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ABSTRACT

In teaching writing to second language 1learners of
English, various corrective procedures are employed as
feedback to assist the revision stage of the writing
process. These procedures include the use of peer, teacher
and/or self-feedback as stimuli for successful revision.
Whether or not any one of these types of feedback is
superior to the others has not yet been determined
objectively. Related to this question is how ESL learners
themselves feel about those corrective procedures from

different sources.

The experiment and survey reported here are intended to
illuminate the differential effects of teacher feedback,
peer feedback and self-feedback upon the
informational/rhetorical and grammatical/mechanical aspects
of ESL writing proficiency at three levels, ranging from
lower-intermediate to advanced. It is found that across the
proficiency 1levels, manipulation of the feedback type
variable produces no significant differences on the
informational/rhetorical aspect of ESL writing proficiency.
But in the grammatical/mechanical category, feedback has a

iv



main effect. There is also evidence to suggest that teacher
feedback might be the moat effective procedure in dealing
with grammatical inaccuracy. Survey results reveal that the
supposedly "palatable" peer feedback is not as well received

by ESL learners as the traditional teacher feedback.
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CHAPTER |
| NTRCDUCTI ON

In teaching witing to second | anguage |earners of
English, wvarious instructional procedures are enployed to
assist the learner during the revision stage of the witing
process. These procedures enphasize the use of teacher,
peer or self-feedback as nmeans of stinulating successful
revision. But it has not yet been satisfactorily determ ned
whet her or not any one of these commonly adopted procedures
Is superior to the others as positive interventionin the
revi sion process. Many books and articles have been witten
on the topic. In contrast, enpirical evidence obtained from
reasonably controlled studies is surprisingly scant. This
di screpancy has already caused nuch concern in the ESL
pr of essi on. As a result, ESL witing has increasingly
enphasi zed quantitative studies so that the efficacy of

t hese instructional procedures can be objectively verified.

The project reported here was conducted to verify the
effects of corrective feedback from various sources. The
research conpares differences in revision inprovenents based
upon feedback frominstructors, classmates or individua
student witers thenselves. In addition to source of
corrective feedback, the effect of |earner proficiency is
al so anal yzed. Both factors are conbined in a 3 x 3

factori al desi gn. Dependent measur es I ncl ude




i npressionistic evaluations of discourse quality, and
objective evaluations of formal linguistic conpetence. The
learners' reactions to corrective feedback from different
sources were also measured by means of a questionnaire.
Their preferences are then conpared with the results of the
experi ment in order to find whether or not |earner
preferences corroborate the objectively verified effects of

these types of corrective feedback.

In keeping with the qualitative approach, the review of
the literature on the topic and the report of the experinent
and survey are concentrated on enpirical evidence.
Specul ative theorization is thus relegated to a secondary
role not by oversight but in the belief that unfalsifiable
theorization is not likely to convince anyone who has
already taken sides in a controversy. The conparative
efficacy of teacher feedback, peer feedback and self-
feedback has been a long standing issue. It is high tinme
t hat attention and energy were directed towards nore
tangible research results for an objective clarification of

the issue.



CHAPTER II
DEFINITION OF TERMs

A Working Definition of “Feedback"®

Since the primary concern of this study is to exam ne
the effects of different kinds of feedback on ESL witten
compositions, it s necessary to define "feedback® in the

first place.

The nost general sense of the term nay denote any form
of reaction or response that is perceived to be subsequent
to and contingent upon a previous perfornance. However,
nore specifically, it refers to a process in which those
factors that produce a certain result are thenselves
affected by the result. Here the inportant element in this
more specific notion of "feedback™ is the partial reversion
of the effects of given factors to their source so as to
reinforce or nodify it. Such effects are often identified
in ensuing performance, which can only be attributed to and
explained Dby a conbination of the initial factors and the

f eedback about the results of those factors.

These two definitions of "feedback®™, one static and the
ot her dynamc or process-oriented, have interesting

parallels in the literature that concerns the teaching of



composition. Their most representative counterparts are
probably the concepts of 'feedback® in the works of Moffett
and Lamberg. Moffett (1968) |oosely defines feedback as
"any information a learner receives as a result of his
trials®™ (P.188), whereas Lamberg (1980) maintains that
f eedback should be defined as "information of perfornmance
which affects subsequent performance by influencing
students® attention to particular natters so that those
matters undergo a change in the subsequent performance"
(P.66)., The key word, he insists, IS "affects". The
crucial considerations are whether or not a response does
have an effect upon the source and, in a learning situation,
whether 0Or not the effect iS a desirable one. Moffett
defines it so broadly that anything fellowing a performance
counts as feedback, which may be true, however, while
Lamberg is only interested in defining feedback which makes
a difference. Here we have a problem For example, a
teacher's correction comng after written errors is
sufficient for Moffett's definition, but the correction may
fail to pronote the learner's second |language development,
and therefore is insufficient £for Lamberg’s view  of
f eedback.

For the purpose of the present study, a working
definition has been attempted as a conpronise between
Moffett's and Lamberg's concepts. Feedback is construed as
any information that, in reacting to c¢ertain preceding

per f or mance, has the potential of affecting ensuing



| inguistic performance by calling attention to inadequacies
in the learser's interlanguage system, thereby facilitating
remedy or refinenent. Sinmply put, reactions that mght
i nfluence subsequent performance are all considered as
"feedback". The definition has expanded the scope delimted
by Lamberg but still mintains a clear focus on the
corrective potential of feedback -~ an inportant defining
aspect that is mssing in Moffett's definition. Thi s
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 toy or demands
| mprovenent of the learner's utterance " ({P.31). Although
he nentions only teacher correction, peer corrections can be
readi |y incorporated into his descriptive nodel of discourse

in the corrective treatnent of l|learners' errors.

In the context of teaching conposition, naturally,
these effects are projected to be positive in nature.
Therefore, when researchers investigate the effects of
corrective feedback upon ESL conposition skills, they are
particularly interested in effects that would help the
| earner to ratify or overconme errors and, at the same tine
devel op awareness of norms of correctness Iin the target
| anguage. So the beneficial; corrective potential of

feedback is the focal point of this research.’



Feedback from Three Sources

Feedback can be conveniently categorized into three
types (Lamberg 1980, Partridge 1981): teacher feedback,
peer feedback and sélf-feedback. Teacher feedback 1is
defined as any stinulus for inprovement supplied by a

| inguistically conpetent person, normally the teacher in a

formal |anguage |earning situation. The teacher's criteria
for judgment are assunmed to be beyond question. Peer
feedback, as the tetm inplies, is supplied by individuals,

usual Iy classnmates, who are conparable to the student witer
in ternms of overall linguistic abilities. Their input
functions as stinulus for authentic negotiation between the
student witer and his or her peer readers, gradually
resulting in an inproved text which communicates to the
audience what the witer failed to convey in the previous
effort. The concept of self-feedback, however, needs a
little explanation. Speech, whether spoken or witten, is
directed chiefly to other people. Moffett (1968} argues
t hat even when one purports to wite for oneself, one cannot
escape fromthe ultimately communcative consequence inherent
in any use of |anguage. Even in ¢ne's unspoken thoughts, it
is as if one were addressing oneself. Thus, once beyond the
monent of witing, the witer becones the "other" person

and starts to feedback to himself O herself. It is this

psychol ogical reality of "otherness" that «constitutes the

IR (T | RUYS. (O



basis for what is referred toin this paper as "self-
feedback", 1i.e. judgments, insights or intuitions which the
student writer generates while assuming the role of a critic
and reviewing the text from some psychological distance. It
is generally believed that, if successful revision is to
take place, it must result from one or more of the three
types of corrective feedback.



CHAPTER III
REVIEW (F THE LITERATURE

Erom the Product Model to the Process Model

The practice of witing has traditionally been seen as
a sequential activity in which the task of recording ideas
is conpleted step by step according to a rigid rhetorical
pl an. Since the witing activity is viewed as little nore
than filling in a prepared outlines the preoccupation is
with a conposed product (in such aspects as style,
di scourser syntax and mechanics), rather than the conposing
process (in terns of how ideas are generated, refineds
I ntegrated and conveyed). Since the md 1960*s, as a result
of some highly comendable work done in the field of
teaching first |anguage (E1) English conposition (Braddock,
LI oyd- Jones and Schoer 1963, Emig 1967, 1971, Murray 1968,
18727 El bow 1973, Diederich 1974, Britton 1975, Shaughnessy
1977, Perl 1978; Young 1978, Fl ower 1979, Flower and Hayes
1979, difford 1981, Tate and Corbett 1981, Hairston 1982),
a fundanental transformation has taken place in the
understanding of witing. Witing is now seen not as the
mere recording of pre-conceiveds pre-sorted and pre- digested
ideas, but as a dynam c and inventive process in which ideas

may be discovereds refornulateds rejected or reorgani zed at



any moment during the immediate interaction between the
writer and the evolving text. In this sense, the act of

writing is understood as a facilitator of thought.

This change in the general understanding of composing,
acclaamed as a revolutionary "paradigm shift" (Hairston
1982), has had a profound impact on the teaching of English
as a second/foreign language. Following the trend in LI
research and pedagogy, ESL researchers and methodologists
like Zamd (1976, 1982, 1983), Raimes (19791, Taylor (1981),
and Watson (1982) maintain or suggest that the general
principles of the process model should apply to non-native
speakers as well. Their beleif has been reiterated by many
practicing ESL teachers.

The Controversy over the Role of Revision

The new concept of writing has since translated into a
pedagogical pattern involving pre-writing, writing and re-
writing, which ‘places composition revision in a central
positionY, because *writing is a discovery procedure which
relies heavily on the power of revision to clarify and
refine that discovery! (Taylor 1981:5-8). The same view is
expressed by zamel (1982) when she maintains that revision
should become the "main component” of composition
instruction that recognizes the importance of generating,
formulating and refining one‘'s ideas. With writing viewed

as a process, the teaching of writing becomes a kind of



*Intervention ..a 1in the process to inprove that process or
the product of that process™ (Emig 1967:128). A | ogical
guestion stenmming fromthis notion of teaching presents
itself: of the three kinds of feedback provided respectively
by the instructor, peers, and the ESL student witer, which
is the nost conducive to developnent in the |learner's

conposi ng skills?

Before we proceed to look for an answer to this
question, we need to obtain a nore conprehensive view of the
so-called "central position" (Taylor 1981) of revision in
the process nodel . There has been a controversy over the
so- cal | ed "power of revision™ On the one hand, there are
enpirical studies supporting the importance of revision.
Fel lows (1936) showed that Ll students receiving teacher
corrections with a chance to revise inproved more in granmar
and punctuation than those w thout a chance to rewite their
conposi tions. More recently, Buxton (1958) asked one group
of college freshnmen to rewite essays in response to teacher
conment ary. Anot her group al so received teacher commentary
but did not do any revising. The pre- and post-test scores
revealed that revising inproved the subjects® conposing
skills denonstrably as conpared to those of the non-
revisers. McColly (1963) conducted a study to test the
hypot hesis that "nore witing al one nmeans better witing™
It was found to be untrue. He concluded that the activity

in and of itself is fruitless, unless correction, revision

10



and preferably discussion of revision acconpany the witing
activity. These studies nake a strong case for the enphasis

given to revision in the process nodel *

On the other hand, there have been contentions agai nst
the nultiple-draft witing task. The most frequently cited
argunent is that quantity counts far nore than quality.
"Language is a self-correcting and sel f- expandi ng system and
the nore it is used, the greater the facility thereis in
the use of it"™ (Erazmus 1960:301). I n an experinent Dby
Arnold (1963), one group of tenth graders were instructed to
reconpose their essays with reference to teacher feedback,
while a second group did not revise. After a year, no
difference was found in the witing performance of the two
groups, suggesting that revision itself mght be an
insignificant factor in the training of witing skills.
Corroboration of Arnold's finding is provided by Hensen
(1978}, who had one group of college students do teacher~
gui ded revision and another group nake only sentence-|evel
corrections without rewiting their themnes. The nean gains
of the two groups showed no significant difference. Simlar
studi es have al so been conducted in EsL teaching. h classic
example |S Briere's (1966) pilot study in which revision was
felt, rather than proved, to be detrimental to the shaping
of target |anguage behavior, we.g. fluency, appropriateness,
adequacy and correctness. Briere hinself was aware that his
pre- experinmental design plus uncontrolled confounds greatly
undercut the wvalidity of any claim he could nake.



