  stage was 

how to control for t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of the assigned content 

areas. The three topics had been selected in consultation 

w i t h  the regular instructors. None of t h e  topics had been 

used prior t o  the experiment, and all the i n s t r u c t o r s  agreed 

that the topics had relevance to a foreign student's l i f e  in 

the United States. B e s i d e s ,  the topics were broad enough 

for the subjects t o  look for some points  of interest.  The 

control over rhetorical pattern (comparison/contrast) and 

the expository nature of t h e  task precluded confounding of 

topic se l ec t ion  wi th  organizational or stylistic types. 

Evidence was obtained to the effect that the  subjects &Cross 

t h e  three different levels d i d  not feel any one of the 

topics  s igni f icant ly  more attractive than the others. 20 

chose Topic 1 (24.7%1, 30 wrote on Topic 2 (37%) and another 

30 on Topic 3 ( 37%) .  One student decided on a new topic 

w i t h  the researcher's approval (1.2%). He was not inc luded  



i n  t h e  computation of t h e  ugoodness of f i t "  chi- square t e s t  

(Ferguson 1981:204). The chi- square is non- s ign i f i can t ,  

confirming t h e  n u l l  hypothes is  t h a t  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of t o p i c s  

d i d  n o t  e x h i b i t  a  lop- sided p a t t e r n .  The s u b j e c t s  a c ro s s  

t h e  p rof ic iency  l e v e l s  d i d  no t  seem t o  f e e l  much more ease  

wi th  one t o p i c  than another .  

Th i s  r e s u l t  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by another  t e s t  t o  

a l l e v i a t e  a  f u r t h e r  concern. Normally, poorer  s t u d e n t s  would 

l i k e  t o  d e a l  with what they f e l t  t o  be  "easiern con ten t  

a reas .  Only p r o f i c i e n t  s t u d e n t s  t r y  t o  tackle d i f f i c u l t  

t op i c s .  Therefore,  d i f f e r e n t  t o p i c  p r e f e r ences  a t  d i f f e r e n t  

l e v e l s  of competence might sugges t  degrees  of d i f f i c u l t y  

i nhe ren t  i n  ass igned top ics .  A chi- square tes t  of 

independence (Ferguson 1981:207) was computed on t h e  

frequency d a t a  d isplayed i n  Table 4. 

Pro f i c i ency  Levels  

Topic 
S e l e c t i o n  

Advanced Upper- Lower- 
In te rmedia te  In te rmedia te  ............................................ 

The chi- square va lue  is non- s ign i f i can t ,  a l though t h e  

3-5-10 s p l i t  i n  t h e  lower- intermediate  group looks 



suspicious. Again, there is no basis to assume that any one 

topic area attracted more subjects than the others. In 

other words, no topic was perceived to be particularly easy. 

Prior to Day Two# students at each level were randomly 

assigned to three groups to be subjected to feedback from 

different sources, and the researcher prepared an 18-item 

checklist (Appendix C) to ensure that the students had a 

clear idea of what was meant by a comprehensive and balanced 

evaluation. The 18-item checklist was a synthesis of three 

checklists currently in use in ELI and six more taken from 

coursebooks by different authors (Brereton 1978, Clouse 

1983# Mattson# Leshing and Levi 1979, Pellegrino 1982, 

Schoen, Avidson# GandhiI and Vaugh 1982# Sullivan 1980). 

Following a pedagogical suggestion by Knapp (19721, all the 

items were worded as yes/no questions. *Yesn indicates that 

the requirement of a particular nature has been taken care 

of in an essay, "Non signifies deficiency in the respect. 

This checklist was given out to all the subjects. 40 minutes 

was allowed for revision. The revised texts were collected 

at the end of the day. 

On Day Two, the feedback variable was operationalized 

in three treatments. The 28 students (34.6%) in the teacher 

feedback group received their first drafts with teacher 

corrections. Teacher correction consisted of three forms: 

1. underlining mi~takes, e.g. "FOUK years my 

friends said I had changedn; 



2 *  adding i n s e r t i o n  marks where i napp rop r i a t e  omissions 

occurred,  e.g. "You don1t  have t o  s t and  i n  a l i n e  

t o  g e t  t icket*; 
A 

3.  o f f e r i n g  conc i se  comments o r  sugges t ions  l i k e  *The 

ending is t o o  abrup t m,  "your remark here  

c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  f i rs t  sen tence  of t h e  paragraph". 

The s t u d e n t s a  t a sk  on Day Two was t o  go over a l l  t h e  

markings i n  red and f i g u r e  ou t  why t h o s e  markings were t h e r e  

and how t o  r e c t i f y  t h e  e r r o r s  o r  improve upon t h e  t ex t .  Of 

course ,  t hey  could a l s o  use t h e  c h e c k l i s t  t o  judge t h e i r  

d r a f t s .  The resea rcher  was a v a i l a b l e  t o  answer t h e i r  

q u e s t i o n s  f o r  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  However, only  prompts 

were given. Out r igh t  c o r r e c t i o n s  were never d i r e c t l y  

r feedback group cons i s t ed  of 27 s t u d e n t s  

(33.3%), who read t h e  xeroxed cop i e s  of one a n o t h e r l s  

d r a f t s .  Names were covered up when the  cop i e s  were being 

xeroxed. The e x t r a  t r o u b l e  taken t o  ensure  anonymity was 

in tended  t6 encourage candid remarks and s t r a igh t fo rward  

c o r r e c t i o n s .  Peer readers  were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  check t h e  

t e x t s  wi th  t h e  18-item c h e c k l i s t ,  make e x p l i c i t  co r r ec t i ons ,  

i n d i c a t e  places where they sensed something was amiss and 

p u t  down whatever comments they  f e l t  would f a c i l i t a t e  

r ev i s ion .  They were allowed t o  a s k  t h e  s t u d e n t s  s i t t i n g  

nex t  t o  them f o r  help.  The whole procedure was planned 

according t o  t h e  t y p i c a l  peer c o r r e c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  descr ibed 



by Witbeck (1976). The researcher never helped them with 

their evaluation. 

In the self-feedback (control) group, 26 subjects 

(32.1%) worked on their own drafts with the guidance of the 

checklist. They were permitted to consult whatever 

reference books they wished to, but told not to seek 

assistance from their classmates. 

