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Abstract

It is common practice in Hong Kong for teacher&nflish as a second language to provide
their students with written commentary as the swarce of feedback on their writing.
However, there are teachers who question the eificd their own writing feedback and
express concerns about providing commentary in whaishelp their students to effectively
revise their texts and to acquire skills that carapplied in future writing tasks. This study
set out to test whether teacher-student confergnoiuld lead to greater improvement in
both content and grammatical accuracy in writirgkéa After a pilot study, the main study
was carried out on 34 students, who were in thlin year in secondary school. They were
randomly allocated to either the control or expetial group, with the 17 students in the
control group receiving written commentary, and 1festudents in the experimental group
receiving teacher-student conferencing as theitingifeedback. Findings of the main
study revealed a statistically significant diffecenin students’ performance between the
experimental and control groups (p < 0.05). THeatfsize was very large (eta squared >
0.14) in both the paired-samples t-test and theedhiketween-within ANOVA. These
suggest that teacher-student feedback sessiongatacimprovement more than written
feedback. Semi-structured interviews were used wiit of the participants to determine
student perceptions of the different feedback modésalysis of findings revealed that all
six interviewees expressed a preference for teastheent conferencing. These findings
were validated through conferences and post comfermterviews with another small group
of students. The study makes a case for moregdictige modes of feedback which focus on
the process as well as the product of writing, fovdmnore open teacher-student exchange

about the nature of feedback offered in seconduageg classrooms in Hong Kong.
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Chapter 1

1 INTRODUCTION

Teacher feedback which leads to successful texdiogvhas been widely acknowledged
as a crucial component in the writing process. hWhe development of learner-
centered approaches and the prevalence of intengtttheories in the 1970s, which put
emphasis on the value of reader response and #hegidi nature of writing, teacher
feedback to student writing was no longer restadtejust written commentary. In fact,
the importance of teachers providing face to faszlback to students on a one-on-one
basis started to gain ground in North America (Hglla& Hyland, 2006, p.1-2). In
particular, the adoption of “process writing” regd in a shift of focus in the teaching of
writing. English language teachers gradually bexaware that writing instruction
should no longer be focused on merely grammatmaterns but rather on the discovery
of ideas and meaning. This is achieved througlagng student writers in multiple
drafts and then providing them with feedback dutimgcomposing process rather than

at the end of it.

The study in this paper addresses the nature db&ek in relation to student outcomes
in writing, within a particular Hong Kong classroonThe specific nature of the study
will be outlined after an overview of some of thackground and contextual issues

surrounding this topic.



11 Instructional context of the teaching and learning of writingin Hong Kong
Effective feedback, according to Freedman (198%i),phas the powerful potential of
facilitating “a revision of cognition itself thatesns from response”. However, whether
the revision can really lead to an improvementiitimg depends not only on the writer’s
ability but also on the quality of the feedbackeiged. As Hedgcock & Lefkowitz
(1992, p.256) pointed out, revision is “a complenogess carried out with varying
degrees of success depending upon the writer’s etenpe and the effectiveness of the
instructions received”. As the success of studeetssion of their texts depends to a
large extent on the quality of instruction theyaige, having an understanding of the

classroom context where the teaching of writingesaglace is therefore essential.

1.1.1 Examination-oriented culture of teaching

Richards & Lockhart (1994, p.98) describe the wila teacher in a typical “traditional”
school, that also applies to the teaching situatiddong Kong. They explain how the
school operates strictly on a hierarchical systewmeu the leadership of the principal,
with the support of several senior teachers aradgelnumber of regular teachers. The
principal and senior teachers are responsible &kimg key decisions. Regular teachers
do most of the teaching and are required to perfatiter duties when necessary. They
teach according to teaching schedules, but théitésmonitoring of what they actually
teach or how they teach it. Teachers in Hong Kangparticular, are generally not
assessed on the quality of teaching but on theopeance of their students in public

examinations (with Secondary five students sittiog the Hong Kong Certificate of



Education Examination and the Secondary seven students sitting forHibieg Kong

Advanced Level Examination).

Morris (1990, p.56) commented that the public exation was the guiding force in the
Hong Kong school curriculum. This is further sugpd in the findings of the
interviews conducted by Sengupta & Falvey (19982)pwith English language teachers
in Hong Kong. It was reported that “Every teacheterviewed mentioned the
examination, irrespective of whether or not theygte the examination classes, i.e.

Secondary 5 and 7 (Grades 11 and 13)".

It is difficult to overemphasize the impact of tkisamination culture on teacher practice,
not only in terms of feedback that teachers offat,also on their beliefs about the very

nature of writing.

As well as being driven by examination requiremgtgachers have to contend with
workload issues. A secondary-level English teatéaches an average of three English
classes, with about 40 students in each class.reTifea minimum number of writing
assignments to be completed in each term. Studabtsit a composition once every 2
or 3 weeks. Students in Secondary 1-3 (Gradesare®equired to write about 120-250
words for each piece of writing, whereas studemiSecondary 5-6 (Grades 9-10) write
about 300 words, and in Secondary 6-7 (Grades )2ah3average of 500 words. This
adds up to a lot of writing on which to give feedka As a result, teachers tend to focus

on what they consider to be the highest prioritiyial is giving the kind of feedback that



helps students for examinations. As will becongacin the next section, this usually

implies a focus on error-free writing.

1.1.2 Focus on error-free writing

The way writing is taught and the control indivitlteachers exert on their students in
Hong Kong can vary from school to school. Howeléshon (1992) points out that in
general there is an overwhelming demand for primaupils to produce error-free
compositions rather than to develop their ideasnduthe composing process (1992,
p.74). Inthe same way, teachers at secondarldésarespond to student writing using
a product-oriented approach. They tend to tret peece of writing as a final draft and
focus their attention on surface errors rather tiarthe content of student writing. In
this way, students’ writing becomes a showcasdHeir language skills rather than an
expression of particular ideas. As suggested glaokey reason for teachers’ eagerness
to help their students produce error-free senteiscéet they are deeply affected by the
exam-oriented culture in the education system. s Bxiamination culture has affected
teachers’ marking of their students’ writing sotttiar example, students are not required
to produce multiple drafts because they need tonverite a great variety of text types for
public examinations. Teachers focus on accuracgus®e they think this is one of the
major criteria in assessing student writing inpladlic examination. This is reflected in
the words of one English teacher in a study by (2@08, p.80): “In HKCEE,
compositions with good grammatical accuracy amedraighly, irrespective of content, so
it is important to help students avoid the basiorsrin writing, since this is totally

unacceptable”. Pennington & Cheung (1995) comnaktitat “The traditional product



focus of composition instruction conceptualizestiwg as essentially a piece of written
work to be individually produced (by the studentflanarked (by the teacher), mainly
outside of regular class time and activities” (19p320). When students’ writing is
returned to them, they are often instructed toemtrthe errors by rewriting the whole
piece of composition or just to correct those seces that contain the errors. Students

are seldom required to revise the content of twaing.

Findings of the study conducted by Sengupta & Ba(¥898) shed light on this situation.
Interview data in Sengupta & Falvey’'s study revibalt the teaching of L2 writing by
English language teachers in Hong Kong is mainlyidated by language-related
concerns at the sentence level with minimal focoseither the discourse-related or
cognitive aspects of writing, that is, to help ot writers develop strategies for
generating, drafting and refining ideas (1998, ¢/9® The majority of teacher
participants who were interviewed in this study diot consider helping students to
construct meaning in their writing as central teithobs as English language teachers.
They seemed to be more concerned with the developaiesyntactic maturity among
students which could be manifested in studentsitalbo produce error-free sentences.
The exchange in the following extract from SengugtaFalvey (1998, p.80)
demonstrates how language rather than conteneipréilominant concern for English

language teachers.

Researcher:  Yes, so you do not look for the quality of ideas?
Teacher: | first look for the language — | think to us — to Hong Kong

English teachers — errors are very important — it is our way —



we are very upset by errors —we think errors really give a bad
impression — you know | think if any Chinese teacher says
that they don’t — that she doesn’t mind errors as long as the
content is good — then they are not Hong Kong people. Are
you surprised?

(Sengupta & Falvey, 1998, p.80)

Although teachers in Sengupta & Falvey’s study 8,99.80) admit that they address
only language related issues in students’ compuostithere are other studies, which
reveal English language teachers’ perception of th& in helping students to improve
their language proficiency (Richards, Tung, & NgP19Mahon, 1992, Lee, 1998 &
2008). However, this role may be subjugated tb se@erceived school demands for
teachers to focus on errors in writing. As willdglined below, school policy demands

tend to override systemic or even personal post@mnthe teaching of writing.

1.1.3 School-based policies versus curriculum do@antibased policies

In Hong Kong secondary schools, writing is consedeto be crucial in the language
development of students. However, the officialdglines provided for the teaching of
writing fail to draw teachers’ attention to the ianfance of and nature of effective
response to students’ texts. THélabuses for secondary schools. English Language
(Secondary 1-5) developed by the Curriculum Development CouncD{t], is the only
official guide for English teachers in Hong Kongn this document, there is no specific
section that addresses the issue of feedback resgocept that the guidelines for giving

feedback are interspersed among the principlehéiteaching of writing. For example,



teachers “must avoid providing detailed editing aments on the surface form without
paying attention to organizational and contentassCurriculum Development Council
[CDC], 1999, p.94). As for error correction, itssggested that comprehensive marking
of students’ grammatical errors should be avoidetlatal correction is time-consuming
for the teacher and discouraging for the learngasticularly when the latter see their

papers full of red ink” (Curriculum Development Gl [CDC], 1999, p.94).

In any event, in this writer’s experience, most sty language teachers do not
consciously follow the principles recommended ie tificial document as each school
has a feedback policy stipulated by the Englishepahair, and English teachers are

required to respond to student writing in ways akpmgd below.

Findings in a study by Lee (2008) revealed that yrianglish teachers in Hong Kong
were expected to give detailed response to stwdétmg. It was commented that apart
from using correction symbols, teachers were reguio provide correct sentences or
expressions when they thought their students nmghtbe able to self-correct their
mistakes. The importance of an error-free corceeersion was emphasized. Although
detailed written comments were not required, meathers were expected to provide
their students with general comments about therkleee, 2008, p.78). Conformity to
the feedback policy, that is, providing detailedoefeedback plus a variety of written
comments on students’ texts, was one of the degifdiators for a positive or negative
evaluation of the teachers’ performance in the @ppl conducted once or twice a year.
Any deviation from the established practice, woukhd to accusations of

unsatisfactory teaching and would need justifigatien such a context, teachers



report feeling disempowered when their teachingelf®lwere incongruent with the
school policy and they had no alternative but ttofe the established practice in the

school (Lee, 2008, p.79).

Regarding teachers’ use of curriculum documenggiide classroom practices, Richards,
Tung & Ng (1991, p.89) reported that over half leérn rarely (41%) or never (13%)

consulted the English language syllabus (an offaea@ument where basic principles and
guidelines are laid down for teaching the subjedDnly 13% of the respondents claimed
that they consulted it only once or twice a yedrilevonly about a quarter (27%) said that

they would describe it as a definitive guide to Esfglanguage teaching in Hong Kong.

1.2  Teacher attitudes and perspectives and their impact on the writing practices

A study of the culture of English language teacherslong Kong was carried out by
Richards, Tung, & Ng (1991) to determine how teaglperceived their role as language
teachers, the attitudes and values they subsctdhyeehd how they characterized their
classroom practices. The “culture of teaching’described by Feiman-Nemser &
Floden as being “embodied in the work-related fekad knowledge teachers share
beliefs about appropriate ways of acting on thegjoth rewarding aspects of teaching, and

knowledge that enables teachers to do their wafkttfock, 1986, p.508).

The work of Richards et al (1991, p.89) has alrdaebn cited regarding teachers’ lack of
reference to the official curriculum documentsddrice and guidelines on their teaching
practice. Even so, teachers often report a veapdyview of their work and purpose.