Nevertheless, he was willing to put quantity before quality,
citing Roberts {1958} and Erazmus (1960) as his
rationalization. In a review of such studies, Gorman
(1979:190) points out "(Brieére's) conclusions are, in ny
opinion, unjustified”, because "there appears to be no way
of deciding from the evidence provided in what measure
either of the two methods contributed to the final result".
Celce~Murcia  (1974) recounted her experience with a
"speedwriting™ procedure which required no revision, allowed
minimal feedback, and stressed exclusively the amount of
witing to be produced. The crucial question of whether
speedwriting had enhanced her students? ability to
communicate went unanswered, But she felt “intuitively"”

that "the answer to the above question IS 'yes'" (P.69).

In spite of the controversy, revision W th feedback has
remained a major component in the practice of conposition
instruction. Revision has been incorporated in both product-
oriented and process-oriented instruction, although given a
distinctly different role in the former than in the latter.
Those teachers who regularly employ revision techniques -—-=
they constitute t he overwhelming mgjority -- are interested
in the question: Which type of feedback can best expedite

positive intervention at the rewiting stage?

12



The Emergence of Peer Feedback in ESL Teaching

| ntervention can conme fromany of the three sources:

teachers, peers or the witers thensel ves. Traditionally,
it has Dbeen the teacher who is expected to provide the
final feedback after the l[earner has incorporated his or her
self-provided insights into the draft. The role of peer
input, if any, has been kept to the mninmumso as to prevent
I nconpetent L2 wusers from"messing up" the purportedly
unanbi guous instructional input. More recently, for the
pur pose of exploring the dynamcs in the witing process and
assessing the relative efficacies of various feedback
procedures, researchers in LI witing have becone interested
in experiments wth non-traditional correction nethods.

Meant i me I nt erest in  non-teacher correction, peer
correction in particular, has grown considerably in the
teaching of ESL. Today, although enpirical experinmentation
Is still scant in EBsL and the results available are
contradictory, peer correction has already become a common

and inportant conponent in many ESL writing prograns.

Mbst ESL commentators on the peer feedback issue agree
that the recent institution of peer feedback is based not
upon enpirical evidence, but upon a rationale of LI and L2
equi val ence. LI  research fromthe 1960's on has been used
as justification for L2 pedagogy. For exanples Arapoff

(1968:300) conpares native learners with non-native | earners

13



In terms of how grammar is learned. She reasons that "just
as native speakers learn their lanquage via a discovery and
transformati on process .«» 80 too foOreign students can learn
to write via the same process™. Jacobs (1982) descri bes how
L1 and L2 students cope Wth the same Wwiting assignments.
Her observati ons suggest that t he problem of how to meet the
requirement of a particular witing task transcends |language
factors and is shared by native and non-native speakers.
And Edelsky's (1982) study of the L1 and L2 witings of
bilingual children show that "general process universals®
operate regardless of the language. It is this belief that
pronpts a transplant of L1 research results to ESL teaching
and accordingly directsthe ESL teacherst search £or an
efficient feedback in +the direction of the  hitherto

unrecognized ESL peer audi ence.

Empirical Studies in L1 Research

The emergence of peer feedback as a technique for
improving ESL compositions has its origin in the
theorization and experinentation in Ll research. So far,
speculations vary and research findings are inconclusive.
The major findings of those L1 studies will be discussed in
sections with respect to the effectiveness of individual
types. It will be seen that there is evidence in support of

each type as a contributor to writing inprovenent.

14



Research Results in Support of Teacher Feedback

Linn (1976) wused the traditional product - cent er ed
teacher-dom nated nethod and the innovative "free witing®
method with two separate groups in a contrastive study. She
was doubtful of the traditional approach and phil osophically
and psychologically nore at ease with the new procedure.
The "free witing" method initially freed the subjects from
their witing anxiety and produced better essays, but in the
long run proved to be not so effective as the traditional
met hod. The results from post-test essays in favor of the
traditional nethod 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 it is not evident whether the gains could be

legitinately attributed to the feedback factor.

Ziv (1981) had her subjects rewite essays in response
to both technical and rhetorical revision cues ranging from
explicit directives to inplicit suggestions, all of which
were supplied by instructors. Her results show that teacher
i ntervention does affect witing inprovenent in a multiple-
draft assignment and has the potential to be a central
activity of conposition instruction concerned wth

stinmulating and guiding revision. Her results also

18



challenge Rnoblauch and Brannon's statement that teacher
commentary on student essays iS "an exercise in futilityV

{Rnoblauch and Brannon 1981:1).

Haswell (1983) experinmented with a marginal remark
technique that had been devised to nobilize the 1learner's
probl em solving potential. He also obtained a highly
gignificant result to suggest that teacher feedback 4&s by no
means "an exercise in futility". Nei ther Ziv nor Haswell
had a control group using an alternative feedback procedure.
Therefore their findings can not substantiate any eclaim
about the superiority of teacher feedback. But their
results are inpressive enough to warrant hypotheses about

the positive effect of teacher feedback.

Apart from the studies cited above, there have been
quite a number of studies that have reached the conclusion
that teacher feedback, 4f it is not more facilitative, IS
neither more detrinental than the other two types of
f eedback. Such findings at least lend some weight to the
argument that thetraditional role of the instructor is not
as futile or counter-productive as it is said to be (Erazmus
1960, George 1972, King 1979, Enoblauch and Brannon 1981,
Marzano and Arthur 1977, Roberts 1958). ©Pierson (1967)
compared three classes of ninth graders who received teacher
feedback and another three classes Who received peer
feedback. He had hypothesized that the peer feedback

classes would do better because of the inportance they

16
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pl aced on peer opinions. But scores on an essay test showed
no statistically significant difference in inprovenent.
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 similar study was done by Parrell (1977), Wwhich
I nvestigated the conparative effectiveness of t eacher
feedback vs. peer evaluation vs. group tutoring by upper
| evel students. while Farrel|l had posited that high school
juniors tutored by seniors would inprove the nmost on both an
objective witing test and an essay test, he found no
significant difference anong the three groups. Al inproved
nore than students who had to utilize omly their self-

gener at ed feedback.

Beach (1979) |ooked at the effects of between-draft
t eacher eval uation versus self-evaluation with or without a
checkl i st. Differences in the effects were determ ned both
in terns of the extent to which a rough draft was altered
and the extent to which the final polished version differed
fromthe first draft in quality. The quality scal e covered
focus (t hene) , sequence (organi zation), support
(el aboration), sentence construction (syntax) and flavor
(uni queness, originality, vividness etc.) Again no

significant differences emerged fromall the quality scores
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except in the category of support, where teacher quidance
proved to be significantly beneficial, That means that,

although teacher-guided students revised nmeasurably more
than the other groups, their essays were hardly any better
than those of the other groups. The somehow blurred picture
might be blamed on the rating scale. The validity of those
impressionistic instruments had not been sufficiently

est abl i shed.

Pfeiffer (1981) arrived at a conparable conclusion in a
study with college undergraduates. Peer correction and
teacher correction did not cause any difference in writing
per f or mance. More interestingly, neither did they produce
any difference in a nmeasurement of witing anxiety.
Pfeiffer's experiment is especially inportant because it
guestions the presuned "palatable feedback™ offered by peers
(Ellman 1975), thereby posing a serious challenge to the
alleged affective advantage of the "collaborative writing
pedagogy" (Clifford 1981) or other student-centered,

process- ori ent ed pedagogical models.

Research Results in Support of Peer Feedback

Interest in peer feedback as an alternative corrective
approach has originated by and large from a |ong- standing
sense of frustration With orthodox teacher correction. Such
frustration ia reinforced from timeto time by studies like

the one performed by Marzano and Arthur (1977). They had
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three groups of learners receive respectively abbreviations
indicative of error types, actual corrections and
substantive comments designed to foster problem-solving
processes. All the three types of guidance were supplied by
instructors. No significant differences in effectiveness
could be discerned. What is more discouraging is that all
the types had equally small or insignificant influence on
student writings, indicating that teacher intervention

simply does not work.

Marzano and Arthur's morose conclusion was shared by
King (1979).. Dealing with grammatical accuracy alone, she
discriminated three kinds of teacher comments: making
explicit correction, naming error types, and offering
relevant syntactic rules. She found that students rarerly
understand what the teacher writes. Even if they
understand, they do not or cannot implement the comments.
Summing up such findings, Knoblauch and Brannon (1981:1)
conclude that "positive results of teacher intervention
through written ecommentary simply have not yet been found.'
In other words, the time and energy invested are largely
wasted.

Experimentsl such as those cited above do not make
contrastive studies. For more pertinent information, better
controlled experiments are required. For instance, Maize
(1954) designed a project to test the hypothesis that more
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effective results could be obtained if the  teacher
deliberately refrained £rom offering corrective feedback
while at the same time he or she encouraged voluminous
efforts by the class. One hundred and forty-nine college
freshmen of low writing ability were randomly assigned to
two groups. The control group W oOte essays to be corrected
by the teacher. The experinmental group received only peer
editing and peer evaluation, Then t he two groups took a
post-test in English usage and the subjects each wrote one
controlled and one free composition for grading. On nearly
all measures, the experimental group showed evidence of
greater progress than the control. The researcher, however,
found no difference between the two groups iNn their attitude
towards writing and their writing instructors. (Also see
Pfeiffer 1981 for the lack of identifiable affective
advantage in peer feedback.) A very serious confound in the
study was the unequal amount of writing practice for the two
groups. The experinmental group wrote forty essays as
opposed to fourteen essays by the ceontrol group, which
conceivably had biased the results in favor of peer
f eedback.

An experiment conducted by Putz (1970) centered around
a conparison between "non-directive, st udent - centered
learning”™ and "text-oriented, teacher-donmi nated learning" at
the college freshman level. Conparison of pre-test and
post-test scores revealed that neither group improved

significantly. But the experinental (nen-directive) group
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did no worse, although it had not received any fornmal
Instruction or teacher commentary. T™wo Of the confounds in
the design, as Partridge has noted (1981), were the absence
or presence of classroominstruction and the absence or
presence of textbooks. The experinmental group differed from
the control not only because peer feedback was enployed
I nstead of teacher feedback, but also because they were not
provi ded instruction or textbooks. Considering the
di sadvant ages, peer feedback appears all the nore superior

to teacher feedback.

Ford (1973) produced evidence in favor of peer
feedback. In a study with conparable college freshnen, two
classes wrote Si X essays each. All the witten assignnents

of one class were edited by instructors, and all the

assignments of the other group were edited and eval uated by
peers. The peer revision group perforned much better than

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

gr anmar .

Sager (1973) explored the possibility of inproving the

quality of conposition through the use of a rating scale in

peer- and self-provided evaluation and correction. The
control group relied exclusively on teacher feedback. Al
the subjects were sixth graders. Two cl asses used the

rating scale to inprove their own and each other's witings

respectively. Their post-test witing sanples were clearly
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better than those produced by the eontrol group, However, as
Partridge (1981) points out, it is also possible that it was
not the source of correction but the mode of input (rating

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

Lagana (1974) worked with two tenth grade classes, one
with teacher feedback, the other receiving peer editing and
having conferences wth the instructor. She found some
differential effects with respect to content and form. The
peer feedback group improved nore in what can be called
*higher order™ concerns such as critical thinking,
appropri ateness and organi zation, whereas the teacher
feedback group inproved more in "lower order"™ concerns like
spelling, punctuation and grammar. The findings shoul d be
taken wth precaution because the design included nore
factors than just feedback type. The experinental group had
actually received individualized teacher input during the

conf er ences.

A quasi - experinental study by RKarengianes, Myra and
Pascarella (1980) investigated the influence of a peer
editing treatment on the essay-witing proficiency of low-
achieving tenth- grade students {writing at the seventh-grade
level), Their post-test writing sanples were rated
significantly higher than the essays written by comparable
| ow- achieving tenth-graders whe had received teacher
corrections. Both groups used a teacher- prepared checkli st

for self-evaluation in the course of rewriting.
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Clifford (1981) developed a "collaborative composing
method"” stressing shared authority in the composition
classroom and small group response as feedback at the
revision stage. Ninety-two college freshmen were randomly
assigned to an experimental group which wes exposed to peer
feedback, and a control group which received the traditional
teacher commentary as final judgment. After a whole
semester, the subjects' pee-test scores and post-test scores
weae tested (ANCOVA). The experimental group had
significantly greater gains on the holistically scored post=
test essays, but no difference was found in their
performances in the grammatical or mechanical aspect of
writing, imspite of the fact that the control group had
received explicit classroom instruction on grammatical and

mechanical points.