On Day Three, all the students wtote out the final 

version in 40 minutesI making as much use as possible of 

whatever feedback had been provided. It was suggested that 

they make no draetic change at this stage. The advice was 

necessary to caution overzealous or embittered subjects 

against the idea of "making a new startn. If that happened, 

the new draft would not be eligible for analysis because the 

previous feedback had been thrown awayI which would have 

meant that the time and energy invested in the treatments 

had been wasted. At the end of Day Three, all the fihal 

versions were checked with the drafts. No bold departures 

were detected. The effects of feedback were unquestionably 

there in the polished versions. 

l!b%uus 

The measurement of writing has always presented great 

uncertainty. So far, the two basic approaches are holistic 

scoring and frequency-count marking (Cooper 1977) . By 



'holisticn s meant 'any procedure which stops short of 

enumerating linguistic, rhetorical, or informational 

features of a piece of writingn (Cooper 197724) Within the 

holistic group, some people argue that holistic evaluation 

.should not be guided by any criteria, rubrics, reminders, 

standards, or structured scales (Lloyd-Jones 1977) , while 

others maintain that holistic, impressionistic evaluation 

can range from totally unstructured to semi-structured 

(Cooper 1977). hey point out that, even in totally 

subjective evaluationsf readers are following certain 

rubrics which have been generally agreed upon as essential 

to the quality of writing* This is the position taken by 

Jacobs et ale (1981) in devising the ESL Composition 

Profile. Frequency-count marking relies on tallying 

elements such as number of errorsI total number of words, 

number of clauses per sentence, number of sentences per 

composition etc* Each approach has its own strong points 

and weaknesses* Holistic evaluation gives priority to the 

communicative function of writing whereas the frequency- 

count marking tends to treat language as a system 

meaning. But the objective and methodical 

is consistent, while the subjective, 

holistic judgment is often not. The two approaches have co- 

existed for a long time. Researchers like Cooper (1977). 

Evolva, Mamer and Lentz (1980)1 Jacobs? Zingraf, Wormuth, 

Hartfiel and Hughey (19811, Xaczmarek (1980), Lloyd-Jones 

(1977) and Nold and Freeman (1977) share the conviction that 



h o l i s t i c  eva lua t i on  g e t s  a judge c l o s e r  t o  what is e s s e n t i a l  

i n  wr i t i ng .  On t h e  o the r  hand. Hunt (1965, 1970, 1977),  

End ico t t  (19731, Flahive  and Snow (19801, Gaies (1980), 

Witte (19821, and Lim (1983) con t inue  t o  make a s t rong  case  

f o r  t h e  use of frequency counts ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  use  of 

T-units. A T-unit is def ined  as a "minimal te rminable  u n i t  

. minimal as t o  length ,  and each would be grammatically 

capab l e  of being terminated wi th  a c a p i t a l  l e t t e r  (at  one 

end) and a per iod  ( a t  t h e  o t h e r ) "  (Hunt 1965:21). I t  is a 

" s i n g l e  main c l a u s e  (o r  independent c l ause ,  i f  you wish) 

p l u s  whatever o the r  subord ina te  c l a u s e s  o r  non-clauses a r e  

a t t a c h e d  t o ,  o r  embedded wi th in ,  t h a t  one main c lause"  (Hunt 

1977:93). 

I n  t h i s  s tudy,  an eclectic approach a l lows t h e  two 

methods t o  be used simultaneously.  The h o l i s t i c  method is 

used wi th  t h e  content /d iscourse  dimension of ESL wr i t ing ,  

and t h e  o b j e c t i v e  frequency count is used wi th  t h e  

grammar/mechanics dimension. Each method is employed t o  

s e r v e  t h e  purpose it is gene ra l l y  expected t o  s e rve  t h e  

be s t .  The dec i s ion  t o  r e s o r t  t o  eclecticism was made no t  

because it appeared t o  be t h e  easy way ou t ,  b u t  because t h e  

writer had come t o  notice some q u i t e  s e r i o u s  d e f e c t s  i n  t h e  

" language use* and *mechanicsm s e c t i o n s  of t h e  ESL 

Composition P r o f i l e .  Although it is a reasonably va l i da t ed  

s c a l e ,  a c a r e f u l  match-up of t h e  18  sample essays  and t h e i r  

grammar s c o r e s  given by 4 model raters a s  guidance f o r  r a t e r  

t r a i n i n g  (Jacobs e t  a l .  1981) revealed  i n t e r f e r e n c e  from 



factors should be judged independent of grammaticality. 

Compositions with more or less the same grammatical errors- 

per-T-unit ratio were given conspicuously different scores. 

And legibility and content seem to be the biggest 

interferences in assigning grammar scores. The 18 sample 

essays and the scores serving as guidance for prospective 

raters were omitted when the same profile was re-published 

(Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel and Jacobs 1983). It was after a 

careful examination of the 18 sample essays and their scores 

that the decision was made that the grammatical and 

mechanical accuracy of ESL writing be measured, instead, by 

errors-per-T-unit instruments borrowed from Flahive and Snow 

(1980) and Homburg (1984) . 

Seven are used in the experiment. The content 

score is determined with reference to 4 descriptors: 

knowledge, substantiation, development (of thesis), and 

relevance. Judgments are made with the guidance of 16 

criterion questions (Jacobs et al. 1981292). This category 

takes up 30 points in a total of 70 (Appendix B). 

The organization score synthesizes judgments on 6 

descriptors (fluent expression, articulation, succinctness, 

global structure, logical sequence and cohesion), which are 

elaborated in 13 criterion questions (Jacobs et al. 

1981:93). 20 points are allocated to the category (Appendix 

B) . 



The vocabulary score is based upon 4 descriptors: 

sophistication, effect, derivation and register,  explained 

by 15 criterion questions (Jacobs e t  al. 1981:94). This 

category has a maximum of 20 points (Appendix B). 

The content/discourse adequacy score is t h e  sum of the 

three scores above. The maximum score is 70. Since 1981f 

the authors have s l i g h t l y  modified some of t h e  cr i t er ion  

questions in the categories given above. For more 

information, see Hughey e t  al. (1983). 

The grammar score is the rat io  of the total  number of 

grammatical errors to the t o t a l  number of T-units  in a t e x t .  

It has been empirically proved that* as a single index,  t h e  

errors/T-unik ra t io  is not the best possible indicator of a 

syntactically mature OK immature writer (Flahlve and Snow 

1980). However, this experiment is more concerned with how 

feedback reduces errors than w i t h  which quantitative measure 

is t h e  most accurate or parsimonious representation of the 

quality of writing. For that purpose, the error ratio seems 

to have more face val id i ty  than  other frequency-based 

instruments, e.g.  the  mean length  of the  T-unit (Hunt 1965, 

1970, 1977, L i m  1983, Witte 19821, the subordination ratio 

or clauses/T-unit ratio (Hunt 1965 1977, OqDonneUI Gr i f f in  

and Elorris 19671, t h e  complexity index, also based upon the 

T-unit (Endicott  1973) or the number of error-free T-units 



(Homburg , Larsen-Freeman and Strom 1977, Scott and 

Tucker 1974). 

The same method is used in arriving at a mechanics 

score, similar to the one used by Homburg (1984). By 

"mechanics" is meant punctuation, capitalization, 

paragraphing and spelling. Legibility, one of the 5 

descriptors for the mechanics category of the ESL 

Composition Profile, is omitted in view of the practical 

difficulty in assigning an objective quantitative score. 