When the teachers were asked what they believathtlaén role was as English language



teachers, they claimed that it was to help studdigsover effective approaches to
learning (32%), to pass knowledge and skills toilsuf82%), and to adapt teaching
methods to meet students’ needs (16%) (1991, p.#hough this study’s findings

reveal that English language teachers are awatigeodrucial role they play in helping
their students improve their language skills, thmsliefs about their role may not be

evident in their practice.

A study conducted by Lee (1998, p.69) to investigatachers’ beliefs regarding the
teaching and learning of writing reveals that a grigts between teachers’ beliefs about
writing and their own practice. Although most bétteachers in Lee’s study think that
discourse coherence is essential to the developofeatstudent’s writing ability, the
findings suggest that teachers in her study atpeincarily to grammar in their evaluation
of students’ work and in their own teaching. Sloaatuded that English language
teachers may not have adequate knowledge abouhatuee of writing or possess
appropriate techniques for teaching writing in tt@ssroom. Lee’s findings (1998)
concur with the findings of Cohen (1987), who atsmnmented that teachers’ beliefs
about their effectiveness in teaching writing may mreally reflect reality. He concluded
that teacher feedback “as currently constituted eadized, may have more limited
impact on the learners than the teachers wouldelgdi987, p.66). The contradictions
between teachers’ beliefs and their actual pradiee major causes for concern and
attempts to understand the causes of this discegpme necessary before measures can
be taken to address these problems and to impfteaieeness in classroom teaching.

Some of these causes will be considered here.



1.2.1 Teacher workloads

One of the factors which effects teachers’ respoastudent writing in the Hong Kong
context is that English language teachers haveaohtlarge classes and carry a heavy
load, which make it difficult to adopt time-consumgiteaching practices such as the
process approach in the teaching of writing. Farrtiore, the use of textbooks, rigid
directives, and timetables reinforce a productradd testing approach in the writing
class rather than encouraging teachers to adopbra mnovative approach in the
teaching of writing (Lee, 2008, p.79). Therefoggen though teachers may have the
belief that a particular mode of teacher feedbaclkseful, they are not encouraged to
pursue this because of the need to conform to ting@ab guidelines and established
practices in the school. If the product-orientppraach is adopted in the teaching of
writing, it will be pointless for teachers to prdei intermediate feedback to students

during the writing process as students are onlyired to produce single-drafts.

1.2.2 Lack of theoretical grounding

Another potential cause of the discrepancies betweschers’ beliefs and practice is that
teachers in Hong Kong may in fact be unfamiliarhwtihe theoretical background of

second language writing theories. Many Englislyleage teachers hold the view that
teaching is a practical activity, and there is m®ad for them to be familiar with the

theories of teaching the subject. They have thscomception that they are not
curriculum designers, and are therefore not requoenake educational decisions. This

attitude is described by Stern (1983, p.23) wh@sthat teachers regard themselves as

10



“practical people and not as theorists”. He furtbentends that teachers believe that

theories and practice do not work together.

Language teachers can be said to regard themselves as practical people and
not as theorists. Some might even say they are opposed to “theory”,
expressing their opposition in such remarks as “It's all very well in theory, but
it won't work in practice”.

(Stern, 1983, p.23)

Yet the importance of understanding theories islilghted by van Lier (1994, p.7), who
suggests that familiarity with second languageimgitheories can encourage teachers
“to become critical and reflective practitionemsearchers of their own professional life,
and agents of change”. Polio (2003) also acknogdedhe fact that understanding
theories of second language writing can not onlyiggyriting teachers with the
knowledge to evaluate current instructional panadigrom a well-grounded, critical
standpoint but also enables them to appreciatestiiemgths and weaknesses of their
teaching (2003, p.60). Thus, they are guided ikingasensible pedagogical decisions

that can be translated into classroom practices.

Without this theoretical framework for decision rrak teachers are at a clear
disadvantage in terms of matching practices toefsliand at recognising possible
discrepancies between what they maintain theyrgnegtto achieve and how they go

about this in their teaching.

11



1.2.3 *“Client” pressure

Even though there are teachers who are aware afaldequacies of the current feedback
practices which may have direct impact on the éffeness of teaching, these teachers
“are bound to face difficulties of implementatios aell as considerable systemic
pressure back to traditional norms, including puessrom the students’. [especially
when]... there is no way to know whether a new methodvelp or harm students in the
preparation for examinations” (Pennington, Brock/8e, 1996, p.152). Research has
demonstrated that Hong Kong is under an educatiystesm which focuses on
gualifications rather than individual developmest,that teachers are expected to cover
and students to master the maximum amount of cotienis directly relevant to the
examinations (Morris, 1985). Therefore, studemts #heir parents have a strong
expectation that schooling will cover specific @ntt and prepare students for
examinations. An understanding of the learningucalamong students in Hong Kong
will be helpful in understanding issues relatethiogiving of and nature of feedback, and

will show that teachers are not solely respondtnistudents’ lack of progress in writing.

1.3  Learning culture among students

The importance of examinations in the Hong Kongcation context is not only felt by
teachers, but by students as well. In fact, Mq@r#95) commented that tiong Kong
Certificate of Education (HKCEE), which students take in Secondary 5 (Griabtehad

profoundly influenced secondary education:

Public examinations have dominated the process of learning and teaching

in Hong Kong secondary schools. The need to ‘cover the syllabus’ and
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maximize pupils’ examination results has been a major influence on
pedagogy and it is a major source for motivating pupils.

(Morris, 1995, p.114)

Under the heavy influence of the examination systasth teachers and students viewed
English teaching in the classroom as “preparingestts to pass public examinations”
(Richards et al., 1991, p.83). To prepare studevel for examinations, English
teachers only focused on providing students withn@ration practice, giving them
model answers and examination tips (Morris, 1999kachers have the belief that
adopting the traditional product-oriented approadeaching writing is a more effective
method to prepare students for the examinationerathan the more innovative
process-oriented methods recommended in the sygllaiNot only teachers, but students
also have the misconception that “composing is @riiyn or essentially a matter of
getting clearly in mind what we want to say, anentfiinding the words that will record
those meanings and make them available to othBa@Sth & Richards, 1986, p.455).
This misconception is reinforced by product-basedagogies that have always placed

much emphasis on the correctness of the languagk us

Students are so eager to do well in examinatioas tthey may not be interested in
learning how to develop critical thinking and remgs skills. They often equate good
writing in English with error-free writing and exgteheir teachers to correct all errors in
their written work. Teachers in Hong Kong are hatdountable to their students (and
parents) who expect their teachers to conduct cehgmsive checking of their grammar

mistakes in their writing, without realising thagsearch studies suggest there is no
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difference in the degree of student improvemerdgrammar regardless of the types of
response given to written errors (Robb, Ross, &r®éed, 1986, p.91). Therefore, the
time and effort spent on eliminating them would rsegointless, and can be “more

profitably spent in responding to more importangexss of student writing” (1986, p.91).

Besides students’ eagerness to do well in examimstithere are culturally bound
assumptions about what they think the teacherjsoresibility is and what learning is.
Some of them are so examination-oriented that th@y the teachers’ role in the
classroom is “giver of knowledge”, and their magmtribution to their learning is to help
them pass examinations. In some cultures, teadhingewed as a teacher-controlled
and directed process. For example, the Chinegedatttoward learning has been

summarized in these terms:

Learning involves mastering a body of knowledge, a body of knowledge that
is presented by a teacher in chunks small enough to be relatively easily
digested. Both teachers and learners are concerned with the end product
of learning, that is, they expect that the learner will, at an appropriate time,
be able to reproduce the knowledge in the same form as it was presented to

him by his teacher.

(Brick, 1991, p.154)

It is under these circumstances that students éxperr English language teachers to
provide detailed response to their writing, thataemprehensive checking of errors.

However, this practice is not without problems anteachers are doubtful of the time
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they spend responding to student writing and of pwtential benefits of their

commentaries on their students. All these wiltbalt with in the section below.

1.4  Problemswith the current teacher written response

English language teachers in Hong Kong often faegtoblem of effectively responding
to student writing in the course of everyday teaghi Teachers often find their teaching
of writing in English as a very difficult and fruating task. It is very common to hear
English teachers complain that they have to spematshon end marking student
manuscripts which are often dry, mechanical, gratioaiéy poor, repetitive in terms of
ideas, and full of unsupported generalisationsacfiers find reading the written works
of their students a thankless and unrewarding st ,at the same time, students do not
enjoy the process of writing as they find that th&gk ideas and do not possess the
necessary vocabulary prowess or proper syntax poesg themselves well. It may
sometimes be the case that when manuscripts akedand returned, students feel too
frustrated to even bother looking at the mistaklesiified and/or corrected for them. If
they are asked to perform corrections, they jugtydie corrected language without

understanding why they have to make the revisions.

15 Aimsof thestudy

Over the years, English language teachers haveatédged that responding to student
writing is central to teaching and that it playsracial role in determining whether
effective writing instruction is achieved or notHHowever, that still leaves the question of
how to most effectively provide teacher commenttrgt helps students with their

revision of texts and promotes their developmeninase effective writers; a question
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with which many English language teachers are diagpp It has always been this
writer’s belief that teacher-student writing comieces may be helpful in improving the
effectiveness of teachers’ responses to studetihgras the conferencing events offer
opportunities for teachers and students to intersgotiate and to clarify difficult issues
(Conrad & Goldstein, 1999) and help teachers toicaappropriating student texts

(Brannon & Knoblauch, 1982, Sommers, 1982, and Zah985).

The aim of this study was to find whether teachedant conferencing can lead to greater
improvement in both content and grammatical acgui@x a result of the different
treatment students receive on their written assegns) with one group receiving written
feedback and the other group, teacher-student nfmg. The term ‘feedback’ as
defined in this study refers to the comments giteestudents’ writing performance in
terms of the content (relevance, coherence, arehagtion) and grammar (vocabulary,
language use and mechanics), with students in dmérad group receiving written
feedback and students in the experimental groupeivieg verbal feedback
(teacher-student conferencing). However, the fadfuleedback provided for the two
groups was the same; content and grammar. Onreeahain differences between the
two modes of feedback is that the inherent nattivexal feedback offers opportunities
for teacher and students to interact, negotiateasfdor clarifications, which are absent
in the written commentary. The interactive natof¢he writing conferences is viewed
by Carnicelli as more effective than other modedeefdback as it allows exchanges
“between two parties, a teacher and a studeng tezicher and a class. The conversation

between these two parties, rather than statememtstten comments by only one, is the
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strength of the conference method” (1980, p.10Ip. enhance the reliability of the
findings, guidelines for conducting teacher-studamiferencing were produced for this
study, and it was expected that they should beradh® when verbal feedback was

provided for students in the experimental group.

After a pilot study, the main study was carried ont34 students, who are in their sixth
year in secondary school. They were randomly atkxtto each of two groups, with 17
students in the experimental group receiving teash&lent conferencing as the mode of
writing feedback and 17 students in the controlugroeceiving written commentary.
Six semi-structured interviews were subsequentiydooted to validate the research
findings in the main study and to find out studéfeslings towards the two kinds of

feedback on writing.

To overcome the limitations and potential barrterstudent responses by the researcher
being the students’ teacher, two additional grauerviews were subsequently conducted
with students who were not taught by the research@&hese students were then

interviewed by another teacher, not the main resear

This study aims to determine the following:

¢ Students’ reactions to different modes of feedbaonkwriting, namely, written

feedback or verbal feedback (conferencing).

¢ Means of enhancing the effectiveness of Englisichers’ commentaries and

students’ revisions.
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¢ Whether or not students’ interest in learning sfgtan be enhanced by improving

their writing abilities.

1.5.1 Assumptions

A. As the main study was completed within six mengimd the researcher taught both
classes using the same teaching methods, it wamadghat any teaching effects in
the experiment should not have a major impact erreéhiability of the findings of

this study.