Besides quantitative studies, case studies were
sometimes conducted to determine the effectiveness of peer
feedback. calkins (1978) described how eight- to nine=year-
old pupils improved upon their drafts through group
discussion. Here Calkins is cited not just to provide
information about peer feedback, but also to alert the
reader to the limitations of a typical case study, which is
still perhaps the most commonly adopted procedure in
describing the writing process. Reviewing Emig's

prototypical case study (1971), Voss (1983) notes "the
general prestige of science in our society has not been
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earned by the highly inferential procedures of case study
research = m om we should be more cautious in our
extrapol ations and interpretations of its results™ (P.279).
However insightful a case study generalization may be, its

dependabi l ity is necessarily tenuous.

Research Results in Support of Self-Feedback

What we know about self-feedback has mainly been
gat hered from contrastive studies involving a control group
W thout any input from either instructors or peers. Such
information has already been included in the discussion
above and will not be repeated here. The reader is referred
particularly to Beach (1979), PFarrell (1977), and Sager
(1973} .

One study gives strong support t0 self-feedback. | n
Wolter's (1975) experiment, he instructed one group of
subjects to neasure their own witings and another group to
reconpose under the gui dance of teacher comments. The two
groups did equally well at the end of the experiment,
indicating that self-feedback is at |east as effective as
teacher feedback. The pedagogical inplication dis that
learners can progress wthout or in spite of teacher

intervention.
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An 0ddball" Finding

O the eighteen studies surveyed above, seven can be
I nterpreted as supportive of teacher feedback, ten in favor
of peer feedback and one in favor of self-feedback. But it
should also be nmentioned that nost of the studies have
conf ounds. 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. [t was
posited in Sutton and Eliot's (1964) study that |earners who
eval uated ot hers! themes would denonstrate nore i nprovenent
than those who were passive recipients of correction. | t
was al so hypothesized that peer feedback would cause nore
| nprovenent than teacher feedback. Post -t est scores showed
that all the subjects, instead of gaining from feedback,
declined in witing proficiency. If this strange finding
were to be generalized, any formof feedback, including
self-feedback, which the control group used, woul d
debilitate witing conpetence. It is hardly conceivable
that a |earner can make progress w thout any guidance or
even response. It is suspected that the adm nistration of
the experinent perhaps had failed somewhere to neet the

rigor required by such quantitative studies.
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Empirical Studies in L2 Research

Three Studies

To the know edge of the writer, the only three
experinental studies on this topic in ESL were conducted by
Partridge (1981), Chaudron (1984), and Zzhang and Halpern
(1904). Because of the limted nunber of studies done and
also their direct influence upon the study reported in this
paper, these studies deserve nore detailed discussion than

those in LI research.

Partridge (1981) had a group of twelve internediate
| evel ESL learners wite six Conpositions over a period of
approxi mately six weeks. Conmpositions 1, 3, and 5 were
corrected by instructors. The remaining three were
eval uated and corrected through group discussion and peer
coment ary. After correction, the conpositions were
rewmitten and then graded by two panels of raters according
to an analytic scoring scale based on the nodel devel oped by
Cooper (1977) for Ll learners. The scale specified criteria
for an inpressionistic nmeasurenent of three aspects of ESL
witing: granmar, vocabulary and style. The |ast category,
style, in Partridge's study did not include subcategories
| i ke effectiveness, sincerity etec., which were originally in
Cooper's scale. In the course of the experinment; the
subjects were also asked to provide information about how
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they felt about peer feedback. Although the students’
reaction to peer feedback was generally favorable, results
of matched t-tests suggest that teacher intervention is more
effective than peer intervention in improving the overall

quality of ESL compositions.

Partridgé's study has serious defects in design,
statistics and measurement. Firstly, as the same group of
learners were alternately exposeéd to teacher and peer
feedback on a prolonged week-by-week basis, it is virtually
impossible to determine, through the statistical procedures
she employed, whether any observed progress could be traced
back to particular sources of intervention. That is to say,
the effects of the feedback from two identifiable sources
had been pooled together through an on-going accumulative
process. Secondly, isolating effects in a time-series
design is not impossible, but the t-test is obviously a
questionable method for the design. Finally, the
reliability of measurement poses another problem. The six
judges in two panels scored all the six assignments of the
two groups. In all; thirty-six Pedargon product-moment
correlation coefficients are reported (3 pairs of raters x 2
panels x 6 assignments), and they range widely from ~ 0.89
to *t 0.94. of the thirty-six coefficients, only three are
significant (p<0.05). The three significant coefficients
have turned out to be at the opposite extremes of the range,
= 0.89 at the lowest end and + 0.94 and + 0.93 at the top.

No consensus Is evident among the six raters. In very
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strai ghtforward language, those scores reflect six

i di osyncratic rating scales, rather than a consistent
evaluation. There is simply not a credible nunerical basis
for statistical inferences. In short, the value of

Partridge's study 1lies more in the fact that it is one of
the earliest studies on the topie than in any specific

results it has yi el ded.

Chaudron (1984) performed another experimental study
with one group of fourteen high-intermediate ESL | earners
and one group of nine advanced learners. 0f the four out-
of -class essays assigned, the m ddle two were experimental
exercises, in which half of a class received peer eval uation
as a basis for revision, while the other half received only
teacher feedback. The two halves were reversed on the next
assi gnment . The evaluation focused on both
grammatical/mechanical errors  and content/rhetorical
weakness. The drafts and revisions were graded by
independent  judges using the ESL Composition Profile
developed by Jacobs, 2Zingraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel and Hughey
(1981). The Pearson product- nonent correl ation between the
judges is significant (p<0.00l1). T-test conparisons show no
overall difference between the inprovenent due to teacher
f eedback and its counterpart due to peer feedback. St udent
response to peer evaluation appears to be appreciative but

cauti ous.
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A nore interesting but not fully explored part of the
study 1is the discussion on the variationin the relative

benefit students mght derive from various sources of

f eedback. Chaudron noticed that the advanced group made
progress wth either treatnent, whereas the  high-
I ntermedi ate subjects hardly inproved, suggesting that

proficiency 1level mght be interacting wwth the feedback
variable. His display of subcategory scores: content,
organization, vocabulary and grammar points to the
possibility of different feedback types exerting different
influences upon different aspects of ESL  witing.
Unfortunately, the rather l[imted data base prevented nore

ri gorous anal ysis.

Zhang and Hal pern (1984) followed up the Chaudron study
with a 2 x 3 factorial design study involving two
I ndependent variables: |evel of proficiency and source of
f eedback. The former had two |evels: I ntermedi ate and
advanced, the latter had three levels, nanely, teacher
f eedback, peer feedback and self-provided feedback. The
dependent vari abl es exam ned included two major categories:
content/discourse adequacy and grammar/mechanics accuracy.
The content/discourse aspects were neasured according to the
criteria specified in Jacobs et al.'s ESL Conposition
Profile (1981), and the grammar/mechanics aspects were
scored wth objective frequency-based i nstrunents borrowed
from Honburg (1984). The Pearson product- nonent correlation

coefficient on the content/discourse neasure is 0.80
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indicating acceptable inter-raker reliability. The
percentages of agreement are 87.3% for the mechanical
errors/T-unit  scores, and 85.9% for the grammtical
errors/T-unit SCOres. The results of an analysis of
variance show that on either level of ESL proficiency,
treatnent has no effect on the content/discourse aspect of
witing, but it does affect the grammar/mechanics aspect of
ESL witing. Teacher feedback is generally superior in
reducing nechanical or grammatical errors. Advanced
learners working on their own made nore or less the sane
progress as teacher- or peer-guided students. Lower - | evel
ESL learners were relatively incapable of worth-while self-
feedback. Only teacher correction measurably enhanced their
linguistic accuracy. There is also tentative evidence to
suggest that peer intervention could be valuable for
enhancing the level of grammaticality. An interaction
effect is found in the grammar dinmension, indicating that
the effects of feedback treatments are not independent of
the effects of proficiency. This conclusion agrees wth
ome of the findings in LY research (Beach 1979, Lagana

1974) .

One weakness of the study is that, because of the
difficulty of breaking down the holistic measure of
content/discourse adequacy, the question of how the feedback
variable Influences inprovements in content, organization

and vocabulary separately had to be left unexpl ored,
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A Natural Progression

An interesting observation energes as these three
studies are examned from a chronological perspective.
During the four years fromPartridge's study (1981) to Zhang
and Halpern's study (1984), enpirical research on this
specific topic has demonstrated a very healthy trend. The
sanple 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 inproving too, involving
more and nore variables. The Partridge study |ooked at only
one experimental variable and one dependent variable.
Chaudron investigated chiefly the relationship between one
I ndependent variable and one dependent variable, but also
i ncluded discussion on the possible effects of another
factor, i.e. proficiency level, and the possible variation
among subcat egory scores, content, organization, vocabulary
and grammar. Zhang and Hal pern took the research a step
further by adopting a factorial design which isolated the
effects of two independent variables, nanely feedback type
and proficiency level, and their interaction effect upon
four dependent variables. Mantime, nore attention was paid
t o neasurenent as well. Partridge's concl usions 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

measurenent and the sanpl e size. The raters working on the
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Zhang and Halpern project obtained still higher reliability
coefficients. It seenms that the dependability of the
neasures has been inproving along with sanple size and
design. Finally, the use of statistics is also undergoing
refinement, as is evident fromthe progression starting wth
the i nappropriate matched t-test in Partridge's study to the
2-way analysis of variance in zZzhang and Halpern's study.
Al in all, from the nmethodol ogi cal point of view, there
seens to be a very healthy progression from one project to

anot her.

The di scussi on above, however has not yet touched on
the essential worth of those successive efforts, because the
concerns discussed are without exception methodol ogical
issues. The inportant contribution of this line of
research, in the opinion of the writer, does not consist in
mere refinement of methods, but in the specific results they
have yielded. G adually, the research has been moving away
froma sinple, effective-vs.-ineffective di chotony towards a
more dynam ¢, interactive understanding which differentiates
the intricate relations between causes and outcomes in
various di mensions of ESL composing ability. Feedback is no
longer understood as a static or nmechanical device which
either works or fails, but as an organi c conponent of the
revision process, its effectiveness depending on other
conponents or characteristics of the process, Resear ch

interest is shifting from the presence or absence of the
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effects of a given type of feedback to the question of how
effects of feedback vary, depending on other recognizable
conditions in an ESL teaching situation. |If we conpare this
dynam c view of feedback with catchy phrases like "witing
wi t hout teachers" (El bow 1973), "quantity before quality"
(Briere 1966, Erazmus 1960), “*precise and immediate
(teacher) correction" (Rivers 1978), "systematic (teacher)
correction (Rivers 1981), "teaching students to teach each
other" (Mffett 1968), "mniml marking" (Hanswell 1983),
"pPQP" (standing for praise, question and polish: Lyons
1981), to name only a few, we cannot help noticing that the
basi ¢ understandi ng of feedback is undergoing a qualitative
change. Verification of the dynamc, nmulti-dinensiona

effects of feedback is necessary and val uabl e because it
would eventually contribute to our decisionto free or not
to free ESL conposition instruction fromfixation upon any
qui ck- and- easy feedback techni ques as recomended by various

experts.

sSummary

This chapter has recounted the transition in
composition instruction fromthe product-centered nodel to
the process-oriented nodel. In the course of t he
transition, first the teaching of LI English conposition
then the teaching of ESL composition, have come to recogni ze
the inportance of studying the effectiveness of intervention

in the revision stage. However, in neither first nor second
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language research, have contrastive experiments involving

feedback from various sources produced uniform or
unequivocal results. Most of the twenty-two studies
surveyed and critiqued above have confounded the
experimental variable (feedback) wth other instructional
factors. 8o the seemingly neaningful results one way or
another might in a large neasure have been due to
uncontrol l ed factors. Nevertheless, in both L1 and L2
research, there have been interesting results indicating
that the effectiveness of a given type of feedback may
depend on other factors in the writing process (Beach 1979,
Chaudron 1984, Lagana 1974, Zhang and Balpern 1984) . Those
results tend to substantiate a dynam ¢ and nul ti - di mensi onal
interpretation of the corrective potential of feedback from
a given source. But a great deal more experimentation is
needed before the actual workings of corrective feedback can

be unraveled.
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CHAPTER 1v
THE EXPERI MENT

Burpose

The purpose of the present project has muich to do with
the three ESL studies critiqued in Chapter 111 A careful
exam nation of the three experinents has drawn the present

investigator's attention to the followi ng points.

Point 1 -~ Partridge found teacher feedback superior to
peer feedback. Chaudron found no difference between the two
types of feedback. And Zhang and Hal pern concl uded that the
ef fectiveness of the feedback froma certain source varies
with other factors, The somewhat inconpatible results
though they can be reconciled on a variety of grounds
clearly point to the necessity of making further inquiries

into the issue.