The grammar/mechanics accuracy score combines the two 

scores above, indicating the density of forital 

irregularities in a given text. Strictly speaking, all the 

three frequency-based measures are measures of inaccuracy or 

deficiency, not competence. 

two fundamentally different approaches are 

adopted the impressionistic scores and the objective scores 

in the form of a ratio cannot be added to yield a total 

score. This might cause some problems in a classroom. But 

for research purposes, the absence of a total score is not a 

serious problem. Considering the emphasis on the 

differential effects of feedback from different sources, it 

might be a worthwhile loss in return for more reliable and 

more detailed analysis. 



Two nat ive- speaker  ELI  i n s t r u c t o r s  graded t h e  81 essays  

on t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  measures: con ten t ,  o rgan iza t ion ,  and 

vocabulary. Both r a t e r s  had been t r a i n e d  i n  t h e  use  of t h e  

scale and had used it f o r  placement and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

purposes f o r  almost two years .  Nei ther  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  any 

o the r  a s p e c t s  of t h e  p ro j ec t .  Both r a t e d  "blind". One 

r a t e r  scored  a l l  t h e  81  compositions. Then 38 compositions 

(47%) were randomly picked f o r  t h e  second r a t e r i s  

evaluat ion .  Pearson product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

were c a l c u l a t e d  t o  tes t  t h e  i n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y .  The 

r e s u l t s  a r e  moderately s a t i s f a c t o r y  ( ~ 0 . 7 2  f o r  con ten t ,  

r=0.66 f o r  organiza t ion ,  r=0.77 f o r  vocabulary, ra0.74 f o r  

content /d iscourse  adequacy). For s ta t is t ical  a n a l y s i s ,  only 

t h e  f i r s t  ra ter ' s  s co re s  were used. 

I n  t h e  grammar/mechanics ca tegory ,  two o t h e r  judges 

counted a l l  t h e  T-units, grammatical e r r o r s  and mechanical 

e r r o r s .  Both read f o r  mis takes  wi thout  al lowing themselves 

t o  be d i s t r a c t e d  by meaning o r  s t y l e .  Thei r  frequency 

counts  t a l l i e d  well. For grammar scores ,  they  reached a 

s a t i s f a c t o r y  81% agreement; f o r  mechanical scores ,  t hey  

obta ined 93% agreement. For grammar/mechanics accuracy 

scores ,  they reached 87% agreement. The d i f f e r e n c e s  were 

l a t e r  resolved through d i s cus s ion  and t h e  ad ju s t ed  s c o r e s  

were used f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s .  For a  complete list of 

a l l  t h e  567 raw scores ,  see Appendix D. 



Besults & Discussion 

and standard deviations (SmDm) of t h e  4 

content/discourse scores are displayed in Table 5 .  

- 5  

Means Standard Deviations ~ Content/Discourse Scores 



Category Group Content Organization Vocabulary Content/ 
Discourse ............................................................. 

Advanced 22.35 15.82 15 -35 53 -52 ..................................................... 
Level Upper- 

Intermediate 18.96 14 -39 13.48 46.83 ..................................................... 
Lower- 
Intermediate 18.06 12.72 13 -50 43.72 ............................................................. 
Teacher 21.21 15.18 15 41 50.02 ..................................................... 

Feedback Peer 20.44 14.89 13.65 49.85 ..................................................... 
Self 19.58 14.08 13.64 47.54 ............................................................. 

Figures 1 to 4 provide a graphic display of these data. 

On the four measurest there is an evident patternI with the 

advanced group staying on top of the intermediate level 

groups. One exception is in the organization category# 

where upper-intermediate subjects resorting to self- 

generated feedback achieved a slightly higher group mean 

than their counterparts at the advanced level. The upper- 

intermediate groupI in its turn, maintained a general 

performance level higher than that of the lower-intermediate 

subjectsI except in the peer feedback treatment groupr where 

the lower-intermediate subjects appear to have slightly 

outperformed the upper-intermediate group. HoweverI the 

observed differences are actually negligible, considering 

the standard deviationsI and also the sizes of the scales 

employed in the study. 



F i w e  2 
of Organization S m  Classified 

TeacherFeedbadc =Feedback Self-Feedback 





Table summarizes all the means (z) and standard 

deviations (S.D.) of the grammar/mechanics scores. 



Lower- 
Intermediate 1.32 0.37 

It 6hould be made c l ear -tha t  these means are indices  o f  

inaccuracy or deficiency- The higher the  score, the  lower 

' . the performance l e v e l .  Figures 5 t o  7 provide a graphic 

display of these data. 

u 
Teacher Feedback Peer Feedback S e l  f-Feedback 



a Teacher Fee&& %Eke&a!A Self-Feedback 

Then 

dependent 

te 2-way ANOVAs were computed on t h e  seven 

sures .  The r e s u l t s  a r e  shown i n  Tab le s  9 t o  

15. 



Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F 
Variance Squares Freedom Square ........................................................ 
Main effects 340.18 4 85.04 6.73 

Level 304.02 2 152.01 12.03 * 
Feedback 41.30 2 20.65 1.63 

2-Way 
Interaction 105-75 4 26.44 2.09 
Level x feedback 105.75 4 26.44 2.09 

Explained 445.92 8 55.74 4 . 4 1  * 
Residual 909.96 72 12 64 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mem F 
Vax ianc e Squares Freedom Square 

. -. - -. . - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

M a i n  effects 140.89 4 35 .22 6.26 * 
Level 123.49 2 61.75 10-97 
Feedback 17 73 2 8.87 1.58 

2-Way 
Interaction 51 82 4 1 2 # 9 6  2.30 
Level x Feedback 51.82 4 12.96 2.30 

Explained 192.72 8 24.09 4.28 * 
Residual 405.31 72 5 63  

* Significant p < Q * 0 5  



Source  of Sum o f  Degrees  o f  Mean F 
V a r i a n c e  Squa res  Freedom S q u a r e  ......................................................... 
Main effects 83.05 4 20.76 5 . 6 5 *  

Leve l  71.60 2 35.80 9.74 * 
Feedback 12.83 2 6.42 1.75 

2-way 
I n t e r a c t i o n  7 -70 4 1.93 0.52 

L e v e l  x Feedback 7.70 4 1.93 0.52 

Expla ined  90 -75 8 11.34 3.08 * 
R e s i d u a l  264.80 7 2 3.68 

T o t a l  355.56 8 0 4.44 ......................................................... 
* S i g n i f i c a n t  p < 0.05 

A Z E A  a G o n t e n t / D ~ o u r s e  Adeauacv s c o r e s  

Source  of Sum of Degrees  of Mean F 
V a r i a n c e  Squares  Freedom Squa re  ......................................................... 
Main e f f e c t s  1,578.21 4 394.55 8.10 * 

L e v e l  1,426.18 2 713.09 14.64 * 
Feedback 165.10 2 82.55 1.70 

2-Way 
I n t e r a c t i o n  358.64 4 89 -66 1.84 

L e v e l  x Feedback 358.64 4 89.66 1.84 

Expla ined  1,936.84 8 242.11 4.97 * 
R e s i d u a l  3,507.16 72 48.71 

T o t a l  5,444.00 80 68.05 ......................................................... 
* S i g n i f i c a n t  p < 0.05 