B. The English language proficiency of the 34 shidevho participated in the main
study is assumed to be similar as most of theneaelieither Grade D or Grade E
(the pass grades) in English Language at the HK@Ethe year prior to their
admission to Secondary 6 (Grade 12) and were g@igsing to sit for thédvanced
Supplementary Use of English Examination on their completion of Secondary 7

(Grade 13).

C. It is anticipated that differences in studentmguage proficiency may not
negatively impact on the reliability and validiti/tbe findings as one of the aims of
the study is to compare the mean scores of stwadmg between the pre-test and
post-test in both the experimental group and cogbaup to find out which mode of
feedback, teacher-student conferencing or wrigedback, is more effective for the
students. In short, the “distance travelled” hydsints is more significant for this

study than particular starting or finishing poiimtgerms of their proficiency.
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D. Neither Anor B applies to the subsequent graups were involved in conferences.
In these groups, teaching and proficiency vari€the overall assumption is that
while these factors may impact on how specific ehtsl interact in conferences,
they would not be likely to interfere with any béhen conferencing over written
feedback alone for any group. These students thiélrefore, contribute to the
scope of the research question by including evidesfcbenefits or otherwise of

conferencing for a range of students.

1.6  Significance of the study

Writing is an intensely personal activity becausedents’ motivation, interest, and

confidence in writing may be adversely affectedtbg feedback they receive. As
Daiker pointed out, adverse responses of any kiag emcourage writing apprehension
and lock students into a cycle of failure, lacknodtivation, and further failure (1989,

p.106). Since the feedback from teachers cangkagnificant role in the development
of students’ writing ability, a better understargliof the nature of teacher feedback
and the various modes of teacher delivery is neggskits potential is to be exploited

more effectively.

It is hoped that the findings in this study canhtight some of the problems inherent in
providing students with only written feedback foeir writing; and encourage teachers to
allocate some time for face-to-face discussion witldents about their writing so as to
gain awareness of their perspectives and the prablncountered during the writing

process. This will encourage students to revisar tivork more effectively and

consequently learn for future writing opportunitiest the same time, findings of this
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study can help to highlight the awareness of Ehdasguage teachers to consider other
modes of writing feedback and reflect on their deadback practices to cater for the

individual needs of the students.

While research has been conducted on the bendfitorderencing as a means of
feedback for first and second language learnerEmgflish in Western contexts with
Western teachers, as the literature review willxgtibere has been little research on how
well this applies to diverse contexts, and in paidr, Hong Kong. This study will
contribute to the body of knowledge about the aablility of teacher-student

conferences for the Hong Kong educational context.

1.7  Outlineof thethesis

Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents thterature Review, which discusses
the issues in relation to the use of written respoto writing and the theoretical

perspectives and advantages in the use of teatltsrs conferencing as a mode of
feedback to student writing. Chapter 3 descrilveb explains the research design and
the methods used for data collection and analysthis study. Chapter 4 reports the
findings of the study. Chapter 5 discusses theare$ findings and the pedagogical
implications of teaching writing. Chapter 6 disses the limitations of this study and

the recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This Literature Review looks at the nature of wagtiand writing feedback over time

and currently. The first section provides an oiewof different writing approaches

and their effects on teacher response to studetingvbetween the late 1960s and the
early twenty first century. While discussing thiéeets of teacher commentary on
student writing, attention is also given to errarrection in student writing. This

general overview will then move to a specific foaus the teaching and learning of

writing in second language classrooms in Hong Kong.

From this overview, a rationale will emerge fordleer-student conferencing as a mode
of teacher feedback. Therefore, a significant iporbf the Literature Review will
address conferencing, including a descriptive exgdlan of this strategy, the theoretical
underpinnings, and the benefits which are attridbtiteit. A discussion on the formats

and qualities of successful conferences will béuithed.

To contribute to the identification of factors whignaximize the effectiveness of
conferencing, studies on L1 and L2 teacher-studenferences are cited. Particular
attention will be focused on the nature of teac®t student roles, and the impact of
cultural aspects, as these have a direct bearinghenimplementation of such

conferences in the Hong Kong context.
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21  Overview of writing approaches

Developments in ESL (also referred to as L2 in {héper) composition have been
strongly influenced by and, to a certain exteng parallel to developments in the
teaching of writing to native speakers of English (n this paper). Although L1 and
L2 can refer to any language as a first or secanguage, for the purposes of this study,
L1 and L2 are used to refer to the learning andofigenglish by those from English and
non-English speaking backgrounds respectivelyis é¢iasy to trace the major effects of
the principles of L1 writing pedagogy on L2 writifigm the early 28 century to the
late 1990s. Even today, if we examine researchengapn issues related to L2
writing, we will find that a substantial number bibliographical references come

from L1 sources (e.g. Hughey et al, 1983).

To better understand how L2 teacher responseligeméed by L1 writing pedagogy, an
understanding of the development and evolution dbfwriting pedagogy, including

beliefs about the purpose and nature of writingyeisessary. This is primarily because
teacher responses to student writing are believedefiect underlying assumptions

about the nature and function of writing. As Be&cBridwell (1984) commented:

The attitudes that teachers have toward writing strongly influence their own
teaching practices, particularly their evaluation of student writing. Their
beliefs ... serve as filters that train their attention to qualities (or lack thereof)
in student writing.

(Beach & Bridwell, 1984, p.312)
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2.1.1 Product-oriented instructional traditionsin L1 writing

Prior to the mid-1960s, teaching writing to natkzeglish speakers at the high school
and college levels was mainly based on the undetstg and interpretation of literary

texts such as novels, short stories, plays, andysss Little instructional time was

devoted to planning, drafting, sharing, or revismgtten products. Writing teachers

conducted their teaching of writing based on thabi@oks of the period, which was a
fairly standard practice then. According to KrgdD01, p.219-220), writing instruction

normally included the following steps:

¢ Instruct students on the principles of rhetorid anganization, presented as “rules”

for writing.

¢ Provide a text for classroom discussion, analymigl interpretation (preferably a

work of literature).

¢ Require a writing assignment (accompanied by dlnejl based on the text.

¢ Read, comment on, and criticize student papersr go beginning the next

assignment in this cycle.

This approach is known as the “traditional paradigdairston, 1982, p.87). Because
writing teachers within this paradigm were mainlgncerned with evaluating the
written products of students, with little attentigiven to the strategies and processes
involved in the production of the written discourigs is also known as the “product

approach” (Kroll, 2001, p.220). Although this apapch was widely adopted in the
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United States from the earlyt?@:entury and into the 1960s, this model of instaurct
was not based on empirical evidence. Furthermbbgd not been tested against the

composing processes of actual writers (Hairsto8219.78).

The adoption of this “traditional paradigm” in thieaching of writing reflected a
perspective in which the written products of studenvere viewed as static
representations of their learning and content kedgé. Therefore, in L1 writing
classrooms, teacher feedback was mainly restritteccommenting on students’
conformity to the established rhetorical forms attprns rather than developing the
students’ competence in drafting a coherent, megdulirpiece of connected discourse

(Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005, p.4-5).

2.1.2 Rationalefor the process approach in L1 writing

In the last 15 years of the 2@entury, the product-oriented approach in L1 hesnb
repeatedly attacked for several reasons, one athwikiits failure to provide effective
instruction in what is often called the “prewritirajage” of the composing process.
Criticism has also been aimed at the failure of thpproach to develop students’
analytical and synthetic skills, which can conttédto good thinking. Regarding the
importance of attending to these skills, Rohman6g}9argued that attention to the
logical construction and arrangement of discoumsen$ may not be of much help in
students’ becoming effective writers if their cagre and synthetic skills remain
undeveloped. He claimed that “Without the rhetafidhe mind... no course in the
rhetoric of the word could make up for the fact tthe writer has discovered essentially

nothing to say” (1965, p.112).

24



In addition, researchers and writing teachers exatlytbecame aware that writing is not
just a matter of arranging ideas within a prescripattern or helping learners remember
and execute these patterns (Hyland 2003, p.7). y bhegan to realise that the focus on
students’ written products was unsatisfactory &sfdiled to provide them with a better
understanding of the composing process, which chelgp them with their writing
instruction. The controlled composition or guidedting approach, which focuses
students’ attention on usage, structure, and cofoem, and ignores the composition,
formulation and development of ideas, may not bipfbkto develop the writing

ability of students.

The lack of understanding of the composing protessled to the misunderstanding of
the composing process. Students who are taughtit® within this paradigm tend to
“think that the point of writing is to get everytig right the first time and that the need
to change things is the work of the amateur” (Shaegsy, 1977, p.79). They have
the misconception that “writers know the form befthey know the content” (Murray
1980, p.13), and that writers “know exactly whagttare going to say before they say
it” (Murray 1978, p.100). Many students also bedi¢hat “composing is primarily or
essentially a matter of getting clearly in mind whve want to say, and then finding the
words which will record those meanings and makentlwailable to others” (Booth &

Richards, 1986, p.455).

Adopting a case study approach, Emig (1971) obdeaveariety of behaviors of L1
student writers during the composing process. firtdings revealed that during the

composing process, the writers often tried to rareine what they had written in order
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to discover the direction of their thoughts. Seomposing processes were similar to
those identified by other researchers. Britton7@)9 for example, noted that “We
[shape] the utterances as we write; and when thenss ‘played out’ or we are

interrupted, we get started again by reading wieahawve written” (1978, p.24).

Subsequent to such research on how writers actugdlyabout their writing, a
writer-based process has emerged as a new modeltioly. It has led to a paradigm
shift from the product-oriented approach to thecpss-oriented approach in the
teaching of writing.  This shift in paradigm hagwtably resulted in the shift of focus
in teacher feedback and the modes of feedback gedvior students, which will be

further outlined below.

2.1.3 Focuson feedback: teacher roles and responses

The view of writing taken by the teacher impactmdicantly on the kind of feedback
offered to students. When teachers assume a pgreguc of writing, the dominant
form of feedback is written commentary, on the dimed draft. Yet, according to
Knoblauch & Brannon (1981), responses that meyd on evaluating the product are
of limited value because they do not offer the kaidadvice that will help the novice
writers improve the texts they are working on agjlae the skills that they are likely to

need to develop their writing ability over the lolegm. They commented that

students write essays and teachers describe their strengths and weaknesses,
grading them accordingly. The essays are then retired and new ones are

composed, presumably under the influence of recollected judgments of the
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previous ones. Our assumption has been that evaluating the product of
composing is equivalent to intervening in the process.

(Knoblauch & Brannon, 1981, p.2)

Yet, as Marzano & Arthur further argue, “Differetypes of teacher comments on
student themes have equally small influences odestuwriting. For all practical
purposes, commenting on student essays might guahlexercise in futility” (Marzano

& Arthur, 1977, in Knoblauch & Brannon, 1981, p.1).

There is a number of reasons for the failure oftemi feedback to make any significant
difference to students’ writing. Not least of teeaccording to Knoblauch & Brannon
(1981), is that students often fail to comprehdrwwritten commentary, and even when
they do, they do not always know how to use thespanses to improve their writing
(1981, p.1). Sommers (1982) offers a further pbssxplanation by noting that “most
teachers’ comments are not text-specific and cduddinterchanged, rubber-stamped
from text to text” (1982, p.152). Ferris et al 979 define “text-specific” as “comments
which could only have been written on this parécwdssay, versus ‘generic’ comments

which could have appeared on any student pape®7(18.167).

Other issues identified by Sommers (1982) to expltdie inefficacy of written

commentary in improving students’ writing are tleedency for students to surrender
their own purposes for writing to the agendas distiadd by teachers and their
commentary, and the confusion which arises as tgadjive feedback as if drafts are

final versions, embedding any comments about meaimirieedback about form, and
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making evaluations rather than making suggestioisis use of comments to justify
grades rather than to guide revisions is typicalthed “judge” role described by
Murray (1982b, p.151); a role which casts the teads the upholder of rules and
institutions, and which, he maintains, perpetuaeslents’ tendencies to continue

breaking rules in writing.