Point 2 == The first two studies were conducted wth

very small nunbers of subjects (12 to 23). 2hang and
Hal pern tested 62 subjects. For greater generalizability,
the need to further expand the data base nust not be

over | ooked*

Point 3 -- The Partridge study | ooked at a honbgeneous

group in terns of ESL competence. Chaudron carried out his
experi ment with tw levels of proficiency considered
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separately The possible interaction of level and source of
feedback was not analyzed until Zhang and Halpern adopted a
2 x 3 factorial design to partition the observed variance in
ESL writing performance according to three identifiable
sources: level of proficiency, feedback treatment, and
interaction. Zhang and Halpern looked at two proficiency
levels: advanced and intermediate. 1t would be interesting
t o extend the range to include a still lower section and see
whether or not the variance in writing performance would
exhibit the same distributive pattern as in Zhang and

Halpern's study.

Point 4 -- Because Partridge and Chaudron reported
their statistical results upon the basis of total scores,
without discriminating differences in subscores, the
possibility of different feedback types exerting different
effects on different aspects of writing were not adequately
clarified. (Chaudron did calculate t-values on the basis of
the breakdown of total scores. But the results were omitted
from the published report because they closely resembled the
overall effects.) Zhang and Halpern broke down the total
score into the content/discourse adequacy category and the
grammar/mechanics accuracy category, but did not take the
trouble to further divide the holistic content/discourse
adequacy score into distinct areas such as content,
organization and vocabulary. This is another dimension of

the issue that deserves careful scrutiny.
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Point 5 == Both Partridge and Chaudron gave out
questionnaires to their subjects to solicit their opinions
about corrective feedback. Partridge's questions were not
worded in such a way that explicit statements of preferences
could be elicited. Chaudron surveyed 48 subjects across two
proficiency levels and found that eEsL learners would like a
teacher to read their writings for mistakes and strongly
disagree that their writings should be read for mistakes by
fellow non-native students. zhang and Balpern did not
include a questionnaire survey in their study. Since the
effectiveness of any particular type of feedback is
conceivably related to how the recipients feel about the
feedback, it is certainly advisable to seek more information

about student preferences.

It is with these five points in mind that the present
project weas conceived and designed. The project represents
an attempt to further investigate the different roles of
corrective feedback from various sources (Point 1) on a
larger scale (Point 2} involving more ESL proficiency levels
(Point 3) and moe aspects of the overall dependent
variable, EsL composing skills (Point 4)« At the same time,
student preferences weae solicited (Point 5) in order to
determine whether student choices correspond to the
objective statistical analysis of their performances under
different experimental conditions. In  short, this

exploratory study addresses the following research
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guesti ons:

Y. \What sources of corrective feedback are conducive
to what aspects of ESL writing improvement at
what levels of ESL proficiency?

2., Do ESL learners' preferences for feedback £rom
various sources correspond to the objectively

verified effects of those feedback types?

Method

ubdjects

The subjects were 87 non-native speakers enrolled for
the 1985 spring semester in the English Language Institute
(ELI) of the University of Hawaii (UH} at Manca and the
English Foundations Program (EFP) of the BRawaii Pacific
College (BPC) at Honol ul u. In the project, four subjects
were eliminated from the experinent because of their
incomplete attendance. Two more subjects at UH, instead of
utilizing feedback for in-class revision as required by the
design, copied from draft sheets they had brought teo class.
Since it was impossible to determine what feedback had been
incorporated into their out-of-class essays, the two
subjects were not counted into the data set. Al t oget her 81
students completed the experinment. No systematic pattern
emerged from an exam nation of the six uncounted cases. The
6.9% nortality rate dees not seem t0 suggest any factor that

could bias the results of the study.
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Among the 81 subjects, thirty-one were females (38.3%),
and fifty males (61.7%). 8 subjects originated from Pacific
islands (9.9%), 70 from East or Southeast Asia (86+4%}; and
3 from Israel, Bulgaria, and Nigeria respectively
(altogether 3.78%). Even though the majority of them were
from Asia, they represented fairly hetrogeneous Ll/dialectal
backgrounds (mainland China, Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea,
Vietnam, Indonesia, Japan, Singapore, Malaysia and the
Philippines). The eight Pacific island students came from
American Samoa, Palau, the Marshall Islands, Ponape and
Truk. The 81 subjects differed widely in length of
residence in an English-speaking country, varying from
approximately two weeks to fourteen years up to the time of
the study. 39 of them (48.1%) had had less than one year's
exposure to the naturalistic use of English in an English=
speaking country, 42 (51.9%) had experienced over a year's
exposure. 63 (77.8%) of them wee enrolled at UB, while the

remaining 18 (22.2%) weae enrolled at HRC

The subjects were available in three intact groups. 40
of them (49.4%) represented the near total enrollment of
three sections of E5 100 at uH, a 3-credit writing course
offered to foreign-born students in lieu of the regular
university freshman composition course ENG 100. 23 (28.4%)
formed two sections of ELI 73, a non-credit remedial writing
course specially designed for international students judged
not ready to participate in regular freshman classes. 18

(22.2%) were enrolled in one section of BEAP Composition
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Level 3 at HPC. The man objective of the course was to
reinforce grammar and familiarize the learners with writing-

related issues.

Because the 81 subjects were made available through
convenience sampling, it was necessary to determine whether
the three groups really reflected three normative levels of
ES. ability. Most of the foreign students at ue had been
placed into ES 106 or ELI 73 on the basis of a composition-
writing exam administered upon their arrival at the
university. (For a description of the writing task, see
Appendix A+) Their essays were then graded according to the
structured EY. Composition Profile devised by Jacobs et al.
(1981, see Appendix 8). The same test was conducted with
the HpC students. Their essays were scored by a rater who
had participated in the ve placement test. Then analysis of
variance was computed on all the available scores. 15 of
the 18-member HC class took the ELI placement test. Of the
23 ELI 73 subjects, 22 scores were available. But among the
40 E4. 100 subjects, only 18 scores were available. 4
students had applied to ve with such high TOBAL scores that
they were exempted from the placement test but they decided
to take ES 100 anyway. 18 students had taken the test one
or more than one semester earlier. Failing to reach the
minimal score of 70 for enrollment in ES 100, they all took
ELI 73. Upon the successful completion of ELI 73, they were

automatiecally promoted to ES 100 without taking the same
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pl acenent test again. It is reasonable to expect those
students with exenption and those students who had conpl et ed
ELI 73 to be generally nore proficient than the average H.
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.

Sour ce of Sum Of Degr ees of Mean P
variance squares freedom square

Bet ween 4108 2 2054 73.36%
Wthin 1477 52 28

Tot al 5585 54

*

signi fi cant p < 0.05
Table 2 SNE Test of ELI Placement Scores

Upper-Intermediate Lower-Intermediate

X = 62.09 X = 54.93
Advanced 14.47 * 21.63 *
X = 76.56
Upper - I nter nedi at e 7.16 *
X = 62.09
* significant p < 0.05

These results confirmthat the three groups represented
three distinct sections of the ESL witing proficiency

scale, wth the ESL 100 students corresponding to the
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advanced level, the ELI 73 the upper-internediate | evel and

t he HPC students the |lower-internedi ate |evel.

Design

The experinment adopted a 3 x 3 factorial design wth
type of feedback (teacher, peer, and self) and proficiency
| evel (advanced, upper-internediate, and |ower-internediate)
as independent variables, and 4 inpressionistic ratings
concerning the informational/rhetoricgl aspects of ESL
witing and 3 objective frequency-count ratings concerning
the drammatical/mechariical aspects as the dependent
vari ables. Subjects at each proficiency |evel were randomy
assigned to the three feedback treatments. The distribution
of the 81 students is displayed in the following 3 X 3

classification table.

Table 3 Distributi of B ts by Leval and .
Feedback Treatnents Row Tot al
Teacher Peer Sel f
Advanced 13 14 13 40
vpper-
| nt er nedi at e 9 7 7 23
Proficiency -~- ——— e o e e e
Level s Lower-
| nt er nedi at e 6 6 6 18
Col unm Tot al 28 27 18 81
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The data were processed with the SPSSX aNOvA program (SPsS

1983) on an IBM 3081 conputer at the uH conputing center

EEOQQQUEQ

The feedback treatnents were admnistered during
regul ar class hours over three successive days in February
and March 1985.

On Day ne, students were told that they would be
witing a conposition over the next three days. They were
also told that they were going to experience different
revision procedures in order for their instructors to nake
an evaluation of the witing program It was enphasized
that the wultimate beneficiaries would be the subjects
thensel ves or future students in the ESL prograns. They
were expected to take the witing assignment as a regular
in-class task so that their performance would not deviate
drastically fromtheir normal standards. Then, three topics
were put on the blackboard:

1 Conpare and contrast nental work wth physica

| abor ;

2. Conpare and contrast novies and tel evision;

3. Compare and contrast your high school and your
col | ege.

The subjects were free to choose any of the topics or

suggest their own topics as long as their topics would
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involve conparisons or contrast, The researcher then
initiated and led a 10-ninute casual discussion to ensure
that the students understood the meaning of "conpare and
contrast". Approxi mately 40 minutes was all ocated for the
first draft. The subjects were rem nded that the purpose of
the first session was for themto get their basic ideas down
on paper without undue emphasis on linguistic forms. Al
the drafts were collected at the end of the regular 50-

minute sessi on.

One of the nore inportant concerns at this stage was
how to control for the difficulty of the assigned content
ar eas. The three topics had been selected in consultation
with the regular instructors. None of the topics had been
used prior to the experinent, and all the instructors agreed
that the topics had relevance to a foreign student's life in
the United States. Besides, the topics were broad enough
for the subjects to look for some points of interest. The
control over rhetorical pattern (comparison/contrast} and
the expository nature of the task precluded confounding of
topic selection with organizational or stylistic types.
Evidence was obtained to the effect that the subjects across
the three different levels did not feel any one of the
topics significantly nore attractive than the others. 20
chose Topic 1 (24.7%), 30 wrote on Topic 2 (37% and anot her
30 on Topic 3 (37%). One student decided on a new topic

with the researcher's approval (1 2%. He was not included
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in the computation of the "goodness of fit" chi-square test
(Ferguson 1981:204). The chi-square is non-significant,
confirming the null hypothesis that the selection of topics
did not exhibit a lop-sided pattern. The subjects across
the proficiency levels did not ssam to feel much more ease

with one topic than another.

This result wes substantiated by another test to
alleviate a further concern. Normally, poorer students would
like to deal with what they felt to be "easier" content
areas. Only proficient students try to tackle difficult
topics. Therefore, different topic preferences at different
levels of competence might suggest degrees of difficulty
inherent in assigned topics. A chi-square test of
independence (Ferguson 1981:207) was computed on the

frequency data displayed in Table 4.

Table 4 Distribution of Topics by Proficiency Levels
Proficiency Levels

Advanced  Upper- Lower-
Intermediate Intermediate

Topic 1 12 5 3
Topic Topic 2 14 11 5
Selection @ == e ————
Topic 3 13 7 10

O s S G S S — ——0 (o, S S G T S S S S — S — — ——— v . S . —— G - — G . ——

The chi-square value IS non-significant, although the

3-5-10 split in the lower-intermediate group looks



suspicious. Again, there is no basis to assume that any one
topic area attracted nore subjects than the others. In

ot her words, no topic was perceived to be particularly easy.

Prior to Day Two, students at each |evel were randonly
assigned to three groups to be subjected to feedback from

different sources, and the researcher prepared an 18-item
checklist (Appendix <€) to ensure that the students had a
clear idea of what was meant by a conprehensive and bal anced
eval uati on. The 18-item checklist was a synthesis of three
checklists currently in use in ELI and six nore taken from
coursebooks by different authors (Brereton 1978, Clouse
1983, Mattson, Leshing and Levi 1979, Pellegrino 1982,
Schoen, Avidson, @Gandhi, and Vaugh 1982, Sullivan 1980).

Fol | owm ng a pedagogi cal suggestion by Knapp (1972), all the
items were worded as yes/no questions. *Yes" indicates that

the requirenent of a particular nature has been taken care
of in an essay, "No" signifies deficiency in the respect.

Thi s checklist was given out to all the subjects. 40 m nutes
was al |l owed 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 wth teacher
corrections. Teacher correction consisted of three forns:

1 underlining mistakes, e.g. "Four yearsS latter, ny

friends said | had changed";

46



2. adding insertion marks where inappropriate omissions
occurred, e.g. "You don't have to stand in a line
to get ticket*;

3. offering concise comments or suggestions like *The
ending is too abrupt™, "your remark here
contradicts the first sentence of the paragraph".