Source of Sum of Degrees of Hean F 
Variation Squares Freedom Square 

Main effects 
Level 
Feedback 

2-Way 
Interaction 

Level x Feedback 

Explained 

Residual 
# 

Total 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F 
Variaton Squares Freedom Square ........................................................ 
Nain effects 0 -30 4 0.08 1.27 

Level 0.11 2 0.06  0 . 9 5  
Feedback 0.19 2 0. LO 1.63 

2-Way 
I n t e r a c t i o n  0 17 4 0.04 0.73 
Level x Feedback 0.17 4 0.04 0 73 

Explained 0.48 8 0 .U6 1.00 

Res idual  4.27 7 2  0.06 



Source of Sum of Degrees of 
Var ia t ion  Squares Freedom ......................................... 
Main e f f e c t s  8.43 4 

Level 4.78 2 
Feedback 3.81 2 

2-Way 
I n t e r a c t i o n  2.36 4 
Level x Feedback 2.36 4 

Mean F 
Square -..-------------- 
2.11 4.96 * 
2.39 5.62 
1.90 4.48 * 

Explained 10.79 8 1.35 3.18 - 

Residual  30.59 7 2 0.43 

To ta l  41.38 80 0.52 

* S i g n i f i c a n t  p < 0.05 

The f i r s t  p o i n t  t o  be made from t h e  seven ANOVA t a b l e s  

w i l l  address  t h e  ques t i on  of whether t h e  p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l  

v a r i a b l e  has  a  main e f f e c t I  r ega rd l e s s  of c o r r e c t i o n s  from 

d i f f e r e n t  sources.  The answer is yes.  A high ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  

main e f f e c t  f o r  p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l  is ev iden t  on a l l  

dependent measures except  t h e  mechanics score .  B u t  i n  t h e  

con tex t  of t h e  experiment, it is a t r i v i a l  r e s u l t  because 

p ro f i c i ency  is def ined by measures i d e n t i c a l  t o  those  used 

here  as dependent variables. A s i g n i f i c a n t  F i n  and of 

i t s e l f  p rov ides  no new information,  a l though its absence 

would l e a d  t o  a ques t i on  about t h e  adequacy of 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

Secondly, compared wi th  t h e  p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l  v a r i a b l e I  



the feedback variable dues not appear nearly aa important. 

It has  a main effect only on grammar scores and t h e  

superordinate grmmar/mechanics accuracy Bcores. T h i ~  

f inding agrees w i t h  Zhang and Etalperng~ f inding (1984)  and 

a l ~ u  Chaudmn's f i n d i n g  (1984). Since  it has effects only 

on one aspect of ESL writing# feedback is not likely to make 

any dramatic difference in the total  score, or overall 

judgment of a compmit im.  Manipulation of t h e  fedback 

variable cannot produce as obvious an effect as that of t h e  

proficiency l e v e l .  

Thirdly, none of t h e  interact ion effect Fas reach the 

required 0.05 l e v e l  of significance. That means# if 

feedback exerts an inf luence on qramaticality" t h e  effect 

is more or less comparable across the three proficiency 

l e v e l s .  Similarly,  if it fails to have a measurable impact" 

as on a l l  the  cmtenk/discourae scoIes and the  mechanics 

scoresr its lack of effectiveness is also  felt to a more or 

l e s ~  equal degree on a l l  proficiency levels.  This f inding 

c o n f l i c t s  with Zhang and Halpe~n study (1984If in which a 

fairly strang interact ion effect was i d e n t i f i e d  on the  

grammatical error= per T-unit  scoxer and the total errors 

per T-unit score. A plausible explanation is that Zhang and 

Elalpem used two groups differing very little in grammatical 

competence, as can be seen from the means reported in their 

study. When t w o  experimenkal groups are very close t o  each 

other i n  pre-treatment proficiency, understandably* 



feedback becomes crucial. The situation is 

holding constant or minimizing the effect of 

one variable so that the other experimental variable can 

demonstrate role to the fullest extent. Under such 

is very probable that a slightly 

group with favorable input catches up or even 

surpasses an initially slightly superior group which 

receives unconducive or even detrimental input. The greater 

the gap in their pre-treatment proficiency, the less likely 

it is that the inferior group can outperform the better 

group in a carefully controlled experiment. Part of the 

concern in this project is to see whether the variance in 

writing performance would exhibit the same distributive 

pattern as that of Zhang and Halpernls study, when the range 

of proficiency is expanded. That also represents an effort 

to check how generalizable Zhang and Halpern's discovery of 

the interaction effect is. With widened differences between 

the groupsI the interaction effect has disappeared. 

Post hoc multiple-range tests were conducted following 

the significant F's. Because the Student-Newman-Keuls test 

(Ferguson 1983) is a moderate test, not as conservative as 

the Scheffe t or as lenient as the least significant 

difference testI it was selected for the multiple- 

range tests. 

In the content areaI the observed variation is due to 

different levels of learner proficiency. Manipulation of 



feedback produces negligible effects and does not interact 

with different proficiency levels. The advanced learners 

proved to be a group significantly different from the other 

two groups at the 0.05 level. The difference between the 

upper- and lower-intermediate groups is not statistically 

significant. 

Advanced - 
Xs22 -35 4.29 3s39 * 

------------------------*------ 

* Significant p < 0.05 

In the organization category, again, only level 

has a main effect. The gaps between the groups are distinct 

with the advanced group superceding the upper-intermediate, 

who in turn supercede the lower-intermediate. 

~ower- Upper- 
Intermediate Intermediate 
z=12 -72 xz14.39 ................................. 

Advanced 3.11 1.44 * 
y=l5.83 ................................. 

* Significant p < 0.05 



In the vocabulary area, the picture is somewhat 

different. The mean of the lower-intermediate students is 

slightly higher than that of the upper-intermediate 

students, but the difference is negligible. Advanced 

students, however, are clearly superior to the others in the 

use of vocabulary. 

Upper- Lower- 
Intermediate - Intermediate 
X=13.48 z=13 -50 ............................... 

Lower- 
Intermediat 0 -02 
z=13 -50 ............................... 

Advanced 1.87 * 1.85 * 
x=15 -35 ............................... 

* Significant p < 0.05 

The conposite content/discourse adequacy scores retain 

the pattern of the content scores and the vocabulary scores. 

s are significantly better than the two 

. But the upper-intermediate learners 

are not significantly better than the lower-intermediate 

ones. 



hower- ~ ~ e r -  
Intermediate Intermediate 
2=43.72 gx46.83 ............................... 

upper- 
Intermediate 3.11 
Xm46.83 ............................... 
Advanced 9.81 * 6.70 * 
z=53 -53  ............................... 