In spite of the negative evidence of the value oitten feedback, the solution is
not necessarily to discard the use of written femdth but to adjust the nature of it.
As Sommers (1982) suggests, teachers should &ypand their roles when responding
to student texts, and they should read early dm@fftstudent writing “as any reader
would, registering questions, reflecting befuddlameand noting places where.

[he/she is] puzzled about the meaning of the t€kx882, p.155). Assuming such a
role can help the teacher avoid appropriating studexts and at the same time
encourage student writers to revise when theirtslridil to convey their intended

meaning or achieve the effect they wish to create.

The non-appropriation of student texts is importgivien that teacher usurpation of
student texts has the undesirable consequencewafrifg students’ motivation and
incentive to write, with student writers revisingsf to satisfy the teacher rather than to
express and develop their own ideas. Brannon &biknaeh (1982) warn writing
teachers that “we lose more than we gain by preempteir control and allowing our
own ldeal Texts to dictate choices properly beloggio the writers” (1982, p.159).
Therefore, when giving response to student writtegchers should try to keep student

writers motivated and engaged in the process ofnwanicating and developing their
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own ideas rather than making the student writertevim ways which are perceived by

the English language teachers as ‘ideal texts’.

Significantly, written commentary, these authorsitead, should be firmly located in
the context of classroom dialogue, with face-tcefancounters between students and
teacher where there is negotiating of meaning. s €hincides with Murray’s assertion
that teachers need only serve as ‘listeners’ whéiping students become effective

writers (1982a, p.140).

2.2  Impact of L1 on L2 teaching pedagogy

It has been noted above that practices in L1 writave considerably shaped the
teaching of writing and the nature of feedback. e Tgroduct-oriented instructional
tradition in L1 influenced the writing instructioand teacher response in second
language classrooms in the 1960s. Much emphassplaged on the correctness of
sentence structures and linguistic form. As with Wwriting pedagogy, the written
product was the focal point of evaluation and camce Silva (1990, p.12) describes this
teaching approach as controlled composition (soneti referred to as guided
composition), which originated from the audio-liajumethod. The original
assumptions underlying this approach were thatuagg is speech and that spoken
language is reflected through the written code.eséitwo assumptions led to the notion
that writing serves only to reinforce oral practaed thus plays a secondary role in
language learning. This is exemplified by Frie®48) in his workTeaching and
Learning English as a Second Languagle considered writing an “afterthought” and

addressed writing as “written exercises” which “htige part of the work” of the second
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learner (1945, p.8). Rivers (1968) further exefrgali writing functions as “the
handmaid of the other skills” (listening, speakiagd reading), “which must not take
precedence as a major skill to be developed” andtrha “considered as a service

activity rather than as an end in itself’ (196244, 258).

Pincas (1962), one of the proponents of this amproaas against the use of free
composition to extend language control and pronfioiency among student writers,
who he criticized for having a “naive traditionakw ... in direct opposition to the
expressed ideals of scientific habit-forming teaghipatterns” (1962, p.185). He
claimed that “any free, random, hit-or-miss acyiVishould be “eliminated wherever
possible, so that errors arising from the nativatget language transfer can be

avoided” (1962, p.185).

This early version of the product-oriented, instiatal approach, which reflected the
dominant behaviourist flavour of education at iheet favoured the practice of applying
previously learned, discrete language items by ighog students with passages of
connected discourse and requiring them to maniplilaguistic forms within these texts
(Raimes, 1991, p.408). The tasks assigned to msicheainly consisted of combining
and substitution exercises designed to facilithe learning of sentence structures by
providing students with “no freedom to make mis&kéPincas, 1962, p.91). A
consensus emerged that “composing writing beyordstntence- must be guided or
controlled” (Slager, 1966, p.77). Writing was dlyi controlled through guided
compositions where learners were given short téstsfilling in gaps, completing

sentences, and transforming tenses or personabymen(Hyland, 2003, p.4). Given
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these beliefs, it was clear that the focus of teeHeedback on student writing was to
facilitate students’ production of well-formed semtes that were free from grammatical

and lexical errors.

2.2.1 Current traditional rhetoric

In the mid-sixties, there was an increasing awagm@aenong writing experts of the need
for L2 writers to produce extended written workedo the realization that controlled
composition which focuses on helping students tidbgrammatical sentences was
inadequate. The term, “current traditional rhefrivas used to describe the writing
approach which combines the basic principles of ttalitional paradigm from
native-speaker composition instruction with Kapsatiieory of contrastive rhetoric in
the mid-sixties (Silva, 1990, p.13). Some of tverb features and characteristics of

the “current traditional paradigm” as cited by Yguii978) include

the emphasis on the composed product rather than the composing process;
the analysis of discourse into words, sentences and paragraphs; the
classification of discourse into description, narration, exposition, and
argument; the strong concern with usage (syntax, spelling, punctuation) and
with style (economy, clarity, emphasis)

(Young, 1978, p.31)

The concept of contrastive rhetoric is defined bgplan (1966) as “the method of
organizing syntactic units into larger patterngiattis, the organizational structure of

written discourse (1966, p.4). He observed thdt ®w8ters often “employ a rhetoric
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and a sequence of thought which violate the expeotaof the native reader (1966, p.4).
Therefore, to avoid the influence of the first lange extending beyond the sentence
level, he recommended that there should be “mottenpadrill ... at the rhetorical level
rather than at the syntactic level” and that theessity “to provide the student with a
form within which he [sic] may operate” was alsdlexa for (1967, p.15; 1966, p.20).
This writing approach was in fact a specific andiegpread example of the application
of behaviourist views of learning and writing in 82 the time these researchers were
writing. However, it is an advance on “guided casigion” in that it addresses large
chunks of text, discourse in fact, rather than smog only on sentence level patterns.

Yet it still does not accommodate the actual pre@dswriting.

To provide a clearer understanding of this traddio paradigm, Hairston (1982)
highlights three main assumptions in relation ie Hpproach. The first assumption is
that competent writers know in advance what the&y going to say before they even
start to write. Therefore, the best way to helmlents learn writing is to provide texts
for them and make them manipulate linguistic formishin that text. A second
assumption is that its adherents believe that tmeposing process is linear, meaning
student writers can proceed systematically and #moérom prewriting to writing to
rewriting with few problems. The third assumptierthat editing is teaching writing
(Hairston, 1982, p.78). This is based on the motimt proofreading and editing are
the chief skills in revising one’s paper (Hairstd®82, p.80). This belief is prevalent
among writing teachers who have little understagdaf what it means to make

substantial revision in their students’ work othi@n focusing on the teaching of style,
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organization, and grammatical accuracy. Therefteacher evaluations of student
texts are based on their clarity and conformityptescribed patterns rather than on the

students’ creativity and originality.

So while this view of writing is a move away frommet belief that writing is spoken
language in written form, the emphasis is still the end product, and not on the

processes which occur to create the product.

2.2.2 The process approach in the 1980s

Zamel (1985) is one of the most articulate advcacatieallowing the insights of L1
research to guide research and pedagogy in L2ngritparticularly regarding the
uptake of process-writing approaches. She urgesritihg teachers to recognise the
complexity of the composing process as it entahlesl stages such as “rehearsing”,
“drafting”, and “revising”, as also suggested by &y (1980, p.4-5). Similarly she
urged against prescription, echoing the thought®Vvife & Faigley (1981) that the
nature of writing “mitigates against prescriptiygpaoaches to the teaching of writing”
(1981, p.202). For instance, in one of Zamel'sd&s (1985), she attempted to
analyse the responding behaviors of 15 ESL teach&8hke found that the response
behavior of these teachers was not much differesrh ftheir L1 predecessors, and

claimed that they often

misread student texts, are inconsistent in their reactions, make arbitrary
corrections, write contradictory comments, provide vague prescriptions,

impose abstract rules and standards, respond to texts as fixed and final

33



products, and rarely make content-specific comments or offer specific
strategies for revising the text.

(Zamel, 1985, p.86)

Zamel (1985) argued that ESL writing teachers, wpmviding feedback on student
writing, should avoid focusing students’ attentiom the surface features of errors but
instead encourage them to write multiple draftstdad of assuming the role of an
examiner or judge, writing teachers should provabmstructive feedback between
drafts and during the writing process. They shaile feedback on content only on
early drafts, and form-based feedback at the ertleoprocess. Teachers should also
try to utilise teacher-student conferences and -pEmronse to maximise teaching

effectiveness (Zamel, 1985, p.96-97).

As to error correction and grammar instruction e 2 writing context, Krashen
(1984) and Zamel (1985) have both argued that tebseld be limited to the final
stage of the composing process. According to keng1984), the over-teaching of
grammar rules for editing purposes can serioushkgriare with the composing
process (1984, p.34). Zamel (1985) also commetitatithe responding practices
of ESL writing teachers are similar to that of théil counterparts, with writing
teachers often viewing themselves more as langtesghers than writing teachers.
They can be distracted by the surface errors idestuwriting and read and react to
students’ texts as a series of separate sentencdguses, rather than as a whole unit
of discourse (Zamel, 1985, p.86). In this way,ythend to overlook the more

important meaning-related problems in studentd'stex
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The above writers, then, not only make a caserity addressing form in the final stage
of writing, but open to question an excessive folesurface error correction as a tool
for improving students’ syntactic knowledge and o$danguage. Sommers (1982)
does not reject the benefit of feedback on fornd,dontinues the case for separating the
feedback on these surface forms and the underlyiegning. She claimed that if
writing teachers attend to both minor infelicitisach as problems on word choice,
punctuation, sentence structure, or style, ancefaggues on rhetoric and content such
as elaboration of ideas or making the thoughts rappealing to the readers in the same
version of a text, contradictory feedback may bevigled to the student writers. This
is produced when first, writing teachers provideilnear comments addressing the
text as a finished product to be edited, and seoehén they give marginal comments
that view the text as still developing and evolvii@mmers 1982, p.151). Students
who receive mixed messages of this kind may beusadf because they have no way of
knowing whether to focus on the meaning-level cleanguggested or the local
problems pinpointed. They may also question thkievaf making surface-level
changes to their writing if they know that the igdem their writing have to be

substantively revised anyway.

Besides, the argument continues, if the studenergrare required to deal with so many
remedial tasks at the same time, they may findethes daunting and may just give up
altogether. This violates the basic educationciple that people should solve large
problems, that is, text revision and improvemegitdbing smaller, manageable tasks at

a time (Hairston, 1986, p.120). This strongly implthat feedback and revision
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should occur in stages, not in one go, with attentio meaning and then to form

occurring at different points in the writing proses

However, there are arguments claiming that L2 wsitgre so different from native
speakers that there is the need for careful coretide of the appropriateness of each
of the pedagogical techniques advanced by L1 wyigrperts before implementing
them in second language classrooms. This argummetgveloped more fully in the

next section.

2.2.3 Limitationsin L1 and L2 links

Horowitz (1986) pointed out that many ESL writeessé very real needs to succeed in
L2 academic settings: “Many of our students, fatdyeor for worse, have been highly
conditioned by the demands of their native systensee THE TEST or THE PAPER or,
most of all, THE GRADE, as the be-all and end-dlltlle educational process”
(Horowitz, 1986, p.143). Therefore, process apghtea that teach “students to write
and revise according to the demands of an audiesreetiseless unless those demands
are realistic simulations of academic standardsor@Witz, 1986, p.142). This
argument focuses more on the learners’ purposedefyning L2 than any actual
differences in the learning per se. Horowitz (1985 to address whether L2 learners
benefit from attention to the processes of writagwell as L1 learners. However,

other writers do address the learning differences.