The students' task on Day Two was to go over all the
markings in red and figure out why those markings were there
and how to rectify the errors or improve upon the text. Of
course, they could also use the checklist to judge their

drafts. The researcher wes available to answer their

questions for further clarification. However, only prompts
were given. Outright corrections were never directly
provided.

The peer feedback group consisted of 27 students
(33.3%), who read the xeroxed copies of one another's
drafts. Names were covered up when the copies were being
xeroxed. The extra trouble taken to ensure anonymity wes
intended t¢ encourage candid remarks and straightforward
corrections. Peer readers were instructed to check the
texts with the 18-item checklist, make explicit corrections,
indicate places where they sensed something was amiss and
put down whatever comments they felt would facilitate
revision. They were allowed to ask the students sitting
next to them for help. The whole procedure was planned
according to the typical peer correction practices described
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by Witbeck (1976). The researcher never helped them with

t heir eval uati on.

In the self-feedback (control) group, 26 subjects
(32:1%) worked on their own drafts with the guidance of the
checkl i st. They were permtted to consult what ever
reference books they wshed to, but told not to seek

assi stance fromtheir classmates.

On Day Three, all the students wrote out the final
version in 40 mnutes, naking as nuch use as possible of
what ever feedback had been provided. It was suggested that
they nmake no drastic change at this stage. The advi ce was
necessary to caution overzealous or enbittered subjects
agai nst the idea of "naking a new start". |If that happened,
the new draft would not be eligible for anal ysis because the
previous feedback had been thrown away, which would have
meant that the tine and energy invested in the treatnents
had been wast ed. At the end of Day Three, all the £inal
versions were checked with the drafts. No bold departures
wer e det ect ed. The effects of feedback were unquestionably

there in the polished versions.
Measures
The nmeasurenent of witing has al ways presented great

uncertainty. So far, the two basic approaches are holistic

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



"holistic" iS meant "any procedure which stops short of
enunerat i ng | i ngui stic, rhetorical, or I nformationa
features of a piece of witing" (Cooper 1977:4). Wthin the
holistic group, some people argue that holistic evaluation

.should not be guided by any criteria, rubrics, remnders,
standards, or structured scales (Lloyd-Jones 1977), while
others nmmintain that holistic, inpressionistic evaluation
can range from totally wunstructured to sem-structured
(Cooper 1977). They point out that, even in totally
subjective evaluations; 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 al. (1981) in devising the ESL Conposition
Profile. Frequency- count marking relies on tallying
el ements such as nunber of errors, total nunber of words,
nunmber of clauses per sentence, nunber of sentences per
conposition etc. Each approach has its own strong points
and weaknesses* Holistic evaluation gives priority to the
comuni cative function of witing whereas the frequency-
count marking tends to treat language as a  system
independent of meaning. But the objective and nethodi cal
frequency count |S consistent, while the subjective,
holistic judgnent is often not. The two approaches have co-
existed for a long tine. Researchers |ike Cooper (1977),
Evolva, Muner and Lentz (1980), Jacobs, 2Zingraf, Wrnuth
Bartfiel and Hughey (1981), Kaczmarek (1980), Ll oyd-Jones
(1977) and Nold and Freeman (1977) share the conviction that

49



holistic evaluation gets a judge closer to what is essential
in writing. Oh the other hand. Hunt (1965, 1970, 1%77),
Endicott (1973); Flahive and Show (19801, Gaies (1980),
Witte {1982), and tim (1983) continue to make a strong case
for the use of frequency counts, particularly in the use of
T - units. A T-unit is defined as a "minimal terminable unit
. minimal as to length, and each would be grammatically
capable of being terminated with a capital letter (at one
end) and a period (at the other)"™ (Hunt 1965:21). It is a
"single main clause (or independent clause, if you wish)
plus whatever other subordinate clauses or non-clauses are
attached to, or embedded within, that one main clause™ (Hunt
1977:93).

In this study, an eclectic approach allows the two
methods t o be used simultaneously. The holistic method is
used with the content/discourse dimension of ESL writing,
and the objective frequency count 1S used with the
grammar/mechanics dimension. Each method is employed to
serve the purpose it isS generally expected to serve the
best. The decision to resort to eclecticism wes made not
because it appeared to be the easy way out, but because the
writer had come to notice some quite serious defects in the
"language use* and *mechanics" sections of the EsL
Composition Profile. Although it is a reasonably validated
scale, a careful match-up of the 18 sample essays and their
grammar scores given by 4 model raters as guidance for rater

training (Jacobs et al. 1981) revealed interference from
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factors that shoul d be judged independent of grammaticality.
Conpositions with nore 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 granmmar scores. The 18 sanple
essays and the scores serving as guidance for prospective
raters were omtted when the sane profile was re-published
(REughey,; Wormuth, Hartfiel and Jacobs 1983). It was after a
careful exam nation of the 18 sanple essays and their scores
that the decision was made that the grammtical and
mechani cal accuracy of ESL witing be measured, instead, by
errors=-per«T<unit | nstrunents borrowed from Fl ahi ve and Snow
(1980) and Honburg (1984) .

Seven scores are used in the experiment. The content
score is determned wth reference to 4 descriptors:
know edge, substantiation, developnent (of thesis), and
rel evance. Judgnents are made wth the guidance of 16
criterion questions (Jacobs et al. 1981:92). This category

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

The organization score synthesizes judgnents on 6
descriptors (fluent expression, articulation, succinctness,
gl obal structure, |ogical sequence and cohesion), which are
el aborated in 13 criterion questions (Jacobs et al .
1981¢93). 20 points are allocated to the category (Appendix
B).
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The vocabulary score is based upon 4 descriptors:
sophi stication, effect, derivation and register, explained
by 15 criterion questions (Jacobs et al. 1%81:94). This

category has a maxi mum of 20 points (Appendix B}.

The content/discourse adequacy score is the sumof the
three scores above. The maximum score is 70. Since 1981,
the authors have slightly nodified some of the criterion
questions in the categories given above. For nor e

i nformation, see Hughey et al. (1983).

The grammar score IS the ratio of the total number of
grammatical errors to the total number of T-units in a text.
It has been enpirically proved that, as a single index, the
errors/T-unit ratio is not the best possible indicator of a
syntactically mature or inmature witer (Flahive and Snhow
1980) . However, this experiment is nore concerned with how
feedback reduces errors than with which quantitative nmeasure
is the nost accurate or parsinonious representation of the
quality of witing. For that purpose, the error ratio seems
to have nore face validity than other frequency- based
instrunents, e.g. the mean length of the T-unit (Hunt 1965,
1970, 1977, Lim 1983, wWitte 1982), the subordination ratio
Orf clauses/T-unit ratio (Hunt 1965, 1977, O'Donnell, Griffin
and Norris 19671, the conplexity index, also based upon the

T-unit (Endicott 1973) or the nunber of error-free T-units
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(Honmburg 1984, Larsen<Freeman and Strom 1977, Scott and
Tucker 1974):.

The sanme nethod is used in arriving at a nechanics

score, simlar to the one used by Honburg (1984). By
" mechani cs" Is neant punct uat i on, capitalization,
paragraphing and spelling. Legibility, one of the 5

descriptors for the nechanics category of the EsL
Conposition Profile, is omtted in viewof the practical
difficulty in assigning an objective quantitative score.

The grammar/mechanic¢s accuracy score conbines the two
scores above, indicating the density of formal
irregularities in a given text. Strictly speaking, all the
t hree frequency-based neasures are neasures of inaccuracy or

defi ci ency, not conpetence.

Because two fundanentally different approaches are
adopted the inpressionistic scores and the objective scores
in the form of a ratio cannot be added toyield a total
score. This mght cause some problens in a classroom But
for research purposes, the absence of a total score is not a
serious problem Considering the enphasis on the
differential effects of feedback fromdifferent sources, it
mght be a worthwhile loss in return for nore reliable and
nore detail ed anal ysis.
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Two native-speaker ELI instructors graded the 81 essays
on the first three measures: content, organization, and
vocabulary. Both raters had been trained in the use of the
scale and had used it for placement and instructional
purposes for almost two years. Neither participated in any
other aspects of the project. Both rated "blind". One
rater scored all the 81 compositions. Then 38 compositions
(47%) were randomly picked for the second rater's
evaluation. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
weae calculated to test the inter-rater reliability. The
results are moderately satisfactory {(¢=0.72 for content,
r=0,66 for organization, r#0.77 for vocabulary, r=0.74 for
content/discourse adequacy). For statistical analysis, only

the first rater's scores were used.

In the grammar/mechanics category, two other judges
counted all the T-units, grammatical errors and mechanical
errors. Both read for mistakes without allowing themselves
to be distracted by meaning or style. Their frequency
counts tallied well. For grammar scores, they reached a
satisfactory 81% agreement; for mechanical scores, they
obtained 93% agreement. For grammar/mechanics accuracy
scores, they reached 87% agreement. The differences were
|later resolved through discussion and the adjusted scores
were used for statistical analysis. For a complete list of

all the 567 raw scores, see Appendix D.
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Results apnd Di Scussi on

The means (X) and standard deviations (S.D.) of the 4

content/discourse scores are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations of Content/Discourse SCOr€s
Proficiency Feedback Content Organization Vocabulary Content/
Discourse
""""""" Teacher X 22.85  16.23  15.46  54.54
"sp 3.51  2.20  2.26 7.76
Advanced ;;;; ----- i—ggjg; --------------------------- EE?E;——
"sp 2.90 1.0 1.98 6.44
Self X 20.46  14.46 19.77
'sp 3.55  2.88  1.34 6.78
I Teacher X 19.89  15.44  14.33  49.67
"sp 3.02  2.07  1.66 6.22
Upper- Peer X 16.71  12.71  12.86  42.29
Intermediate e e e e e e e 8 i
SD 1.89 4.99
Self X 20.00  14.71  13.00  47.71
s 5.13  3.04  2.83  10.70
I Teacher X 19.67  12.50  14.00  44.50
s 6.12  2.74 5.99
Lower- ;eer- X 17.33—---—_--_-—-----—--—---———_;ij;—_
Intermediate - o e e e e e e e e e e e o e
SD 1.51 3.37
Self X 17.17  12.50  12.83  42.50
sD 3.19  2.95  1.94 7.87
T Grand Mean  20.43  14.73  14.28  49.44



Iable 6

Means of Content/Discourse Scores by Level or Feedback
Category Goup Content Organi zation Vocabul ary Contetit/
Di scour se
Advanced 235 15. 82 15:35 53.52
Level Upper -
| ntermedi ate 18 9% 14.39 13. 48 46. 83
Lower -
| nt er medi at e 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
Sel f 19. 58 14.08 13. 64 47.54

Figures 1 to 4 provide a graphic display of these data.
On the four measures, there is an evident pattern, Wth the
advanced group staying on top of the internediate |evel
gr oups. 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 |evel. The upper-
intermediate group, in its turn, naintained a general
performance | evel higher than that of the |lower-internediate
subj ects, except in the peer feedback treatnent group, where
the lower-intermediate subjects appear to have slightly
outperformed the upper-internediate group. However; the
observed differences are actually negligible, considering
the standard deviations, and also the sizes of the scales

enpl oyed in the study.
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Table 7 sunmmarizes all the means (X) and standard

devi ations (8.D.) of the grammar/mechanics Scores.
Zable 7
Means and Standard Deviations of Grammar/Mechanics Scores

Proficiency Feedback Grammar Mechanics Grammar/Mechanics

S —— ——— A — S — S —— — A T G G S . G ————— ) W S . — S T W i S — S — - —

Teacher X 0.75 0.20 0.88

sp 0.50  0.13 0.41

Peer X 0.80  0.26 1.06

Advanced sp 0.36  0.19  0.46

self % 1.07  0.36  1.35

sp 0.72 0.2 0.89

''''' " Teacher % 1.04  0.32  1.36

sp 0.60  0.36 0.87

Upper-  Peer X 1.20  0.25  1.46

Intermediate @ =  s=—cece e
SD 0.35 0.14 0.33

self X 1.1 0.39  1.s0

sp 0.63  0.38 0.88

""""""""" Teacher X 0.72  0.26  0.98

sp 0.37  o0.20 0.53

Lower-  Peer X 1.48  0.47 1.94

Intermediate @ = e
SD 0.49 0.34 0.49

self X 1.76  0.37 2.12

sp 0.68  0.14 0.71

Grand Mean 1.0 o031 1.32
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| Table 8
Means of Grammar/Mechanics Scores by Level or Feedback