* Significant p < 0.05 

In the area of grammar, both proficiency level and 

feedback have a main effect, but no interaction effect is 

found. First, crossing over the feedback treatments, the 

three proficiency levels are arranged according to the 

magnitude of the means for a multiple-range test. The 

advanced students have the lowest mean and prove to be 

significantly different from the lower-intermediate group. 

The difference between the upper- and lower-intermediate 

learners is not significant. Crossing over the levels, 

teacher feedback proves to be definitely more useful than 

self-feedback only. 



a!E GE&IIWU SGQLSR Feedback 

Advanced Upper- - I n t e r m e d i a t e  
X=O .87 X = l .  11 

Lower- 
I n t e r m e d i a t e  0.45 * 0.21 

* S i g n i f i c a n t  p < 0.05 

Teacher Feedback Pee r  Feedback 
%O. 84 x=1.05 .................................. 

Peer  Feedback 
Z=1.05 0.21 

I n  t h e  s u p e r o r d i n a t e  gramrnar/mechanics accuracy  scores, 

.%. 

t h e  same p a t t e r n  is r e t a i n e d  w i t h  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  o r  

feedback t y p e  d i s rega rded .  T h i s  is n o t  a t  a l l  s u r p r i s i n g ,  

- c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  composi te  s c o r e  and t h e  small 

f l u c t u a t i o n  on t h e  mechanics measure. The c o r r e l a t i o n  



found to be as high as 0.91. The advanced learners are 

clearly more accurate than lower-intermediate students, and 

the teacher feedback superior to self-feedback in dealing 

with grammatical inaccuracies. 

Advanced Upper - - Intermediate 
X=l.lO Z=l. 43 ................................ 

Upper- 
Intermediate - 0.33 
Xml.43 ................................ 
Lower- 
Intermediate - 0.58 * 0.25 
X=1.68 --------------*---------------- 

* Significant p < 0.05 

Teacher Feedback Peer - Feedback 
z=l. 05 Xa1.36 

-----------------*------------------- 

Peer Feedback 
Ez1.36 0.31 ..................................... 
Self-reedback - 
X=1.57 0.52 * 0.21 

-----------we------------------------ 

* Significant p < 0.05 



the basic findings of the experiment are: 

The informational/rhetorical aspects of ESL writing 

proficiency are not likely to be influenced by the 

manupulation of feedback sources. 

Source of feedback influences the grmaticality of 

a revised ESL composition. 

Teacher feedback has been empirically proved mote 

helpful than self-feedback in dealing with 

grammatical deficiencies. 

At the three levels examined in the study, it is 

not certain whether teacher feedback is more 

beneficial than peer feedback. Also uncertain is 

the effect of peer feedback as compared with that 

of self-feedback. Post hoc comparisons do not 

support the claim that ESL learners left alone to 

figure out how their writings can be improved can 

make more progress than comparable students with 

feedback from teachers or peers. 

The main effect of feedback does not interact with 

the proficiency variable at a significant level. 

ce of an interaction effect precludes a 

sons of the effects of feedback on 

y levels considered in isolation. But in 

studying the interaction effect in Zhang and Balpernls study . 
(1984) an the absence of such an effect in the present 

experiment a careful researcher might discern clues to 



warrant f u t u r e  hypotheseS concerning t h e  optimal range of 

proficiency where manipulation of feedback sources might 

produce maximal positive effects. What follows is no longer 

what can be called mresu~tsn, but some conjectures leading 
* 

t o  future research. The tables of means and the histograms 

tentatively i n d i c a t e  that  advanced ESL learners are n o t  

~ensitive to the  manipulation of feedback. Upper - 
intermediate students also seem to be capable of worthwhile 

self-evaluation and editing. But the lower-intermediate 

learners  appear to be quite 8ensitive to Eeedback types, 

especially on t h e  grammar score. And teacher feedback is 

apparently more effective with lower l e v e i  learners  khan 

pee1 feedback, which# in turn, appears more h e l p f u l  than 

self-feedback. Tt seems that, once a learnerfls overal l  ESL 

ability has reached a certain point,  alternative feedback 

production. It is those not so proficient learners who 

might  respond differentially t o  teedback from various 

sources.  From the results we have now, traditional teacher 

feedback still seems to be a very promising practice. But 

those conjecku~eS muat await further experimentation. 

With a population of ESL learners as are repre~ented  by 

the s u b j e c t s  in this ~ t u d y ,  choice among teacher feedback, 

pee1 feedback and self-feedback as a means of facilitating 



- 
ESL composition revision does not seem to make any 

a significant difference to the inÂ£ormational/rhe%orica 

aspects of composing skills. The only aspect where 

m manipulation of feedback sources causes significant 

variation is grammaticality, whichI understandablyI is not a 

small concern in an ESL writing program. Teacher input 

definitely stimulates better syntactical revision than self- 

generated feedbackI and there is tentative evidence to the 

effect that peer feedback may also be superior to self- 

feedback in reducing grammatical irregularities. Although 

no interaction effect was discovered in the experiment, 

there has been evidence suggesting that teacher feedback 

might work better with lower level learners than with higher 

level learners. Besides, the obtained levels of 

significance for the 2-way interaction in the content and 

organization areas (0.09 and 0.07 respectively) are close 

enough to the required 0.05 level to stimulate more research 

to confirm, or modify, the findings of this study. 



CHAPTER V 

THE SURVEY 

E ! u a Q a i ~ ~  

On Day Three of the project, each subject was asked to 

answer two questions: 

1. If you are given a choice between teacher 

evaluation and non-teacher evaluation before you 

write the final version, which would you prefer? 

2. If you are given a choice between peer evaluation 

and self-evaluation before you write the final 

version, which would you prefer? 

The researcher explained that answers to these questions 

would help to fit classroom procedures to students1 

preferences so that their initiative and co-operation could 

be better mobilized. The students were instructed not to 

think about only what they had expeienced in this particular 

project. It was their general attitude towards various 

feedback types rather than the specific techniques used in 

the project that the researcher was interested in. The 

subjects were assured that their individual preferences 

would not be disclosed to their regular instructors, no 

matter what corrective routines the instructors had been 

using. 

Many books and journal articles have been written about 
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t h e  a f fe  advantage of non- teacher feedback. But t h e  

bulk of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  is based upon presumptions r a t h e r  

than research.  Chaudron (1984) sums up t h e  a f f e c t i v e  

k r  feedback i n  t h e  fol lowing words: 

teedback is more a t  t h e  l e a r n e r ' s  l e v e l  of 

development o r  i n t e r e s t ,  t h u s  perce ived as more 

r e l e v a n t  than t h e  s u p e r i o r  o r  o ld  t e a c h e r ' s  

feedback; 

3. S ince  m u l t i p l e  pee r s  may be used, l e a r n e r s  ga in  a 

s ense  of a wider audience than t h e  one t e ache r$  

4. LearnersD a t t i t u d e s  toward w r i t i n g  can be enhanced 

by t h e  more s o c i a l l y  suppo r t i ve  peers .  