With a focus on actual learning differences in Inda 2, Johns (1995) maintains that

writing instructions that fail to address the limgfic gaps of L2 writers, and their
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need to learn to write in a second language is€itywnfair to diverse students”
(1995, p.182). Furthermore, in three articles 98993, 1997), Silva challenged
the implicit assumption that L1 and L2 student anst are fundamentally the same.
In the earliest piece, a response to a 1987 rdseavdew by Zamel on writing
pedagogy, Silva criticised Raimes (1985), one ef ikviewed authors, for failing to
recognise the differences between L1 and L2 andhdwing a “tacit assumption here
that L1 and L2 writing are essentially the samengmeenon — that the linguistic,
cultural, and experiential differences of L2 wrgare of negligible or no concern to
ESL composition teachers” (Silva, 1988, p.517). isTis despite the fact that most
ESL composition teachers and L2 writers, includigjmes, are aware that “all of us
who have tried to write something in a second laggu.. sense that the process of
writing in an L2 is startlingly different from wiitg in our L1” (1985, p.232). Silva
(1988) suggests that “Although there is certainlycin to be learned from
developments in LI composition theory, researchd @nactice, it seems wise to

interpret these lessons very carefully into L2 iwwgtcontexts” (Silva, 1988, p.517).

In his 1993 article, Silva, after reviewing 72 L2itmg studies, concluded that there
are “a number of salient differences between LI &Bdwriting with regard to both
composing processes and features of written texts” (Silva, 1993, p.p57Finally,
Silva argued that because of the fundamentallyndishature of L2 writing, “respect”
for ESL student writers requires that they be (ajlarstood, (b) placed in suitable
learning contexts, (c) provided with appropriatstinction, and (d) evaluated fairly

(1997, p.359).
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Other writing experts (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990,d adhang, 1995) have also
highlighted the potential problems of adopting LZitwg pedagogy in the second
language writing classroom. Goldstein & Conrad9(1,9p.459) pointed out that
cross-cultural differences may affect the naturd antcomes of one-to-one writing

conferences as ESL students bring with them divewlares and languages.

With the more prevalent adoption of the processrted approach in the teaching of
writing in the 1990s, research conducted during tihe showed that feedback was
more comprehensive. Ferris (1995, p.47), for exampeported that L2 writing
teachers were increasingly providing feedback dferdint aspects of student writing
such as content and organization. A case studyCbgrad & Goldstein (1999)
studying the relationship between types of revision revision success identified a
wide variety of issues addressed by the writinghiea for student revision. These
included coherence/cohesion, paragraphing, conteatpose, lexical choice, and
“development”; an example is the teacher askingstbdents to add examples, facts or
details, explicitness, and depth in their writtéecp (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999, Table 6,
p.159). Although this marked a change in teackspanse to student writing, the
question as to whether simultaneous attention eengto both content and form or
whether feedback be given to content followed bynfcas advocated by the L1 writing

experts, remained controversial. This was followpdn a study by Ashwell (2000).

Ashwell (2000) studied different patterns of teadleedback given to foreign language
students producing a first draft, a second draft] a final version. The first pattern

was given content-focused feedback on draft 1 vl by form-focused feedback on
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draft 2; the second pattern received form-focuseedlback on draft 1 and

content-focused feedback on draft 2; the thirdgpativas that form-focused feedback
and content-focused feedback were provided for lo#ft 1 and draft 2; while the

control pattern received no feedback at all (2@0243). The results showed that the
recommended pattern of content-focused feedbatdwetl by form-focused feedback
did not produce significantly different results terms of gains in formal accuracy or
content between draft 1 and draft 3 from the othesiterns. Moreover, L2 students
were not inhibited to make improvements to theiiting even when feedback was

given on content and form simultaneously.

Further evidence on this point comes from Fathmawgalley (1990), who conducted
a study on 72 L2 students from mixed language backgls, primarily Asian and
Hispanic. Students were randomly assigned to doamps with students in each group
receiving a different kind of teacher feedback beirt composition: Group 1 received
no feedback, Group 2 received grammar feedback, @dtgup 3 received content
feedback only, and Group 4 received grammar andenbrfeedback. They were
required to write a story about a sequence of gigitires and then were required to
rewrite their compositions based on the feedbadknfitheir teacher. This study
revealed that student writers who were provided witammar and content feedback
simultaneously were able to make greater improvésnientheir rewrites than students
in the other three groups. It was also concludhad teacher feedback on both content
and grammar simultaneously “does not negativelgcafthe content of writing”, and

that “students can improve their writing in siteais where content and form are given
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simultaneously” (Fathman & Whalley, 1990, p.186%0 the findings of Fathman &
Whalley (1990) match those of Ferris (1997) whoinsta that providing teacher
feedback on both content and form “does not shootit students’ ability to revise
their ideas, but may improve their end product because they receive more
accuracy-oriented feedback throughout the writingcess” (1997, p.333). The
conclusion drawn was that teachers should not sao@s assign multiple drafts that
separate revision and editing stages. In factpposng error feedback until the final
stage of the composing process may deprive thetudest writers the opportunity to

acquire the necessary linguistic input they despiraeed.

Reid (1994, p.288), Ferris et al (1997, p.177), @oarad & Goldstein (1999, p.173)
also argue against the separation of form and nbimeL2 as they believe that teacher
feedback should cater to the most critical needsndividual students during the
composing process. Because the writing abilitied aeeds of individual students
may vary, it seems unreasonable for students whae e problems with their
development of ideas in writing to be denied fountfsed feedback just because they
are working on their first drafts. In the same mam student writers who encounter a
number of linguistic problems may obscure the idéeey want to convey. It may
then be necessary for the writing teacher to pmvitese students with the linguistic
help they most critically need, that is, to clariheir ideas before constructive content
comments are given. Therefore, to ignore the liedp student writers need at the
most critical time just because it is not the “time do so seems to be inappropriate

and unhelpful.
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2.24 Explanation for differencesin L1 and L2 research findings regarding writing
There are two main reasons offered for the divezgeaf L2 findings from L1
composition research. One is that L2 student veritere well aware that their
linguistic inadequacy may impede their communicatbideas, and thus they are more
motivated to address their grammatical problemstheir writing than their L1

counterparts (Ferris, 1995, p.47, and Hedgcock f&kadwitz, 1994, p.152).

The other reason is that the distinction betweemfand content which we have seen
was important in L1 may not be applicable in L2.errs (1997) commented that the
separation of form and content is “a false dichgtogiven that “content” determines

“form” (1997, p.333). A faulty form may result iobscuring the meaning that the
student writer would like to convey to the readefherefore, to separate form and
content arbitrarily and to dictate to teacherstitpes of comments they are required to
give to students at various stages of the writingc@ss may not help student writers

improve their writing performance.

Silva (1993) claims that for English language temshto deal effectively with L2
writers, it is essential for them to acquire a cleaderstanding of the distinct nature of
L2 writing (1993, p.657), even though he doesn’hima “ignore, deny, or trivialize the
many important similarities between L1 and L2 wagfi (1993, p.660). Rather, the
purpose of his highlighting the differences betwéénand L2 writing stems from the
belief that an understanding of the differencesvbeh L1 and L2 can enable English
language teachers to better comprehend and adiliresspecial needs of L2 writers

(Silva, 1993, p.660).
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The findings of Silva’s study (1993) indicated amher of salient differences between
L1 and L2 writing with regard to both composing qgeeses (and sub-processes:
planning, transcribing and reviewing) and featusésvritten texts (fluency, accuracy,
guality, and structure). At the strategic levelvas found that the general composing
process patterns are similar in L1 and L2. Howeugt, writers composed less
effectively than L1 writers in that L2 writers didss planning (global and local) and
demonstrated more difficulty in setting goals, gatiag and organizing material.
Their transcribing was more laborious and less yetide than L1 writers due to the
lack of lexical resources. They were less ableetoew, reread and reflect on their

writing than their L1 counterparts (Silva, 199%8).

At the discourse level, L2 writers tended to wiigsver words. There were more
grammatical errors in their writing and the hotissicores for their writing tended to be
lower than that of the L1 writers. At the lingudstevel, the texts of L2 writers were
stylistically distinct and simpler in structure théne L1 student writers. There was the
use of more coordination, less subordination, lessin modification, and less
passivisation. They demonstrated distinct patteriise use of cohesive devices, such

as the use of more conjunctives, and fewer lexieal(Silva, 1993, p.668).

Overall, Silva (1993) urges English language teeche be aware that “L2 writing is
strategically, rhetorically and linguistically diffent in important ways from L1 writing”

(1993, p.669).
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Given the work of L2 researchers on writing and\thged needs of L2 writers, in any
uptake of process writing, a cautious attitude alaowy arbitrary separation of feedback
on content and form seems advisable, with a cage tmade for more individualistic

responses which recognise the particular needartitplar students.

2.3  Official uptake of the process-oriented approach to theteaching of writing

in Hong Kong English programmes
Officially at least, the teaching and respondingwoting in Hong Kong second
language classrooms reflect pedagogies consistiénttine above process approach.
The Syllabuses for Secondary schools: English Langy&geondary 1-5, 199&)nd
English Language: Curriculum and Assessment Guigkec¢ndary 4-6, 2007 are
the two language documents which theoretically shdpe English curriculum in
Hong Kong. In these two documents, advice has lggesn to English language
teachers about writing instruction, focus of feedfaerror correction and written

commentary.

In the Syllabuses for Secondary schools: English Langi&geondary 1-5, 1999 is
implicitly suggested that a process approach betadofor the teaching of writing.
The document states that “writing is important hattit engages students in a process
which constantly requires them to take in informatiand generate thoughts, to
organize and reorganize ideas, and to discoverraacate meaning” (1999, p.84).
The adoption of a process approach is again mesdion the later section of the
document where teachers are reminded that theyldshawoid “adopting solely

traditional product-based approaches writing whach mainly preoccupied with the
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teaching of form and use, with the finished prodiesn as a display of learners’ ability
in accurately manipulating, grammar, vocabulary anelchanics, such as spelling,
punctuation and handwriting” (1999, p.95) and wit help in improving the students’

writing abilities.

Similar advice is also given in the subsequentciffidocumentEnglish Language:
Curriculum and Assessment Guide (Secondary 4 -0®7)2 It is explicitly stated in
this document that “a process approach to writsigecommended” (2007, p.83) and
there is further elaboration of what this involved.his approach “focuses on learners
exploring and being aware of what they do, andcti@ces they make, during writing”

(2007, p.83).

As for the roles of the teacher, it is recommendedhe above mentioned official
documents that teachers should conduct teachereleaonferencing with the students.
The prerequisites of conducting teacher-studentecencing are given in the syllabus:
“Teachers need to create a trusting environmenwhich learners feel comfortable
talking about their writing with teachers. Teachshould not be viewed by learners as
ones who criticize them, but ones who will providecouragement and help them
improve their proficiency” (1999, p.93). In thergaulum and assessment guidelines,
the actual activities to be conducted in teachauestt conferencing are suggested: “The
teacher conducts a conference with learners indalig or in small groups to discuss
their drafts. Learners can participate activelynggotiating and clarifying meaning

before proceeding to revise their work” (2007, p.86
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As for the focus of feedback, teachers are advisatie syllabus to avoid providing
detailed editing comments on the surface form withmaying attention to organization
and content issues (1999, p.95) as these are femtieé means to help students to

become more effective writers.

Regarding error correction, the syllabus recommehes comprehensive checking of
student errors should be avoided as this can hanegative effect on the psychological
well-being of the student writer: “Teachers neetlcwrect all the mistakes in learners’
work. Total correction is time-consuming for theat¢her and discouraging for the
learners, particularly when the latter see thepgpa full of red ink” (1999, p.84).

In addition, teachers should also “indicate missage that learners can correct them”

with the use of the “list of editing symbols suggliby the teacher” (1999, p.96).

As for the giving of commentary, English languagacdhers are reminded in the
syllabus that they need to identify the strength weaknesses in students’ texts: “It is
important that when evaluating a piece of learneting, teachers do not just indicate
its weaknesses but its strengths as well” (19996)p. In addition, theEnglish
Language: Curriculum and Assessment Gui®007) suggests that words of
encouragement should be given in areas where stuawe done well: “When giving
comments, teachers should offer positive supponpraysing what learners have done

well in their drafts” (2007, p.86).