Category Group Grammar Mechanics Grammar/Mechanics

"""""" Advancea  ©.87  @.28  .1.18
apper— o A

Level Intermediate ) A 5 § g.32 1.43
LOWGI’:- B T -
Intermediate 1.32 0.37 1.68

""""""" Teacher  0.84  8.25 1.05

Feedbackh_;eerﬁ* ) 1:ﬂ5 —_—6.31— 1:36 ________
se1f 1.24  0.37 1.57

It should be made clear-that these means are indices of
inaccuracy or deficiency- The higher the score, the lower
. the performance level. Figures 5 to 7 provide a graphic

display of these data.
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Figure 6
Means of Mechanics Scores Classified by Level and Feedback
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Then separate 2-way ANOVAs were computed on the seven
dependent measures. The results are shown in Tables 9 €6

15.
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Table 2 ANOVA of Content Scores

Source of Sum of Degrees of  Mean

Var i ance Squar es Freedom Square

Main effects 340. 18 4 85.04 6.73 e
Level 304.02 2 152.01 1203 *
Feedback 41.30 2 20.65 1.63

2-\Vay

| nt eracti on 105.75 4 26.44 2.09

Level x feedback 105.75 4 26.44 2.09

Explained 445.92 8 55.74 4.41 =

Residual 809,96 72 12.64

Total 1,355.88 80 16.95

* §Significant p € 0.05

Table 10
ANOVA of Organization Scores

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F
Variance Squares  Freedom Squar e
Main effects 140.89 4 35.22 6.26 *

Level 123.49 2 61.75 10.97 e

Feedback 17.73 2 8.87 1.58
2-\\ay
Interaction 51.82 4 12.96 2.30
Level x Feedback 51.82 4 12. 96 230
Explained 192.72 8 24.09 28 *
Resi dual 405.31 72 5.63
Total 598.03 80 7.48
*

Significant p < 0,05
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Table 11
ANOVA of Vocabulary Score

Source of Qm of Degrees of  Mem F

Variance Squares  Freedom Square

Main effects 83.05 4 20.76 5.65 *
Level 71.60 2 35.80 9.74
Feedback 12.83 2 6.42 1.75

2—way __

Interaction 7.70 4 1.93 0.52

Level x Feedback 7.70 4 1.93 0.52

Explained 90.75 8 11.34  3.08 *

Residual 264.80 72 3.68

Total 355.56 80 4.44

*

Significant p < 0.05

Iable 12
ANOVA of Content/Discourse Adeguacy Scores

Source of um of Degrees of  Mean F
Variance Squares  Freedom Square
Main effects 1,578.21 4 394.55 8.10 ¥

Level 1,426.18 2 713.09 14.64

Feedback 165.10 2 82.55 1.70
2-Way
Interaction 358.64 4 89.66 1.84
Level x Feedback 358.64 4 89.66 1.84
Explained 1,936.84 8 242.11 497 *
Residual 3,507.16 72 48.71
Total 5,444.00 80 68.05

* Significant p < 0.05
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Table 13
ANOVA of Grammar Scores

Source Of Sum of Degrees of Mean F

Variation Squares Freedom Squar e

Main effects 4.90 4 1.22 4.21 *
L evel 2.70 2 1.35 4.65 *
Feedback 2.26 2 2 i 3.89 *

2-\ay

| nteracti on 2.10 4 0.53 1.81

Level & Feedback 2.10 4 0.53 1.81

Explained 7.00 8 0.88 3.01 *

Resi dual 20.92 72 0.29

Tot al 27.92 80

—— ——— . G U S S S . S e S S S S G G S

* Significant P € 005

Table 14
ANOVA of Mechanics Scores
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F
Variaton Squares Freedom Square
Main effects 0.30 4 0.08 127
Lavel 0.11 2 0.06 0.95
Feedback 0.19 2 0.10 163
2-Way _
Interaction 0.17 4 0.04 0.73
Level x Feedback 0.17 4 0.4 0.73
Explained 0.48 8 0.06 1.00
Residual 4.27 72 0.06
Total 4.75 80
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Table 13

ANOVA of Grammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F
Variation Squares  Freedom Square
Man effects 8.43 4 2.11 49 ~
Level 4.78 2 2.39 5.62 ©
Feedback 3.81 2 1.90 448 *
2-\Way
Interaction 2.36 4 0.59 1.39
Level x Feedback 2.36 4 0.59 1.39
Explained 10.79 8 1.35 3.18 ¢
Residual 30.59 72 0.43
Total 41.38 80 0.52

T . T . Y W S T — - — S S G G G . — . — S —— S S G

The first point to be made from the seven ANOVA tables
will address the question of whether the proficiency level
variable has a main effect, regardless of corrections from
different sources. The answer isyes. A highly significant
main effect for proficiency level is evident on all
dependent measures except the mechanics score. But in the
context of the experiment, it isatrivial result because
proficiency is defined by measures identical to those used
here as dependent variables. A significant Fin and of
itself provides no new information, although its absence
would Jlead to a question about the adequacy of

classification.

Secondly, compared with the proficiency level vatriable,
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the feedback variable dues not appear nearly as inportant.

It has a main effect only On grammar scores and the
superordinate grammar/mechanics accuracy scores. This
finding agrees with Zhang and Halpern's finding (1984) and
also Chaudron's finding (1984). Since it has effects only
on one aspect of EBSL writing, feedback is not likely to make
any dramatic difference in the total score, or overall
judgment of a composition. Manipulation of the feedback
vari abl e cannot produce as obvious an effect as that of the

proficiency level.

Thirdly, none of the interaction effect FP's reach the
required 0.05 1level of significance. That means, if
feedback exerts an influence on grammaticality, the effect
is more or |ess conparable across the three proficiency
levels. Similarly, if it fails t 0 have a measurable impact,
as on all the content/discourse scores and the mechanics
scores, Itslack of effectiveness is also felt to a more or
less equal degree on all proficiency levels. This finding
conflicts with Zhang and Halpern study (1984), 1in which a
fairly strong interaction effect was identified on the
grammatical errors per T-unit score, and the total errors
per T-unit score. A plausible explanation is that Zhang and
Halpern used two groups differing very little in grammatical
competence, as can be seen fromthe means reported in their
study. When two experimental groups are very c¢lose to each

other in pre-treatment proficiency, understandably,
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manipulation of feedback becones crucial. The situation is
analogous to holding constant oo mnimzing the effect of
one variable so that the other experinental variable can
denonstrate its role to the fullest extent. Under such
conditions, it IS very probable that a slightly
disadvantaged group with favorable input catches up or even
surpasses an initially slightly superior group which
recei ves unconduci ve or even detrinmental input. The greater
the gap in their pre-treatnment proficiency, the less |ikely
it 1s that the inferior group can outperform the better
group in a carefully controlled experinent. Part of the
concern in this project is to see whether the variance in
witing performance would exhibit the same distributive
pattern as that of Zhang and Balpern's study, when the range
of proficiency is expanded. That al so represents an effort
to check how generalizable Zhang and Halpern's di scovery of
the interaction effect is. Wth w dened differences between

t he groups, the interaction effect has di sappear ed.

Post hoe multiple-range tests were conducted follow ng
the significant P*s. Because the student-Newman-Keuls test
(Ferguson 1983) is a noderate test, not as conservative as
the Scheffe test or as lenient as the |east significant
difference (Lsp) test, it was selected for the multiple=

range tests.

In the content area, the observed variation is due to
different |evels of |earner proficiency. Mani pul ation of
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feedback produces negligible effects and does not interact
with different proficiency |evels. The advanced |earners
proved to be a group significantly different fromthe other
two groups at the Q%G |evel. The difference between the
upper- and lower-internediate groups is not statistically

significant.

Table 16 SNK Test of Content Scores

Lower- Upper-
Intermediate Intermediate
X=18.06 X=18.96
Upper-
Intermediate 0.90
Am1B8.96  weomsEcsmese o e o g
Aduanced
X=22.35 429 3.39 *

* Significant p £ 005

In the organi zation category, again, only |evel
has a main effect. The gaps between the groups are distinct
with the advanced group supercedi ng t he upper-internediate,

who in turn supercede the |ower-intermediate.

Table 17 SNK Iest of Organization Scores

Lower- Upper=
Internmediate Internmediate
X=12,72 X=14.39
Upper-
Intermediate 1.67 *
X=14.39  mmmmmmmemmmmmm e
Advanced 311 14 =*
XE15.83 ;llll.llll'll.llllllllllllllllllllll
Signi ficant p < 0.05

68



In the vocabulary area, the picture is somewhat
different. The nean of the |ower-internediate students is
slightly  higher than that of the upper-internediate
st udent s, but the difference is negligible. Advanced
students, however, are clearly superior to the others in the

uge of vocabul ary.

Iable 18 BSNK Test of Vocabulary Scores
Upper- Lower-
| nternediate Internediate
X=13.48 X=13.50
Lower-
| nt er nedi at e 0.02
x=13.50 EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEGRETS
Advanced 187 * 18 *
x=15.35 S EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEREREREDR
*

Signi ficant p < 0.05

The composite content/discourse adequacy scores retain
the pattern of the content scores and the vocabul ary scores.
The advanced students are significantly better than the two
intermediate groups. But the upper-internediate |earners
are not significantly better than the lower-internediate

ones.
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Table 19 SNK Test of Content/Discourse Adeguacy Scores

Lower- upper-
| nt er medi at e | nt er medi at e
X=43.72 X=46.83
upper-
Internediate 311
x46.33 S I E R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEREEENRN RN
Advanced 9.81 * 670 *
X=53.53 e e e o e e e o e

In the area of grammar, both proficiency level and
feedback have a main effect, but no interaction effect s
f ound. First, ~crossing over the feedback treatnents, the
three proficiency levels are arranged according to the
magni tude of the means for a multiple-range test. The
advanced students have the |owest nean and prove to be
significantly different fromthe lower=intermediate Qroup
The difference between the upper~- and |ower-internediate
| earners is not significant. Crossing over the levels,
teacher feedback proves to be definitely nmore wuseful than

sel f - feedback only.

70



Iable 20
SNK Test of Grammar Scores across Feedback

Advanced Upper-
- Intermediate
X=0.87 X=1.11
Upper-
Intermediate 0.24
X=l.l --------------------------------
Lower- *
Intermediate 0.45 0.21
£=1.32 = e
* Significant p ¢ 0.05
Table 21
SNK Test of Grammar Scores across Proficiency Levels
Teacher Feedback Peer Feedback
X=0.84 X=1.05
Peer Feedback
X=1.05 0.21
Self-Feedback 0.40 * 0.19
x=1024 B T T e

* Significant p € 0,05

In the superordinate grammar/mechanics accuracy SCOres,
the same pattern IS retained with proficiency level or

feedback type disregarded. This is not at all surprising,
considering the nature of the composite score and the small

fluctuations on the mechanics measure. The correlation

~J
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found to be as high as 0.9L The advanced Ilearners are
clearly nore accurate than |ower-internedi ate students, and
the teacher feedback superior to self-feedback in dealing

with grammati cal inaccuracies.

Table 22
SNK Test of Grammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores

Across Feedback Treatments

Advanced Upper -
Internmediate

X=1.10 X=1.43

Upper-

Intermedi ate 0.3

X=]1.43 = sssssssssssssssssssmmmEEEEEEEEE:

Lower-

Internediate 0.58 * 0.25

=1.68 =~ F
*

Significant p < 0.05

Table 23
SNK Test of Grammar/Mechanics Accuracy Scores
Across Proficiency Levels

Teacher Feedback Peer Feedback
X=1.05 X=1.36
Peer Feedback
self-Feedback
X=1,57 052 = 0.21
*

Signi ficant p <005
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In summary, the basic findings of the experinent are

1. The informational/rhetorical aspects of ESL witing
proficiency are not likely to be influenced by the
manupul ati on of feedback sources.

2. Source of feedback influences the grammaticality of
a revised ESL conposition.

3. Teacher feedback has been enpirically proved more
helpful than self-feedback in dealing wth
granmat i cal deficiencies.

4. A the three levels examned in the study, it is
not certain whether teacher feedback is nore
beneficial than peer feedback. Al so uncertain is
the effect of peer feedback as conpared with that
of sel f-feedback. Post hoe conparisons do not
support the claimthat ES. learners left alone to
figure out howtheir witings can be inproved can
make nore progress than conparable students wth
feedback fromteachers or peers.

5. The main effect of feedback does not interact with

the proficiency variable at a significant |evel.