But t h e s e  claims have n o t  y e t  been o b j e c t i v e l y  v e r i f i e d .  

For example, do  s t u d e n t s  a c t u a l l y  fee l  t h a t  t h e i r  t e ache r s  

a r e  " n i t- p ickers n  (Moffe t t  1968:195) whi le  t h e i r  p e e r s  a r e  

an m i m e d i a t e ,  s o c i a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  audiencen providing a 

"more compelling impetusn f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t  writer t o  r e v i s e  

( C l i f f o r d  1981:5D)? Do they a c t u a l l y  g i v e  p r i o r i t y  t o  peer  

comments over t e ache r  judgment (Pierson 1967)? Do they 

s ense  more i a l  suppor t  i n  peer  feedback than i n  t eacher  

guidance 97317 Do they a c t u a l l y  f i n d  peer  inpu t  

more " re levan t"  (Chaudron 19841, more comprehensible than 

t e ache r  commentary? Eiardly any r e sea rch  r e s u l t s  a r e  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  v e r i f y  t h e  a l l e g e d  appeal  of non- teacher 

c o r r e c t i v e  procedures.  As a mat terof  fact, such advantages 

of peer  feedback i n  p a r t i c u l a r  a r e  admit tedly  nassumed 
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advantages without "formal supporta (witbeck 1973). In the 

22 studies surveyed in Chapter 111, only 4 have reported 

findings relevant to this question. Pfeiffer (1981) found 

that peer feedback did not lower Ll students1 anxiety on a 

writing assignment. Maize (1954) reported that Ll students 

exposed to peer correction or teacher correction felt the 

same about their writing tasks and their writing 

instructors. Partridge (1981) noted that ESL learners 

doubted the quality of peer input at the revision stageI and 

Chaudron (1984) confirmed the same feeling in his 

questionnaire results. None of the reported empirical 

findings support the alleged affective advantage of non- 

teacher feedback. Whatever affective evidence exists in 

favor of non-conventional, non-teacher feedback is at best 

anecdotal. Consequently its generalizability is tenuous. 

The survey reported below is a partial replication of 

Chaudronis questionnaire survey with the purpose of 

eliciting unambiguous statements of preference. These 

answers serve as a basis for a solution to the second 

research questionI i.e. do ESL learners1 preferences 

correspond to the objectively verified effects of the 

feedback from the three different sources? 

In answering the first question, seventy-six (93.8%) of 

the 81 subjects chose the traditional teacher feedback over 
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non-teacher feedback. Three (3.7%) preferred non-teacher 

corrective feedback. Two {2.5%1 d i d  not answer t h e  

question. A one-way chi-square t e s t  was 

Yates correction {Hatch and Farhady 1982) . 
h i g h l y  significant (g= 6 5 . 6 ,  p < 0.001)- 
forty-nine (60.5% 1 stated preference for 

conducted w i t h  

The result is 

On Question 2$  

peer feedback, 

s tudenks  ( 4 = 9 % )  failed t o  make a choice. The one-way chi- 

square result is also significant (d= 5 .2#  p < 0 . 0 5 ) -  These  

r e s u l t s  support the  position that ESL l earners  as a whole 

welcome teaches correction. It is also obvious from the 

answers that &heir preference f o r  peer feedback is 

continqent upon the unavailability of teacher guidance. In 

other words" peer help is seen a= t h e  second best t h i n g  

preferable only when t h e  teacher stops doing correction or 

evaluation" which happens frequently in ESL writing 

classes. This f inding# along with Partridgers and 

C h a u d r m t ~  f indings#  r e f u t e s   speculation^ to the effect that  

s t u d e n t s  write off t h e  comments by a teacher by saying, 

'Adults just cani t  understandu, or mEnglish teachers are 

nit- pickers anywaym (Muffett 1968:  1951 . This type of 

presumption needs to be scrut in ized  very careful ly  because 

so much of the  ~tudent-centered writing theory assumes the  

i n t ~ i n s i c  unpopularity of teacher feedback. It is still t o o  

early to conclude whether this premise is right or wrong, 

but the evidence from t h e  t h r e e  independent ESL studies O V ~ K  

four years hae converged on the  same contrary conclusion. 

If so verified by f u t u r e  reseaxch,  ESL teachers and 



researchers would have to prepare themselves for ye t  another 

"paradigm shift". 

From the statistics,  it is irrefutable that  there are 

real, substant ia l  differences in the type of feedback chosen 

by ESL learners. But are there other condit ions  working on 

their choices of corrective feedback? For example, is it 

possible that feedback selection is associated with 

proficiency? With regard to the  teacher vs. non-teacher 

choice, with the 2 s u b j e c t s  who d i d  not answer t h e  question 

as missing cases, seventy-six ( 9 6 . 2 % )  of the 79  surveyed 

chose teacher correction. Such a high percentage shows 

t h a t  ESL learners are predominantly in favor of teacher 

correction,  regardless of differences in proficiency. And 

t h e  same can be said of other conditions such  as differences 

in sex, l ength  of residence in an English-speaking country 

or e thn ic i ty .  In the  case of ethnicity, it should be 

mentioned that the sample is typical only of the population 

of  ESL learners in Hawaii. Seventy s u b j e c t s  (86.4%) were 

Orientals, e i g h t  (9 - 9 % )  were Pacific is landers.  The 

subjec t s '  almost unanimous preference f o r  teacher feedback, 

in t ere s t ing ly ,  is no t  adequately supported by the r e s u l t s  of 

t h e  experiment. The reader w i l l  recal l  that, on most of the  

dependent measures, the feedback variable has no main efect. 

On the grammar score, which is conceivably a big  concern on 

ESL learners' minds, teacher feedback is def  in ike ly  more 

effect ive  than self-feedback, but it does n o t  have a 



statistically significant superiority over peer feedback. 

An inspection of the table of means will show that teacher 

feedback is generally more helpful than peer feedback, but 

not significantly so in a statistical sense. Here, 

s advisable before a decision is made as to 

follow the students' preferences or the results 

of the experiment. But there is no obvious reason not to 

play safe by employing teacher feedback. 

With regard to the peer vs. self choice, objective 

results again produce no statistically significant 

differences between the two, but descriptive statistics also 

suggest that peer feedback may be more helpful than self- 

feedback. The subjects* preferences correspond to the table 

of means but are not convincingly supported by the SNK 

multiple-range test results. Like their preference for 

teacher feedback, their general preference for peer feedback 

is shown by chi-square results to be independent of such 

factors as proficiency,sex, ethnicity or length of 

residence in an English-speaking country. Tables 24 to 27 

are contingency tables showing relationships between choice 

of feedback and other conditions of the sample. 