Of course, as outlined above, if a process apprtauhmiting is upheld, it should impact

on the way in which teachers view feedback; whateans and how it should be given.
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Yet an analysis of the way in which feedback isdieah in Hong Kong schools suggests
that there is a mismatch, as suggested inritneduction between policy directives and
school practices, that is, what is proposed in dwnts and what actually occurs in
classrooms. In fact, many teachers in Hong Kornlyy atihere to the practice of
correcting every grammatical error in students’twg, which potentially obstructs
students’ development as writers, given that suebtge may not only be discouraging
to these students but will almost inevitably eneger students to focus their attention

on surface-level errors at the expense of ideas.

24  Natureand attitudes about feedback in Hong Kong

Although there has been little by way of officiaiditing of teacher practices regarding
the giving of feedback on writing in the Hong Koogntext, most people who are
connected with schools would declare anecdotadly tkbachers rely on written feedback
about surface level grammatical or lexical featurebhis was reinforced by the study
conducted by Lee (2004), who used questionnaitésifed by telephone interviews to
find out teachers’ perspectives regarding erroremion in Hong Kong. A total of
206 English teachers filled out the questionnaaed 19 of them participated in the
follow-up interviews. The error correction tasksnadministered to 58 teachers after
they had completed the questionnaires. Each teaghs asked to mark a student

essay in the way they normally did in their own kirag situation.

24.1 Teacher preferencesin giving feedback
Lee’s study (2004) found that the error correctmactices among teachers generally

did not correspond to the recommended principleseasmmended in the official
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documents previously discussed. Teachers prefametprehensive error feedback,

giving either direct or indirect feedback.

Specifically, findings of Lee’s study (2004) revedlthat the majority of the teachers
(72%) who filled out the questionnaires (irrespeetof the form level [s] they were
teaching) said that they adopted a comprehensigeoaph in the marking of student

errors (2004, p.293).

Moreover, it is interesting to see that even tlaehers who said they practiced selective
marking in the checking of students’ work tendectheck a large number of student
errors. In short, they are ‘selecting’ much of therk anyway for correction. Among
the teachers who claimed that they marked errdestseely, 88% of them said that they
marked two-thirds or more of errors in student mwgtselected on an ad hoc basis (2004,
p.293). This study revealed that teachers seeméave little understanding of how
their marking of student errors might contribute ttee long-term development of
student writing as the reasons they gave for adgg@aticomprehensive marking approach
(complying with students’ preferences and theipoesibility to do so) and the selective

marking of errors were not based on any sound édued principles (2004, p.293).

However, the usefulness of comprehensive checkiregrors is questioned by writing
experts such as Zamel (1985) who pointed out #mathters of writing tend to view
themselves as language teachers rather than wtigaghers, with the undesirable
consequence of distracting students from other nioygortant concerns in writing

instruction (1985, p.86).
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As for the error correction strategies adopted, 3§%he teachers claimed that they
adopted direct error feedback, while 43% oftenlmags used indirect coded feedback.
These were two of the main error correction stiasegdopted. Teachers’ preference for
direct feedback and indirect coded feedback wasaled in the self-reported
guestionnaire and this was supported by the firglingthe error correction task. All
teachers who took part in the error correctiongasttopted either direct error feedback
(correct forms or structures provided) or indirecded feedback (direct location of
errors plus the use of error codes to indicataype of errors made) (2004, p.294). In
spite of the heavy use of direct feedback, Allwtigt975) & Long (1977) point out that
teachers should avoid using overt correction (ticmsrection) as this encourages a
passive and unquestioning acceptance of the téadoenments. As a result, learners
become reliant on teachers and may not be ablevelap their independent editing
skills in the long run. Therefore, comprehensilieaking of student errors is not only
time consuming for the teachers but may lead talestts’ over-reliance on direct
feedback from the teacher. We will return to ie®ie in a later section about students’

perceptions of whose responsibility error corratim

2.4.2 Student inability to respond effectively to indirect feedback

Another finding worth discussing in Lee’s study @2) relates to how well students

respond to certain types of feedback. The teagbestionnaire data revealed that the
large majority of teachers surveyed (87%) repotthed they used error codes in marking
student writing.  Significantly, these same teasherinterviews mentioned that students

had difficulties in correcting their errors basedtbe codes provided for them as students

48



had limited understanding of grammatical terms camiy used in a correction code,

and that they correct surface errors better thaanimg errors (2004, p.295).

At the same time, student questionnaires in thdystavealed that 60% of the students
involved in the study received indirect feedbackdirect feedback means informing
students of the location of errors by underlinirgcocling them or prompting them
about the nature of the errors made. Two kinde@dback which are subsumed under
indirect feedback are “coded feedback” and “uncotestiback”. Coded feedback
refers to situations where the type of error masldndicated such as “tense” or
“spelling” whereas uncoded feedback occurs whenwthing teachers just circle or
underline and the student writer is left to diagnasd find solutions to the problem
(Ferris, 2002, p.20). The majority of the studemiso participated in the survey,
claimed that their teachers used error codes ticatel error types for them with 76%
expressing preference for the use of error codegactditate error identification.
However, less than 50% of the students surveyed thait they could correct half to
three-quarters of their errors due to the fact thwye unclear about the grammar
concepts involved. One student remarked: “I doaite clear concepts of the parts of

speech. | know the codes, but I'm not clear ablo@igrammar” (2004, p.296-297).

Lalande (1982) found that students who receivedrent error feedback were better
able to make more improvements in writing than éhe#go received direct error
feedback or overt correction (1982, p.147). Howgeube adoption of indirect

feedback strategies with the use of codes has toabhdled with care as there is the

prior assumption that learners have a good undeisig of the metalanguage and
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concepts in relation to the grammatical terms usethe correct code. Findings in
Berry’s research (1995) on language teaching an@larguage have indicated a big
gap between teachers’ and students’ knowledge ¢dlmguistic terms. If the study
finds that students’ knowledge of grammatical texotogy in relation to errors is weak,
the effectiveness of the correction code as a mehresror feedback is called into
qguestion. This difficulty is in relation to out-@wout errors of form. |If that is
difficult for students, it is only reasonable tosasie that corrections or adaptations
related to ideas and meaning will similarly be dstacle for students as they grapple
with teacher notes on their work, assuming it isreaven provided. The inability of
students to effectively make use of meaning-reléedback, which is recommended
in syllabus documents as outlined above, is undedstble as meaning errors fall into
the category of ‘comprehending’ and in order to emakcorrection, the writer/reader
has to detect something wrong with the meanindneftéxt. Errors of comprehension
often “require a writer/reader to process more taaentence of text; that is, they are
usually super-sentential” (Hull, 1987, p.12). Tarect meaning errors, text processing
skills of a higher order are required. It is, #fere, not difficult to explain why
meaning errors are more difficult to fix than sadarrors. It is the time when students
most need the help of teachers for further explanaind clarification and the written

feedback provided for students may not be adedoatddress their needs and concerns.

2.4.3 Correction: teacher or student responsibility?
When students were asked by Lee who they think Idhba responsible for error

correction, almost half of the students (45%) thdubat it was their teacher’s job to
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locate and correct errors for students (2004, p.300uring the interview, when
students were asked whether it was the teachespomsibility or the students’
responsibility to correct errors, a majority of ddats replied that it was the teacher’s
responsibility. Students gave various reasons sigcthat students are too lazy, and
teachers being more competent than the studentsrror correction. From the
students’ perspective, since teachers can do eoroection better, they should then do
the job. As one student remarked, “I don’t thinlcdn locate the mistakes. The
teacher’s responsibility is greater. Since my feaaling is not good, | think teachers
should locate the mistakes for me” (Lee, 2004, @.30 These perceptions reflect the
general culture of teaching and learning in Hongé{as outlined in the Introduction; a
culture where teachers are seen as having prineaponsibility to tell students what it

is that they need to know.

In a similar vein, when responding to the probleérstadents having difficulties with the
use of the error codes to revise their texts, eaelter in Lee’s study said it would be
better for the teacher to correct the errors fergtudents instead of making them seek
individual help. As she reported, “When student&’'dunderstand the codes, they
come to ask me individually. I'd rather correat #rrors for them because | don’t want
all of them to come out and ask for the correctiq@904, p.295). The unwillingness

of teachers to give individual help to studenta ause of concern as it seems to suggest
that the teacher respondents generally adopt antiedoalised approach in response to
student writing and are not prepared to build m@hsthips with the students to have a

better understanding of their problems and needtheaprocess approach advocates.
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2.4.4 Perceived impact of current error correction practices

With regard to teachers’ evaluation of their erroorrection practices in the
questionnaire survey, over half of the teacher®g6ihought their error correction
practices brought about some student progress daracy with only 9%, however,
reporting that they thought their students were intalgood progress. Only a very
small number of teachers thought that the maingaef error correction was to help
students locate errors, to encourage them to teflecthose errors, and to promote
self-learning (Lee, 2004, p.299-230). This indiffiet attitude of English language
teachers in Hong Kong is worrying as teachers mmtgaken appropriate measures to
help solve students’ problems in their writing. adkers’ readiness to adopt a direct
error feedback strategy to comply with studentguest is really ironical because it
should be the students who should be given morertymties to acquire the editing
skills through practising and not the teachers véne supposed to have already

mastered the writing skills.

Regarding the limitations of written-only feedbagkndt suggested that certain aspects
of texts could only be adequately addressed in-tadace conferences: .. minor
points of language or style could be cleared uprmi®ans of a written comment, but
major points relating to meaning and organizatieaded to be clarified, explained, and
negotiated through discussion and dialogue” (1998)0). The use of teacher-student
conferencing as another mode of feedback can ke aseboth teachers and students
tend to be positive about the opportunities thatfe@nces can offer and research

suggests that students typically receive more fed@d usable comments than through
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written feedback (Zamel, 1985). Conrad and Goids(®999), in their case study,
recommend that when revision problems are of a mglmigal, abstract nature, they are
best dealt with through face-to-face discussionsvéen the teacher and the student

rather than through written commentary (1999, p)173

The attitude of students reflected in the questamen as described above, is a cause for
concern as motivation to learn a second languagenseived by Gardner (1979) as “a
combination of a positive attitude (desire) to ettie language and effort expended in
that direction” (1979, p.205). Belcher & Liu (2QGuggest that students who relinquish
power to their teachers would like to be told ratien take the initiative to direct their
own learning (2004, p.5). With low motivation, démts are less likely to take teacher
feedback seriously (Lee, 2008, p.157). This hdstamental effect on the development
of student writing ability. Regarding this, Wallk&iElias (1987) commented that if only
written feedback is provided for the students, thée interaction between teacher and
students stops there” (1987, p.266), whereas angritonference can provide a setting
“for the development of a student’s ability to eefl critically on his or her own work, the

content, and the cognitive processes involvedaayeing the writing” (1987, p.267).

The above discussion on the state of play regargiagtices and attitudes about
feedback in Hong Kong highlights the need for alééive modes and purposes of
feedback. This study will examine whether this chemn be met by including
teacher-student conferences as part of the feediepektoire. The following section
will examine underpinning theory and findings refjag the use of teacher-student

conferencing in both L1 and L2 as an alternativenfof feedback on student writing.
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2.5 Overview of teacher-student conferencing

The research about teacher-student conferencingdwsuggest that this form of
feedback is a useful addition to teaching and Ilagrof writing in a second language
programme. In the literature, feedback sessiomwdsm the teacher and the student
have been recommended as avenues for clarificatioreaning, through teacher-student
interaction, and are vital for writing developméetg., Calkins, 1986, Carnicelli, 1980,
Gere & Stevens, 1985, Murray, 1985, and Zamel, 198Peacher-student conferencing,
a form of meeting between teacher and student wiheréeacher can provide student
writer(s) with verbal feedback through a face-toefaencounter, stands on firm
theoretical ground. Some of that ground will beared in this section, with attention
to descriptions and definitions, underpinning theorand studies outlining the

contributions and/or pitfalls of conferencing in &td L2 teaching and learning.