The absence of an interaction effect precludes a
posteriori comparisons of the effects of feedback on
separate proficiency | evels considered in isolation. But in
studylng the interaction effect in Zhang and Balpern's Study
(1984) and the absence of such an effect in the present

experiment, a careful researcher mght discern clues to

13



warrant future hypotheses concerning the optinal range of
proficiency where manipulation Of feedback sources might
produce maxi mal positive effects. what follows iS no longer
what can be called "results®™, but some conjectures | eading
to future research. The tables of means and the hi§UJgran1s
tentatively indicate that advanced ESL learners are not
sensitive (O the manipulation eof feedback. Upper—
intermedi ate students also seem to be capable of worthwhile
self-evaluation and editing. But the |ower-internediate
learners appear to be quite sensitive to feedback types,
especially on the grammar score. And teacher feedback is
apparently more effective with |ower level learners than
peer feedback, which, 1in turn, appears more helpful than
self-feedback. It seens that, once a learner's overall ESL
ability has reached a certain point, alternative feedback
treatments have 1little influence on his or her written
producti on. It is those not so proficient |earners who
might respond differentially to feedback £rom various
sour ces. Fromthe results we have now, traditional teacher
feedback still ssams to be a very promsing practice. But

those conjectures must await further experinmentation.

Summar h'4

Wth a population of ESL learners as are represented by
t he subjects in this study, choice among teacher feedback,

peer feedback and self-feedback as a neans of facilitating
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ESL  conposition revision does not seem to make any
significant difference to the informational/rhetorical
aspects of conmposing skills. The only aspect where
mani pul ation of feedback sources causes significant
variation is grammaticality, which, understandably, iS not a
small concern in an ESL witing program Teacher input
definitely stimulates better syntactical revision than self-
generated feedback, and there is tentative evidence to the
effect that peer feedback may also be superior to self-
feedback in reducing granmatical irregularities. Al t hough
no interaction effect was discovered in the experiment,
there has been evidence suggesting that teacher feedback
m ght work better with lower |evel |earners than wth higher
| evel | ear ners. Besi des, the obtained levels of
significance for the 2-way interaction in the content and
organi zation areas (0.09 and 0.07 respectively) are close
enough to the required 0.05 level to stinulate nore research

to confirm or nodify, the findings of this study.
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CHAPTER V
THE SURVEY

Purpose and Method

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

answer two questions:

1. If you are given a choice between teacher
eval uation and non-teacher evaluation before you
wite the final version, which would you prefer?

2 |If wyou are given a choice between peer evaluation
and self-evaluation before you wite the final
version, which would you prefer?

The researcher explained that answers to these questions
would help to fit classroom procedures to students!?
preferences so that their initiative and co-operation could
be better mobilized. The students were instructed not to
t hi nk about only what they had expeienced in this particular
proj ect. 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

usi ng.

Many books and journal articles have been witten about
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the affective advantage of non-teacher feedback. But the
bulk of the literature is based upon presumptions rather
than research. Chaudron (1984) sums up the affective

advantage of peer feedback in the following words:

2. Peers' feedback is more at the learner's level of
development or interest, thus perceived as more
relevant than the superior or old teacher's
feedback;

3. Since multiple peers may be used, learners gain a
sense of a wider audience than the one teachers;

4. Learners' attitudes toward writing can be enhanced

by the more socially supportive peers.

But these claims have not yet been objectively verified.
For example, do students actually feel that their teachers
are "nit-pickers" (Moffett 1968:195) while their peers are
an "immediate, socially appropriate audience" providing a
"more compelling impetus" for the student writer to revise
(Clifford 1981:50)2? Do they actually give priority to peer
comments over teacher judgment {Pierson 1967)? Do they
sense more social support in peer feedback than in teacher
guidance (Elbow 1973)? Do they actually find peer input
more "relevant" (Chaudron 19841, more comprehensible than
teacher commentary? Hardly any research results are
available to verify the alleged appeal of non-teacher
corrective procedures. As a matterof fact, such advantages

of peer feedback in particular are admittedly "assumed
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advant ages wi thout "fornmal support? (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 |ower L1 students® anxiety on a
witing assignnent. Mai ze (1954) reported that L1 students
exposed to peer correction or teacher correction felt the
sane  about their witing tasks and their witing
I nstructors. Partridge (1981) noted that EBSL |earners
doubted the quality of peer input at the revision stage, and
Chaudron  (1984) confirmed the same feeling in his
questionnaire results. None of the reported enpirica

findings support the alleged affective advantage of non=

t eacher feedback. What ever affective evidence exists in
favor of non-conventional, non-teacher feedback is at best
anecdot al . Consequently its generalizability is tenuous.

The survey reported belowis a partial replication of
Chaudron's questionnaire survey wth the purpose of
eliciting unanbiguous statements of preference. These
answers serve as a basis for a solution to the second
research question, i«e« do ESL 1learners' preferences
correspond to the objectively verified effects of the

feedback fromthe three different sources?

Results and Discussion

I n 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%) did not answer the
questi on. A one-way chi-square test was conducted with
Yates correction {Hatch and Farhady 1982). The result 1is
highly significant (X=65.6, p < 0.001). On Question 2,
forty-nine (60.5%) stated preference for peer feedback,
twenty-eight (34.6%) for self-generated correction. Four
students (4.9%) failed to make a choice. The one-way chi -
square result is also significant (2= 5.2, p < 0.05). These

results support the position that ESL learners as a whole

welcome teaches correction. It is al so obvious from the
answers that ‘their preference for peer f eedback IS
contingent upon the unavailability of teacher guidance. In

other words, peer help iS seen as the second best thing
preferable only when the teacher stops doing correction or
evaluation, Which happens frequently in ESL witing
cl asses. This  f£inding, along wth Partridge's and
Chaudron's £indings, refutes speculations to the effect that
students wite off the comments by a teacher by saying,
"adults dJust can't understandY, or "English teachers are
nit-pickers anyway™ (Moffett 1968:195). This type of
presumption needs t0 be scrutinized very carefully Dbecause
so much of the student-centered Witing theory assumes the
intringic unpopularity of teacher feedback. It is still too
early to conclude whether this premise is right or wong

but the evidence from the three independent ESL studi es over
four Yyears has converged on the sane contrary concl usion

If so verified by future research, ESI, teachers and
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researchers woul d have to prepare thenselves for yet another

" paradi gm shift",

Fromthe statistics, it is irrefutable that there are
real, substantial differences in the type of feedback chosen
by ESL learners. But are there other conditions working on
their choices of corrective feedback? For exanple, is it
possible that feedback selection is associated with
proficiency? Wth regard to the teacher wvs. non-teacher
choice, with the 2 subjects who did not answer the question
as Mmssing cases, seventy-six (96.2%) of the 79 surveyed
chose teacher correction. Such a high percentage shows
that ESL learners are predominantly in favor of teacher
correction, regardless of differences in proficiency. And
the same can be said of other conditions such as differences
in sex, length of residence in an English-speaking country
or ethnicity. In the case of ethnicity, it should be
mentioned that the sample is typical only of the population
of ESL learners in Hawaii. Seventy subjects (86.4%) were
Oientals, eight (9.9%) were Pacific islanders. The
subjects' almost unanimous preference for teacher feedback,
interestingly, is not adequately supported by the results of
the experiment. The reader will recall that, on most of the
dependent neasures, the feedback variable has no main efect.
On the grammar score, which is conceivably a big concern on
ESL learners' minds, teacher feedback is definitely more

effective than self-=feedback, but it does not have a
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statistically significant superiority over peer feedback

An inspection of the table of means will show that teacher
feedback 1is generally nore hel pful than peer feedback, but
not significantly so in a statistical sense. Her e,
discretion is advisable Dbefore a decision is made as to
whether to follow the students' preferences or the results
of the experinent. But there is no obvious reason not to

play safe by enploying teacher feedback

Wth regard to the peer vs. self choice, objective
results again produce no statistically significant
di fferences between the two, but descriptive statistics also
suggest that peer feedback may be nore hel pful than self-
feedback. The subjects* preferences correspond to the table
of means but are not convincingly supported by the SNK
mul tiple-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
resi dence in an English- speaking country. Tables 24 to 27
are contingency tables showi ng relationships between choice

of feedback and ot her conditions of the sanple.
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Iable 24

Contingency Table of Relationship
Between Feedback Selection and Proficiency Level
Peer Feedback Self-Feedback Tot a
Advanced 25 12 37
Infermediate 12 11 23
Lower-
Internediate 12 6 18
%BEEI ............. Ag..".."..".."..".éb .............. Ly

2 . .o
X = 15 non-significant

Table 25
Contingency Table of Relationship
Between Feedback Selection and Sex

Peer Feedback Sel f - Feedback Tot al
Male 28 20 s
Femal e 21 9 30
Total 9 20 78
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Between Feedback

Peel Feedback Self - Feedback Total
a;iléhltléllél AR EEREDR ;.2. A E E EEEEEREEEEEEREREEEE R l2l5l S E EEREEEEEEERGEDR 67
Pacific
Islanders 5 3 8
-ul—_—-o—t—a.—la———--—--b—nz;l S B E EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R lzlél A E EEEEEEEEEREERDN .%5

a o
X, = 0 nori-gignificant

Table 27

Contingency Table of RElationship Between Feedback Selection
and Lenath of Residence in an English-speaking Countrv

Peer Feedback Self - Feedback Total
IOI\;éI: n la'l lyléla.lrl aEEEnN l2I4-l S E E EEEEEEEEEEEEEEENEENGREDSN l]-l6l S E EEEEEEEEEREERNRETDR 40
Under a year 25 13 38
-ll-lolié.illllllllllllAlglllllllllllllllllllllll2l9llllllllllllllll 78

o= 0.09 non-significant

To sum up, survey results indicate that ESL learners at
or above the intermediate level almost unanimously prefer
conventional teacher feedback to any other types of
feedback. From their voluntary answers, no basis is found
for the claim that teacher correction is intrinsically

unpopular with ESL learners. When teacher feedback is not
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avai l able, ESL learners turn to peers for clues to revision
and try to avoid self-feedback., Their predilection for
teacher feedback, however, does not seem to be based upon an
objective judgment of the comparative effectiveness of the
feedback from different sources. Their obvious lack of
ent husi asm for self-feedback, on the other hand, agrees well
with the result of the experinent. As a comprehensive
picture, their preferences seem to cross over factors 1like
ESL proficiency, sex, ethnicity, and familiarity with the
natural use of English. At present, there iS some reason to
be suspicious of a currently quite prevalent claim that non-
teacher feedback in a shared-authority educational setting
has more appeal to learners than the orthodox teacher
f eedback. At least in the ESL situation, teacher feedback
Is more enthusiastically sought than its receat rivals, peer

f eedback and self-feedback.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

ic Findi

The influence of corrective feedback from various
sources weas shown to vary, depending on the aspects of ESL
writing proficiency being measured. No significant
differences weae found in the informational and/or
rhetorical dimensions. Nor is there a significant
difference due to feedback treatment in mechanical accuracy,
but the level of grammaticality, expressed as an errors/T-
unit ratio was found to be sensitive to the manipulation of
the sources of feedback. Teacher evaluation is definitely
superior to self-feedback as stimulation for successful
grammatical revision, and might even have some advantage
over peer feedback for the same purpose. With the tentative
evidence available from the project, this researcher is
willing to posit that teacher and peer feedback is more
beneficial to lower level learners than self-feedback, and
that conventional teacher feedback, when provided as
intervention in the revision process, may very well hold its

om against the more recently advocated peer feedback.

Survey results indicate'that ESL learners predominantly
prefer teacher feedback to peer feedback and try to avoid
self-feedback. No convincing empirical evidence is
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available £from the experiment to justify their al nost
unanimous predilection for teacher feedback. But their
perception of self-feedback as ineffective in dealing with
grammaticality agrees well wWith the pattern in which grammar
scores vary under the experinmental conditions. Student
choices of feedback from various sources are particularly
interesting because they point to a weak link in the logical
reasoning under lying the advocacy of the innovative non-
teacher corrective feedback. If BSL learners genuinely
wel come teacher judgment and teachers have proved to be as
effective as, if nut more so than, peer readers, as can be
seen from this experiment, should not we reconsider some of
the accusations levelled at the teacher? That, of course,
does nut inply that writing instructors should "debunk® peer
feedback, The positive potential of peer feedback is surely
there. But do we know enough about peer feedback to justify

the repl acement of teacher feedback by peer feedback?

Some Problems

This study suffers from some deficiencies. ©One has to
do with the lack of information about any |ongitudinal or
carry-over effects of respective treatnents. No reliable
claims about the potential long-term benefits or
disadvantages of any corrective treatment can be formed on
the basis of a single "one-shot"™ study 1like this one.