Peer Feedback Self-Feedback Total .......................................................... 
Advanced 2 5 12 39 

Upper- 
Intermediate 12 11 23 

Lower- 
Intermediate 12 6 18 .......................................................... 
Total 49 29 7 8 

a 
76= 1.59 non-significant 

Blue25 

l%&desn l?se&a& Selection a d  Sex 

Peer Feedback Self-Feedback Total 

Female 21 
- 

Total 4 9 

a 0.63 non-significant 



S e l e c t i o n  and l X h u a &  . . 

r Feedback Self-Feedback To ta l  ........................................................... 
O r i e n t a l s  42 2 5 67 

P a c i f i c  
I s l a n d e r s  --------- 3 8 .......................................... 
T o t a l  47 28 75 

a 
% = 0 non-s ign i f i can t  

Gontinaency a RElationsi-& Between Feedback Se l ec t i on  

&gl benqth & Residence .& E n q l i s h - s n e a m  m u n t r v  

Feedback Self-Feedback To ta l  ............................................................ 
Over a year  24  16 40 

Under a year  25 13 3 8 ............................................................ 
Tota l  49 29 78 

%.?= non-s igni f icant  

To survey r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  ESL l e a r n e r s  a t  

o r  above t h e  in te rmedia te  l e v e l  almost unanimously p r e f e r  

convent ional  teacher  feedback t o  any o t h e r  types  of 

feedback. From t h e i r  vo lun ta ry  answers, no b a s i s  is found 

f o r  t h e  claim t h a t  t e a c h e r  c o r r e c t i o n  is i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

unpopular with ESL l e a r n e r s .  When teacher  feedback is no t  



available, ESL  learner^ t u r n  to peers for clues t o  r e v i s i o n  

and try to avoid self-feedback. Their predilection for 

teacher feedback, however, does not seem t o  be based upon an 

objective judgment of the  comparative effectiveness of t h e  

feedback from d i f f e r e n t  sourcesm Theic obvious l a c k  of 

enthusiasm for seU-feedback# on the  other hand, agrees well 

with  the resu lk  of the experiment. As a comprehensive 

picture,  their preferences seem to cross over factocs like 

ESL proficiency, sexr ethnicity, and familiarity with the  

natural use of Englishm A t  pzesent* there is ~ome reason to 

be suspicious of a currently quite prevalent claim that  non- 

teacher feedback in a shared-authority educat i m a l  s e t t i n g  

has mse appeal to learners than the orthodox teacher 

feedback. A t  least ln t h e  ESL situation, teacher feedback 

is more enthusiastically sought than its recent r i v a l s ,  peer 

feedback and self-feedback. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

The in f luence  of c o r r e c t i v e  feedback from var ious  

sources  was shown t o  vary, depending on t h e  a spec t s  of ESL 

wr i t i ng  prof ic iency  being measured. No s i g n i f i c a n t  

different were found i n  t h e  informat ional  and/or 

r h e t o r i c a l  ensions. Nor is there a s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e  t o  feedback t rea tment  i n  mechanical accuracy, 

bu t  t h e  l e v e l  of grammaticality,  expressed a s  an errors/T- 

u n i t  r a t i o  was found t o  be s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  manipulation of 

t h e  sources  of feedback. Teacher eva lua t ion  is d e f i n i t e l y  

supe r io r  t o  self-feedback a s  s t imu la t ion  f o r  succes s fu l  

grammatic revis ion,  and might even have Borne advantage 

over peer back f o r  t h e  same purpose. With t h e  t e n t a t i v e  

evidence a v a i l a b l e  from t h e  p r o j e c t ,  t h i s  researcher  is 

w i l l i n g  p o s i t  t h a t  teacher  and peer  feedback is more 

b e n e f i c i a l  lower l e v e l  l e a r n e r s  than self-feedback, and 

t h a t  conventional  teacher  feedback, when provided as 

in t e rven t ion  i n  t h e  rev i s ion  process,  may very w e l l  hold its 

own aga ins  t h e  more r ecen t ly  advocated peer  feedback. 

a 

Survey r e s u l t s  i nd i ca t e '  t h a t  ESL l e a r n e r s  predominantly 

p r e f e r  teacher feedback t o  peer feedback and t r y  t o  avoid 

self- feedback. No convincing empir ica l  evidence is 



avai lable  from t h e  experimenk to justify their almost 

unanimous predilection for teacher feedback" B u t  t h e i r  

perception of se l f - f eedback  as ineffective i n  dealing with 

gr-akicaliQ agree= well with t h e  pattern in which grammar 

scores vary undex the experimental condit ions .  Student 

choices of feedback from variou~ sources are particuLar1y 

interesting because they point to a weak link in the  logical 

r e a ~ o n i n g  under lying the advocacy of t h e  innovative n o w  

teacher corrective feedback. If ESL learners genuinely  

welcome teacher judgment and teachem have proved to be as 

effective asp if nut more so than" peer readersR as can be 

seen from this experiment, should not  we reconsider Bone of 

the  accusations levelled a t  the teacher? That, of course, 

doe8 nut imply that writing instructors should "debunkn pee1 

feedback, The positive potential  of peer feedback is surely 

there. But do we know enough about peer feedback to justify 

the  replacement of teacher feedback by peer feedback? 

This study suffers from some deficiencies. One has to 

do with the  lack of information about any longitudinal OK 

ca~ry-over effects of respective treatments. No reAiable 

claims ahout the potential long-term b e n e f i t s  or 

disadvantages of any corrective treatment can be formed on 

t h e  basis of a s i n g l e  'one-~hnt~ ~ t u d y  

Another issue concerns the l i m i t e d  numbem 

l i k e  this one. 

of subjects in 



the nine cells of the 3 x 3 factorial design. It is 

possible that random assignment on such a small scale could 

not completely counter-balance pre-existing differences. 

Besides, the measures employed in the experiment are far 

from ideal. While acceptable, the inter-rater correlations 

of those holistic scores were not as high as they were 

expected to be. And the objective frequency-count measures 

tend to blur qualitative differences in the kinds of errors 

made. For example, a minor slip is counted as much as a 

serious error obstructing communication. If better 

instrumentation, impressionistic or objective, could be 

devised in the future, the present results might be found to 

be inadequate or even incorrect. Finally, it is only 

appropriate to add that nothing in this study distinguishes 

between "goodn and "bad" revisers. The two words, "goodn 

and "badn convenient labels to represent cognitive 

The experiment is based upon the assumption 

learners are endowed with a comparable level of 

or susceptibility to corrective feedback. 

iation in their writing performance is 

directly linked with feedback treatments. It is quite 

conceivable that good revisers, even operating within the 

1 non-native speakers must face, utilize 

whatever sources in a manner different from a 

bad reviser. Under identical circumstances, good revisers 

may make far more progress than bad revisers. 