25.1 Defining teacher-student conferencing

As writing conferences originated in the US, muhhe research on conferencing has
been conducted in the L1 context (Carnicelli, 198@aves, 1983, and Murray, 1985).
Graves (1983) commented that the writing conferes@e conversation between writer
and reader about a piece of work in progress, wioicks simple on the outside and yet,
he maintains is highly complex (1983, p.190). Hors, there needs to be some sort of
protocol for conducting feedback within conferenceBowen (1993), for example,
suggests a number of guidelines for conferencdmetoonducted, such as the writer is
expected to speak first, teachers should keep @ndes focused and ask questions in

relation to the meaning of the text and the writaritentions (1993, p.192). He
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considers it more important to develop studentdacmgnitive awareness (the highest
level of thought processes) rather than be digidaby surface-level errors. All these
could be useful guidelines for conference teachirtdgowever, more important is what is
really going on in the real discourse of writinghferences. Newkirk (1995) suggested
that the teacher’s working with the student andrtimgeracting with one another can
increase student engagement and participation dbald result in improvement of
writing (1995, p.195). By looking at the interacti patterns, discourse strategies, and
the roles of teacher and student during the conéexeit can easily be observed that
conference discourse is marked with dynamics; uwhaping on with the participants
cannot be fully anticipated, as “the cross purposesresistances, the concealed feelings
and attitudes— the unsaid and unsayable are surely a part ofngritonferences”

(Newkirk, 1995, p.195).

The social context profoundly affects writing deohent. Newkirk (1989) explores
the notion of ownership in the social process whiololves interaction between the
writer and the reader: “To a degree, the studemtsolws or her paper, but the paper is
intended for others.. [and] ... to a degree, the writing is also owned by its eead
There is a constant interplay between audience imtgthtion” (1989, p.329). The
interaction of the writer and the reader plays i ethis social process. For example,
Grabe and Kaplan (1996) comment that in the socaaltext of the classroom,
teacher-student interactions, which mirror studeitth wider world interactions, play a
crucial role in the development of students’ wgtiability as the teacher, playing the

role of a reader, may influence the way the wniteites (1996, p.380). Students are
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provided with the opportunity to negotiate “thegal intentions to communicate with
real audience expectations” (1996, p.389). Theeeftor example, in the case of
academic writing, there is the need to sensitisdesits to the awareness of audience to
meet the expectations of the academic discoursenconty, leading to more effective
academic writing. Providing students with a readliance is, therefore, essential in
this social process, with teachers taking on the obintermediate audience to prepare

students for their real audience.

So, then, conferencing is a highly interactive psscwithin which students potentially

become more socialised into writing practices.

2.5.2 Theoretical underpinnings

The focus on interaction in conferencing is a gjrordicator of a major underpinning
theory, social constructivism. In fact, teachedsnht conferencing is an exemplification
of the social constructivist theory whereby thechea interacts with the student writer
in the reconstruction of the current draft throdgbte-to-face interaction. In composition
theory, social constructivist theory was introdutiedbugh the work of Bruffee (1986).
He claimed that language is “social” in nature gabple are inter-related to one
another through the sharing of meaning, commuminatand knowledge which they
mutually construct. A writer who is writing on hts her own is connected to others
because of the consideration of an audience fomwtie writer is writing. In other
words, a writer is always a part of society, coneeédy language with others in the

society through a network of shared ideas exprefizedigh language. As Bruffee
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(1986) explained, “We use language primarily tom joommunities we do not yet belong

to and to cement our membership in communitiesiveady belong to” (1986, p.784).

Social constructivists hold the view that languagd learning occur through interaction
with society. Wygotsky (1978, p.85) explained trstidents have two levels of
language development. The first is the “actualetlgwmental level”, which is the
level in which they can work without assistance.owdver, they also have a second
level, the level of potential development; whichthe level in which they could work
with the help of a teacher to help them go beyortthtwthey can currently do.
Wgotsky (1978) called the space between these lewvels the ‘zone of proximal

development’ and defined it as:

... the distance between the actual development level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration
with more capable peers.

(Wgotsky, 1978, p.85)

In this process, the teacher plays the role of xgmeeenced writer who can offer
support to students to help them progress. Frafygatskian point of view, it is the
collaboration between teacher and student thatsHelgter the language development
of student writers. In this way, teacher-studenmtferencing can be seen as a tool for

realising the potential of zone of proximal devetamnt.
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Sperling (1991) continues the argument for a sgeaspective on conferencing with the
notion that the construction of written language wnting conferences should be
expanded from cognitive development to social dgvelent. She believes that the
private teacher-student talk in writing conferente$the variable social drama of the
composing process” (1991, p.132). In her investigawith 3 ninth-grade students, she
found that the fleeting moment of talk had not othlg effect of confirming a student’s
original plan in writing but also that it was thenwersational context that contributed to

critical thought processes which are unique aral tatthe process of composing.

Barnes (1990) extended the theoretical understgndih the ‘talk’ element of
conferences with his belief on the connections betwspoken and written language, and
using one to enhance the other. His theory onaatkwriting is based on the premise
that students “have already taken possession oplesnways of making sense of the
world ... for the social and cognitive skills they have deped in various contexts in
and out of school provide their most valuable resesias learners” (Barnes, 1990, p.54).
He claimed that students have more experiencdkasddahan as readers or writers, and
suggested the mobilisation of their experienceetwesthe learning of writing. He saw
teacher-student conferencing as beneficial, siheeone-to-one conferencing between
teacher and student is both an internal and eXteaog as the student writer is
performing an internal act of reflective dialogusdaat the same time engaging in an
external act with the teacher to clarify textualameg. The communication of writing
with the reader, both the intended audience andeheher as a representative of that

audience, is a social activity involving interacsoamong members of a discourse
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community. In this way, teacher-student confenegotan be regarded as a type of
collaborative, or social, learning in which thedsat writer is afforded the experience of
having a real reader giving responses to his ooter writing, while the teacher helps
develop a draft through probing and supporting whier in revising the draft and

evaluating decisions. Many of the supposed benefitteacher-student conferencing

are linked to this interactive quality in the teichlearning process.

2.5.3 Benefits of conferencing

Rose (1982) commented that writing conferencesfamutual benefit to both students and
teacher because a meeting on a one-to-one basiedmestudent and teacher provides the
latter with the opportunity to push the former itkinking more deeply in discussions
(1982, p.326). Assuming the role of an intereseatlier, the teacher makes the student
realise the need to be able to explain and pusadris or her own ideas to another person.
Similarly, the teacher, as a reader and a criéin, also benefit from the conference in the
sense that the teacher can gauge the student'sstaming of comments, thereby
making himself or herself understood more fully.osB's views coincided with those of
Carnicelli (1980) who also expressed support fer cbnference method as being more

effective in providing feedback on writing becao$¢he interactive quality:

... all the forms have the same essential features: only two parties, a teacher
and a student, not a teacher and a class. The conversation between these
two parties, rather than statements or written comments by only one, is the
strength of the conference method.

(Carnicelli, 1980, p.101)
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His rationale in support of the conference meth®dhat the individual nature of a
teacher-student conference can offer student writerdeep sense of security; the
amount of feedback provided in a teacher-studentetence is often greater than an
equal amount of time spent on written commentang #he two-way communication
between teacher and student in a conference can @bfportunities for clarification
and negotiation and promote self-learning amondesttiwriters as they are required to
take an active role in the communication procesariicelli, 1980, p.105-111).
Echoing Carnicelli’'s views, Bowen (1993) also sugjgehat “effective conferences are
characterized by reversible role relationships”93,9p.191) and that teacher-student
conference sessions can “provide the opportunityigouss both process and product”
(1993, p.191) and provide the impetus for the write reflect on his/her writing
process, including adjusting content accordingh dudience and purpose of writing.
This process of reflection can not only help thétevrimprove the text as a product
itself, but can also raise his/her awareness imiiteng process, an awareness which is

conducive to the development of the student adfantiere writer.

McAndrew & Reigstad (2001) also commented that Heastudent conferencing is a
form by which the teacher plays the role of a @aturtor who is ready to work with the
student writer towards a common goal (2001, p.A).student writer who spends time
talking to a tutor may experience the feeling ofngecared for. As the teacher
encourages and gives responses in each sessiosiutient grows and develops an
individual voice as a writer. The encouragemek upport given to the student writers

in the process of writing can ultimately lead te tingoing literary growth of the writer.
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Working with the teacher face-to-face can provideaaenue for meeting a real and
immediate audience. The work of Barnes (1990) whggr the teacher as a
representative of the discourse community has dyréeeen noted. Sperling (1990)
continues this theme by recognising the role of teacher as a mediator and
communicator of the target culture, community nowhsnterpreting and constructing

discourse, and rules of interaction.

Though empirical evidence on the effects of writoanferences is extremely limited
especially with regard to L2 writers (Ferris, 20@340), it seems uncontroversial to
suggest, based on the outline above, that teatiderds conferences are an effective
means of providing teacher feedback to studentsomeS teachers have even
commented that teaching by conference is evenrlidtie instructional practice in the
classroom. All conferences are not equal, howeard, these benefits are contingent

on conferences being conducted in a certain way.

2.5.4 Format and qualities of successful conferences

A number of studies have identified differencesassn successful and unsuccessful
conferences. In a study by Walker & Elias (1987}lwe teacher-student reflections on
writing conferences and their level of satisfactwith their work, it was found that the
focus of successful conferences was on the studedtsheir work and not the tutor and
his or her agenda. The low-rated conferences werainated by the tutor and
contained repeated requests for explanations, refiipethe tutor or student or both.

Walker & Elias (1987) hypothesized that
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the most successful conferences would be those in which students
participated most actively (talked most) and, in the best conferences, the
agenda would be evaluation of the students’ work: tutors evaluating
students’ work and students practicing evaluating, that is, learning how to

reflect on and critically assess their work

(Walker & Elias, 1987, p.268)

They further commented that successful conferemmesided students with the

opportunities to reflect critically on their writiavork and writing processes, whereas
unsuccessful conferences are those which are taken by the tutors and tend to
“exclude student participation in the evaluatiorogass or to preclude evaluation

altogether” (1987, p.282).

Murray (1985) expressed his view that students tla@eesponsibility to initiate during
the conferences and claims that “it is the resylityi of the student to write and make
the first evaluation of his or her experiment inam@g” (1985, p.148). Newkirk
(1989) agrees with the notion of student contradl amtiation of the agenda, also
suggesting that students should take up the caatvensl and evaluative responsibility
during the conference. Newkirk acknowledges thaind) the conference, the students
need to play a “paradoxical’ role and be put inasrkward situation of becoming an
actor taking on the role of members of an acadexmmmunity during the conference
and having to evaluate his or her writing, to addrthe teacher’s questions and make
decisions even though they realise that it is tteacher, who is supposed to be more

knowledgeable, who is the real member of the academmmunity (1989, p.318).
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During the conference, the teacher should encoutagstudent to take extended turns
to evaluate and make progress with the texts ustdely. However, it was found that
some students could not cope with the taking uphisf responsibility and adopted an
avoidance strategy in answering teacher’s questionsome conferences. This
reflected that a student could “shift conversaticeaponsibility back to the teacher”
(Newkirk, 1995, p. 207). The unwillingness of ad#nt to actively participate in the
conference may affect the quality of conferencéd/hen the student has difficulties in
engaging in conversational roles, for example ngldlaborated turns and responding to
the teacher, the participants need to reconfidue toles. Newkirk’s studies pinpoint
some role conflicts and difficulties for the stuti@m writing conferences and this can
further be complicated by the diverse roles oftdaeher. The impact of this reality in
the Hong Kong context will be addressed in the &spter regarding research design,

especially the nature of conferences offered is shidy.