Another issue concernsthe limited numbers of subjects in
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the nine cells of the 3 x 3 factorial design. It is
possi bl e that random assignnment on such a snall scale could
not conpletely counter-balance pre-existing differences.
Besides, the measures enployed in the experinent are far
from ideal. Whi | e acceptable, the inter-rater correlations
of those holistic scores were not as high as they were

expected to be. And the objective frequency-count neasures
tend to blur qualitative differences in the kinds of errors

made. For exanple, a mnor slip is counted as much as a
serious error obstructing conmmunication. | f better
I nstrumentation, inpressionistic or objective, could be

devised in the future, the present results mght be found to
be inadequate or even incorrect. Finally, it is only
appropriate to add that nothing in this study distinguishes
bet ween " good" and "bad" revisers. The two words, "good"
and "bad"™ are convenient |labels to represent cognitive
differences. The experinent is based upon the assunption
that all the |earners are endowed with a conparable |evel of
sensitivity or susceptibility to corrective feedback

Therefore, wvariation in their witing performance 1is
directly linked wth feedback treatnents. It is quite
conceivable that good revisers, even operating within the
constraints all non-native speakers nust face, utilize
feedback from whatever sources in a manner different froma
bad reviser. Under identical circumstances, good revisers

may make far nore progress than bad revisers.

In conclusion, future research is necessary to test



whether the caveats above are justified or not. Pendi ng
better executed inquiries, present results caution ESL
writing instructors against an oversinplified notion of the
efficacy or affective advantage of any individual source of
feedback. A strong ESL witing program will have to
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 writing proficiency or all
levels of ESL learners are likely to benefit maximally from
identical corrective feedback, However, the findings of

this work need to be replicated and elaborated - by future

r esear ch.
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Appendix A

ELI

Placement Test

INSTRUCTIONS: Your job is to write a composition on one of

the topics below.

1 Select one of the topics. Do not write on all of them.

2. Begin writing as soon as you have selected a topic.

3. Write on one side of a page only.

4.  Write on every other line.

5. Plan your writing for approximately 40 minutes.

6. You may make an outline, or write a draft first if you
wish. Simply draw a large X through the parts you do
not want the instructor to read.

7. Write your name (family name first), date and the
number of the topic at the top of your sheet.

IOPICS:

1s In an automated society of the future people may have a
lot of leisure time. What would be the advantages
and disadvantages of this?

2. Discuss the points for and against euthanasia (mercy-
killing) and the circumstances, if any, under which it
Is justified.

3. Something I've changed ny mind about.

4. Wha are three of the greatest areas of contrast

between life in your country and the uv.s., as you have

seen it so far?
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Appendix B

STUDENT

ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
DATE TOPIC

SCORE LEVEL

CRITERIA

COMMENTS

30-27

26-21

2987

1613

17-14

13-10

9-7

2018

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: knowledgeable @ substantive ® thorough
development of thesis o relevant to assigned tapic

GOOD TO AVERAGE some knowledge Of subject ® adequate range ®
limited development of thesis. mostly relevant to lopic, but lacks detail

FAIR TO POOR: limited Imuwledge of mb}cct o little substance e inade-
quate development of topic
VERY POOR: does not show knowledge of subject ® non-substantive @ not
pertinent  OR nol enoygh to gvaluate

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression a idea dearly stated/
supported @ succinct e well-organized o logical tequencing @ cohasive

COOD TO AVERAGE somewhat choppy e loosely organixed but erain
fdeas stand out e limited support e logical but incomplete sequencing
FAIR TO POOR: non-fluent e ideas confused or disconnected e lacks
logical sequencing and development

VERY POOR: does not communicate o no-organization ® OR not enough
to evaluate

.

20-18

1714

13-10

97

21-18

17-11

10-5

2522

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range e effective word/idiom
choice and usage ® word form maslery e appropriate register

GOOD TO AVERAGE: adequate range e occasional errors of word/idiors
form, choice, usage but meaning not obscured

FAIR TO POOR: limited range e frequent errars Of word/idiom form,
choice, usage ® mraning confused or chscured

VERY POOR: essentially translation e little knowledge of English vitabu:
lary, idiams  worddoun.e OR patenaligh tQusualuate

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: effective complex constrictions e few
errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/funttion, articles, pro-
no*;, prepositions

GOOD TO AVERAGE: effective but simple constructions ® minor prob-
lems in complex constructions e several errors of agreement, tense,
number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions but mean-
INS sefdom obscured

FAR TO POOR: major problems in simplefcomplex constructions e
frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word order/func-

tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-ons, deletions
m meaning confused or obscured

VERY POOR: virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules o domis

nated by errors = d_m) pot corpmunicate o OR not encugh |0 gvaluate

N

~ : :
MECHANICS LANGUAGE USE T VOCABULARY Y ORGANIZATIONT CONTENT h

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: demonstrates mastery of conventions ¢
few errors Of spefling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing

GOOD TO AVERAGE occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitali-
ration, paragraphing bu! meaning not obscured

FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors Of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
paragraphing ® poor handwriting ® meaning confused or obscured
VERY POOR: no mastery of conventions  dominated by errors of spell-
ing, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing ® handwriting illegible »
OR not enough to evaluate

TOTAL SCORE

READER COMMENTS
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Appendix C

1)

2)

3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)
13)

14)

A CHECKLIST

Do you find any particularly interesting ideas in the
essay?

Are there sufficient details to support those prominent
ideas in the essay?

Do you find any instances of unnecessary repetition?

Is there a consistent point of view maintained
throughout the essay?

If there is a change in the writer*s point of view, IS
it justified?

Does the essay have a definite point or points to make?
Can you locate the thesis statement?

Do you see any particular order in the development of
the essay?

Does the order of the paragraphs reflect distinct
stages in the development?

Do all paragraphs have clear indications of what they
are about?

within each paragraph, are the sentences varied and
logically connected?

Is there a proper ending to the essay?

Are there any instances where the words actually used
are obviously not the words the writer intends to use?

Do you feel the words used are appropriate for this

type of writing?

gl



15)

16)

17)

18)

Do you find a reasonable nunmber of synonyms orx ant onyns
in the comparisons and contrasts made?

Do you find any particularly eclever or effective
combination of words?

Have you proofread for grammatical errors? (e.g.
Subj ect - verb agreement, noun- pronoun agreement,
singular/plural distinction in the ending of nouns,
specific verb forms, consistency in tense, sentence
completion, articles, etc. )

Have you proofread for mechanical a&accuracy? (e.g.
spelling, capitalization, punctuation, indentation,

etc.)
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Appendix D

Subject Proficiency Peedback

Number

* Level

Topic

Content Organization Vocabulacy
Score s

Treatment Cholce Score

core

Coentent/
Dlgcourse

Adequacy Crammac

Score

Scare

Hechanics
&core

Gravmac/
Hechanica
Accuracy
Scote

W @ J§ o u & w N

TN NN NN N MR e |
i=1 W o i =2 o 2] ~] (o) n :: t: t; t: :;

Mvanced

Teacher

3

%
2
3
1
2
2
3
3
2
2
2
3
1
3
1
1l
3
2
3
3
2
3
) 5

18
21
27
22
24
20
28
22
27
27
18
20
23
27
26
24
21
20
21
22
26
21
27
22

13
15
18
16
17
13
20
17
18
18
13
16
17

18

18
18
13
15
15
18
18
15
19
17
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12
14
18
17
16
13
18

- 15

18
18
13
13
16
18
17
17
13
13
14
15
18
13
18
17

43
50
63
55
57
46
66-
54
63
63
44
49
56
63
61
59
47
48
50
55
62
49
64
56

8.59
8.45
B.64
8.90
1.00
1.41
6.17
g.21
6.38
p.45
8.78
2.96
8.94
6.38
B.49
8.58
8.56
1.90
1.80
322
1.29
1.27
6.73
p.38

B.36
0.50
8.09
0.24
p.15
0.27
0.05
0.07
p.18
.12
0.20
p.21
g.26
0.07
.16
0.37
0.28
B.25
p.64
.41
B.29
.04
0.09

6.15

B.95
.95
8.73
1.14
1.15
1.68
B.22
0.28
B.48
B.57
B.98
1.17
1.208
B.45
B.65
B.87
B.84
1.25
1.64
1.63.
1.58
1.31
8.82

B.53



Content/ Grannac/
Discourse Mechanics

Sumpect. fsiisteney feedback Tople, Conient Ztaanisacion GoRueer INr BT MR SO
25 ° . 1 v 2% I8 17 62 ©0.89 0.13 1.02
26 " n 3 20 14 14 48 1.11 6.60 1.71
- . 1 27 18 16 61 0.31 0.22 0.53
28 ® sele 2 24 15 15 54 0.30 0.88 0.38
29 =® B 2 27 19 17 63 0.35 0.02 @.37
38 °© - 1 26 15 14 49 ©0.59 0.56 1.15
31 * . 2 24 17 15 56 0.51 .29 £.80
32 ® . 2 22 18 15 55. 0.41 0.07. 0.48
33 ¥ I 17 213 12 42 B.57 0.11 8.68
34 " " 3 21 15 14 50 ©0.70 ©6.33 1.03
35 " 1 19 13 15 47 ©.73 8.58 1.31
36 " " 3 16 18 14 40 1.21 ©.28 1.49
37 -* . 3 14 9 17 40 1.44 0.73 2.17
3g " . 22 16 16 54 1.64 0.36 2.00
39 ® " 2 21 15 15 51 1.76 0.78 2.54
4 "~ " 1 19 13 14 46 2.68 @.50 3.18
41 lsicee reiher 2 20 18 14 52 0.18 0.10 0.28
42 " . » 3 19 17 14 50 ©.98 0.865 0.95
43 " » 2 23 17 17 57 1.41 1l.14 2.55
48 v " +1 21 15 16 52 2.27 B8.64 2.91
45 " . 2 26 18 16 60 0.70 0.04 0.74
46 " " 2. 17 13 12 42 0.88 £.13 1.01
g * " 3 18 14 14 46 0.58 ©.25 0.83
48 " " 2 18 14 13 45 1.12 0.35 1.47
49 " ' ¢ B 13 13 43 1.30 0.22 1.52
50 " Peer 2 17 13 15 45 0.69 0.39 1.0
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Content,/ Graa~ac/
Dizcourse Hechanics

subject Proficiency Feedback Topic Content oOrganizacion VoCatulaty Adequaey OCrirwar MeZhanics  Accucacy

Nuaber * Level Treatnent Chaice Score Score Suore . Score Score Scare Score
51 * . 2 19 13 13 45 1.3 ©0.18 1.21
52 " 1 17 15 13 45 0.97 ©.30 1,27
53 " 1 15 A2 12 39 1.26 ©.48 1.74
54 " " 1 19 14 16 49 1.24 0.24 1.48
56 " " 3 14 19 i 35 1.74 ©.24 1.98
56 " " 3 16 12 10 38 1.48 0£.83 1.51
57 * Selt 3 17 14 13 44 0.56 0.69 0.65
58 " " 2 22 17 15 54 ©.77 ©6.31 1.08
59 *® " 2 14 9 9 32 1.31 1.17 2.48
66 " " 1 16 14 11 41 2.3 0.53 2.83
61 . 2 18 14 11 43  1.42 0.33 1.76
62 " " 3 25 17 15 57  8.95 0.11 1.06
63 " " 3 28 18 17 63 0.47 ©.19 0.66
64 Intecsediste tescher 3 21 17 14 51 ©.20 06.11 0.31
65 " n 1 18 12 15 45 9.52 0.19 8.71
66 " " 2 18 14 12 44 0.56 0.0¢ B.56
67 " " 1 ir 12 15 44 0.91 0.26 1.17
68 " " 3 13 9 12 34 1.20 0.58 1.70
69 " » 2 21 1 16 48 0.99 0.48 1.38
70 " Peor 3 19 13 14 46 1.13 8.92 2.65
71 = * 3 19 15 14 48 1.68 0.74 2.42
72 ® " 1 17 14 13 44 1,97 @.28 2.25
73 " ™ 2 17 13 14 44 1.96 B.32 2.28
74 " 3 17 14 14 45 1.36 0.00 1.36
75 " " 2 15 10 13 38 0.75 0.55 1.30
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Content/ Graamat/

fumlice froticlenss feedosee Tople Concant Scjimscionfocsbulary Mdemicy Grammse  fechnics Aocucier
76 " Selt 2 21 14 15 50 06.80 .55 1.35
77 " . 3 17 14 14 45 1«34 B.28 1,58
78 " 3 14 16 11 35 l1.53 6.16 1.69
79 “» et 3 18 13 13 44 1.89 @.36 2.25
806 " " 3 13 8 10 31 2.36 P.43 2.79
81 d ' 3 20 16 14 50 2:65 B.48. 3.13
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