In conclusion, future research is necessary to test 



whether t h e  caveats above are justified or not .  Pending 

better executed i n q u i r i e s ,  present r e s u l t s  caution ESL 

writing instructors  against  an oversimplified notion of the 

efficacy or affective advantage of any ind iv idua l  source of 

feedback. A strong ESL writing program w i l l  have t o  

identity specific needs at specific levels  and supply 

appropriate corrective procedures. It is quite misleading 

to assert the superiority of any one type of corrective 

feedback. Not all aspects of ESL writ ing proficiency or all 

levels  of ESL learners are l i k e l y  to benefit maximally from 

i d e n t i c a l  corrective feedback, However, t h e  f ind ings  of 

t h i s  work need to be replicated and elaborated by future 

research. 



l l I a z m b A  

ELI Placement T e s t  

Your job is t o  write a composition on one of 

t h e  t o p i c s  below. 

S e l e c t  one of t h e  top ics .  Do n o t  write on a l l  of them. 

. Begin w r i t i n g  a s  soon as you have s e l e c t e d  a t op i c .  

3.  Write on one s i d e  of a page only. 

4. Write on every o the r  l i n e .  

5. P lan  your w r i t i n g  f o r  approximately 40 minutes. 

6. You may make an ou t l i ne ,  or write a d r a f t  f i r s t  i f  you 

wish. Simply draw a l a r g e  X through t h e  p a r t s  you do 

no t  want t h e  i n s t r u c t o r  t o  read. 

7. Write name ( family  name f i r s t ) ,  d a t e  and t h e  

he  t o p i c  a t  t h e  t o p  of your shee t .  

In  an automated s o c i e t y  of t h e  f u t u r e  people may have a 

l o t  of l e i s u r e  time. What would be t h e  advantages 

and disadvantages  of t h i s ?  

Discuss t h e  p o i n t s  f o r  and a g a i n s t  eu thanas ia  (mercy- 

k i l l i n g )  and t h e  circumstances,  i f  any, under which it 

is j u s t i f i e d .  

Something I ' v e  changed my mind about. 

What are t h r e e  of t h e  g r e a t e s t  a r e a s  of c o n t r a s t  

between l i f e  i n  your country  and t h e  U.S., a s  you have 

seen it s o  f a r ?  



ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE 
STUDENT DATE TOPIC 

SCORE LEVEL CRITERIA COMMENTS 

f' 30.27 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: h M g e a b I e  whantive tbw& 
k l o p m m l o l  thnis d w a n t  to JW~@ topic 

2b-22 GOOD TO AVERAGE some M e d g e  of WEN adequate r w e  
limited development of thesis. mostly wlwant to topic, but tach detail 

21-87 FAIR TO POOR: limited k d d g e  ol subject little &-. inad* 
qwte dewlo-t of topic 

1613 VERY POOR: d w  m 4 ~ ~ k d ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ l i ~ b m t  
mrtinent OR mot emugh to evaluate ------- 

20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expmsh a idea dearly U a W  
Wp&wted wminct wellagantzed logid -ing cohesive 

17-14 GOOD TO AVERAGE mewhat  choppy l d y  oeganked but d n  
Ideas s tad  out limited w p m  logical but incompkte s-ndng 

9-7 VERY POOR: h not communicate m - r a t h  OR not enat& 
to wal!Jate ------- 

20-18 RCELLEMTOWRYWD:qKM.&-o-#* 
choice and usage ward lm w t u y  appmptbte &stet 

1744 GOOD TO AVERAGe dequalo range o c c a i o d  m n  of WWii 
lorn, choice, usage but meanin# not & c u d  

13-10 FAIR TO POOR: h i l e d  ramge 1-1 mn of w-a&dtrn f a  
choice, maw meaning mnfucder +curd 

9-7 VERY POOR: e$senlully translation 0 little knw ldge  01 En@i$h w a b  
law, idioms, word form OR not enough to evaluate ------- 

2S-22 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: effective complex camtactions f w  
~~ of acmment, tense, number, 4 der l funukn,  ~ k k ,  pm. 
no"",, p m ~ i t ~  

21-18 GCOD TO AVERAGE: eff& but simple c o m ~ m t h $  mimr & 
1- in complex cmtmctiom m a 1  - of a-mt. t-, 
number, md o d ~ ~ f ~ i o n ,  m*e$, -ns, -itions hf man. 
ins seldom obscured 

17-11 FAIR TO POOR: maim p m h s  in dmplekomplex c o n H m c t i i  
l q m t  m n  of n w t h .  auecmmt, tmx. &, w e d  ddt tm-  
tion, articles, pmnwm, pm@ositimand/ot fragmmts, mmans, delc~ims . memrn# c m M w h r d  

10-5 VERY m o R :  virmlly no n u s t q  of sentewe mnmct i on  mks  dm;. 
Nted by e m m  d m  not commukale OR not m h  l o  mAuate ------- 

5 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: d-mm m t w  of m m t i m s  0 

f w  ermn of spellins punctuation, capihlizathn, pwagraphing 

4 GOOD TO AVERAGE a c a i a ~ l  mno fspe l l i%  punctuation, c a ~ t d i -  
ration, pm~raphing hf m ; n #  not oincurd 

3 FAIR TO POOR: f m n t  m n  of s@i% pmclmtim, capitakfkm, 
patagraphim8 pot hadw"tin8. me* c m t d m  absmwd 

TOTAL SCORE RWOER COMMENTS 



A CHECKLIST 

Do you f i n d  any p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  i dea s  i n  t h e  

s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l s  t o  suppor t  t hose  prominent 

i dea s  i n  t h e  essay? 

f i n d  any i n s t a n c e s  of unnecessary r e p e t i t i o n ?  

a c o n s i s t e n t  p o i n t  of view maintained 

throughout t h e  essay?  

If t h e r e  is a change i n  t h e  writer 's  p o i n t  of view, is 

it j u s t i f  l ed?  

Does t h e  essay  have a d e f i n i t e  p o i n t  o r  p o i n t s  t o  make? 

Can you l o c a t e  t h e  t h e s i s  s ta tement?  

Do you see any p a r t i c u l a r  order  i n  t h e  development of 

t h e  essay? 

Does t h e  o rder  of t h e  paragraphs reflect  d i s t i n c t  

t h e  development? 

ragraphe have c l e a r  i n d i c a t i o n s  of what they 

a r e  about? 

each paragraph, are t h e  sentences  va r i ed  and 

connected? 

Is t h e r e  a proper  ending t o  t h e  essay? 

Are t h e r e  any i n s t ances  where t h e  words a c t u a l l y  used 

a r e  obviously no t  t h e  words t h e  writer i n t ends  t o  use? 

Do you feel  t h e  words used a r e  app rop r i a t e  f o r  t h i s  

type  of wr i t i ng?  



15) Do you find a reasanable number of synonyms OK antonyms 

in the  cornparis~ns and contrasts made? 

16) Do you f i n d  any particularly clever OK effective 

combination of words? 

17) Have you proofread for grammatical errors? (e.g. 

Subject-verb agreement" noun-pronoun ag reemenk# 

singular/plural distinction in the ending of nouns, 

specific verb forms, consistency in t e n s e ,  sentence 

18) Have you proofread for mechanical kccuracy? (e-g. 





C C M f - V  C r a c ~ a ~ /  
n ixcou fu  MÂ¥chanlc  
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