According to Newkirk (1989), the agenda to be cederis crucial in writing
conferences. He noted that “unless a commonlyealjtgpon agenda is established,
a conference can run on aimlessly and leave bothcijpants with the justifiable
feeling that they wasted time” (1989, p.318). Kman & Sperling (1985) also
conducted an investigation about how teacher-studateractions in writing
conferences affected written language instructiowd dow teacher and student
interactions in writing conferences affected teagHearning relationship. They
noted that if the teacher and student concernsndidmatch, they were likely to be

“talking at cross purposes” (1985, p.117).
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The quality of conferences depends to a great extenhe teachers’ attitude, whether
teachers should adopt a positive, supportive,catitor confrontational attitude, has

always been a dilemma among writing teachers. Rawm(1997) suggests that:

tutors should try to establish a peer/peer relationship with the students to
replace the hierarchical mode of instruction (high-status teachers passing
knowledge down to low-status students) with a collaborative model in which
the tutors and students become co-learners.

(Pemberton, 1997, p.14)

The readiness of teachers to assume the role edder, offer encouragement, ask the
right questions, and make specific suggestionsdwising and listening to the student
work may affect teacher-student perceptions of exanices (Carnicelli, 1980). Teachers’
adoption of a flexible approach in catering for theeds of individual students in
conferences is one of the main benefits which iseabin a traditional classroom

where a transmission mode of teaching and leanmiegails.

255 Teacher and student roles

The discussion above makes clear that the natutleedaieacher and student interaction
is crucial to the conferencing process. Thoughingiconferences are situated events
involving the teacher and the student, it is dfifficult to understand the precise
mechanics of the teacher and student interactionglthe conference in relation to the
improvement of writing skills. However, any intet@n implies particular roles and

relationships between the interlocutors, and tinelkiof roles that teachers and students

64



are willing to take in conferences are importarsperling (1991) noted that different
teacher-student encounters reflected differenbnetof “student roles, personal ease in
engaging an adult interlocutors or authority figuoe willingness to verbalize their

writing efforts to a more experienced teacher” (1,.99155).

Goldstein & Conrad (1990, p.456-457) examined thadeanced ESL writers’ texts,
conference transcripts, and revisions to determim@w discussions in the
teacher-student conference influenced studentsesjtent revisions as well as the role
that negotiation of meaning plays in students’ sgscin revising their texts. The
findings revealed that there was considerable tranaamong the three students as to
their willingness and ability to initiate topicsrfdiscussion and to negotiate meaning
with their teachers in the conferences. The rebeas also found that changes to the
drafts that were based on what had been negotistiecben the teacher and the student
in the conferences were most likely to result iocessful revisions to the students’ texts.
Goldstein & Conrad (1990) revealed that there weacher domination in the
conferences. For example, the teacher nominatedothics, did most of the talking,
and used questions to engage students in the gtitara Apart from this, there was
also variation in the discourse produced in thefer@mce as the teacher might find it
necessary to adjust to the students’ individuatalisse style and reinforce it, whether
or not this resulted in active student participatio the conference. The findings of
this study are supported by findings in other sgsadiFreedman & Sperling, 1985, and
Sperling, 1990). It was also found that there wengations across students in the way

they interact with the teacher in a conference,efaample, in terms of topic initiation
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and responding styles. The kinds of discoursdegjies used by the teacher and the

student and reasons for their variation are rielraes for further research.

2.5.6 Impact of student ability and proficiency on conference roles and relationships

In Patthey-Chavez & Ferris’s study (1997), theyreieed first drafts, conference
transcripts, revisions, and final drafts of theagsassignment of eight students, four
of whom were ESL writers and four of whom were watEnglish speakers (1997,
p.84). These eight students were subdivided imtong and weak writers. The
findings of their study revealed that “strong” aridreak” writers performed
differently in conferences: the stronger studeetsded to be more assertive about
expressing their opinions, thus resulting in moieeat exchanges between the
teacher and the student. As for the weaker stgdéhé conference seemed to be
more teacher-dominated, and the interactions betwke teacher and the student
tended to be shorter. All these eight studentessirevised their texts in ways that
could be directly traced to the conference inpuithwthe stronger students
demonstrating more autonomy and skill, whereaswbeker students just followed
the suggestions of the teachers in the confereb@87( p.84). Patthey-Chavez &
Ferris (1997) concluded that in view of the diffieces in ability, personality, and
cultural backgrounds of the student writers, quatitie and qualitative differences in
students’ willingness to discuss and participatévely in conferences are to be
expected (1997, p.86). Teachers’ readiness tosadpe instructional strategies in
order to cater to these differences is an encongagign for providing effective

individual instructions to students.
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Freedman & Sperling (1985) also observed that siisdef different proficiency levels
received different treatment from teachers durlgdonferences. They examined the
conferences of four native-speaker students: twgh-Achieving students and two
low-achieving students. It was found that the kaghieving students were able to
elicit more praise from the teacher, and were @wito return for more conferences,
whereas the low-achieving students tended to aitigpics that “alienated” the teachers.
Freedman & Sperling (1985) concluded that there wasation in interactions in
conferences and that although teachers often tietd students equally, they were not
always able to do this (1985, p.128). Of course of the points of conferencing is
that there will be differences in interactive patte and that “these differences in
conversational interaction signal the possibilityddferential instruction” (Freedman &
Sperling, 1985, p.128). However, teachers needxtrcise caution so that different
patterns of interaction do not disadvantage pddictypes of students. Further
investigation on the teacher-student interactiowiiting conferences, particularly as it

relates to student differences, is needed to egplase issues in other contexts.

2.5.7 Teacher rolesin L2 contexts

It is worth considering whether the relatively lted language repertoires of students in
L2 contexts contributes to teachers assuming a Iimadiional, teacher-as-expert role
than has been reported in L1 studies on confergnciBome L2 studies on conferencing
have examined the interaction patterns in writingferences and compared them with
classroom discourse (e.g., Sperling, 1990, andhbjic& Watson-Gegeo, 1989). In

Ulichny & Watson-Gegeo’s ethnographic study witktlsigraders in a multi-ethnic
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school, it was found that the teacher’s authority acontrol of knowledge and
communication were played out in the conferenceradtion. The authors claimed
that despite “some variation, ‘find-and-fix’ cortemn routines were the most
common strategy the teacher employed’ in confergh(989, p.315). They noted
that this resembled the traditional classroom sitman which the teacher had a high

degree of control.

However, this is not consistently the case, auifit results were found in McCarthey’s
examination of two writing teachers, teaching irotdifferent multi-cultural schools
(1992). She found that the teachers being invegsiitjrole-shifted across conferences.
One teacher changed from being an editor to a stegypaof student writing, while the
other teacher shifted from supporting students gmally to intervening in student
writing. The change of the teacher’s conceptiothef purpose of the conference was
due to the increase in the teacher’s involvemedt etperiences with students. The
subjects expressed their view that the teacherldhmt only give students emotional
support, but also intervene to improve studentdste McCarthey (1992) highlighted
the potential for teachers to change their rolethiwithe writing conferences and she
concluded that “writing conferences do not necélgsaave to replicate traditional

classroom interaction patterns in which the teacberects mistakes” (1992, p.79).

2.5.8 Cultural factorsin conferenceinteractions
Teacher-student interactions across conferencts dlibm one another and one factor
contributing to these differences is culture. #sctited above show teacher flexibility

in role adaptation for conferences. However, thesdies focus on English speaking
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teachers who are conferencing for L2 learners ofligim in an English speaking
environment. Teacher responses towards nativenanehative English backgrounds
could be very different, and teachers from différeackgrounds could well experience
different levels of difficulty in adjusting the nae of their teaching roles. Goldstein &
Conrad (1990) concluded that the students in stady used different rules from their
own culture to interpret how much teachers andestted control the discourse when
interacting with each other. Moreover, differingpgs-cultural expectations about the
teacher-student relationship could affect inteaactidifferently across conferences
(Freedman & Sperling, 1985). Patthey-Chavez & iBgk997) similarly refer to the
cultural effects that impact on conferencing dyr@nespecially as the cultural effects
interact with differing degrees of English profieey and composition experience (1997,
p.85). Some studies on conferencing examinedeatid non-native English students’
conference interactions and drew a reasonable wsioal that differential instruction
from the teachers towards high-achievers and Idweaers were found across
conferences, so that culture and proficiency lebelsome joint indicators of potential
differences in conference interactions (Freedmadp&rling, 1985, and Patthey-Chavez
& Ferris, 1997). However, as stated, their studiay involved the native English
language teachers and little research on the fateronative English teachers has been
carried out. There is a need to fill this gap utufe studies, a gap which this present

study attempts to fill.

Newkirk (1995, p.212) has concluded that “role4shgf” is evidenced in the process of

conferencing. The teacher may shift to asking tpes to direct the conference, and
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let the student learn the language and expectatibasconference performance. This
act of “saving face” can preserve a collective seaf teacher-student competence.
This is an insightful study of native English sp@gkstudents in terms of pedagogical
and social relationships in conferencing. Howeveris not clear whether these
findings can be applied to non-native English stislebut it stands to reason that
students learning English as an L2 would certam®ed to learn the language and

expectations of conferencing at least as much asskts of the language.

The conference participants’ communication styled attitudes toward power relations
may also vary across cultures. Sperling (199lijndahat one of the Asian-American
students’ quiet manner reflected culturally derivedpect for authority. As Sperling
did not provide adequate evidence for her claimualooltural stereotypes of Asians
tending to respect authority, more investigatiores rieeded to support her arguments.
Moreover, Sperling (1991) described the case offemcstudent as a “teacher-pleasing
student” (p.150), reflecting a vocal collaboratiade and feeling out what the teacher
wants. It would be interesting to find out if oth&udents have the same perception

towards the teacher and to find out how they intrigacher comments on their essays.

While the ‘respect’ issue is unsubstantiated, aather-pleasing attitudes may not
be culturally located, it is relevant to consideorty Kong teacher and student
attitudes about roles and responsibilities as patliin the Introduction, and the
possible impact on the nature of interactions iacteer-student conferencing in

Hong Kong schools.
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26  Conclusion

Feedback is crucial for a writer to learn about strengths and weaknesses of his/her
writing so that he/she can go about revising hrsikerk to make it more effective.
Feedback should address both the meaning and fbthe avritten work, although not
necessarily at the same time, depending on studsds. Effective feedback enables
students to develop awareness of good writing andhprove the quality not only of
their current piece of writing but also subsequartes. Therefore, writing teachers
should consider the advantages and disadvantagd® afifferent modes of teacher
feedback delivery. Likewise, they should take iatcount real-world constraints such
as the number of students they teach and studem@f€rence for modes of feedback
delivery may vary extensively depending on theirspaality, cultural expectations, or
learning style. However, identifying the most effiee mode of feedback remains an
open and important question that is yet to be erplempirically and investigated
thoroughly within the classroom context. The reseaited in thid iterature Review
suggests the efficacy of teacher-student confemgnes a tool in the delivery and
negotiation of the kind of feedback which studemed. Given that different cultures
may experience the benefits of conferencing diffdye it becomes significant to
investigate the relative benefits of this form ekdback in the Hong Kong context.

The next chapter will describe in detail how thidl ive achieved.
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Chapter 3

3. RESEARCH DESIGN

In this chapter Section 3.1 provides the ratioriatehe adoption of a mixed methods

approach (the use of both quantitative and quisdgatpproaches) as the most effective
way to address all the aims and questions of teareh study. The aims and questions
which support the investigation of the main hypstheare presented here. Section 3.2
gives an overall description of the research desigihis study. Section 3.3 discusses
the validity, reliability, and ethical issues inlaton to the research design. This is

followed by Section 3.4, which explains how theadatll be obtained and analysed.

3.1 Mixed methods approach for thisstudy

Both quantitative and qualitative methods are agbpor this study due to the fact that
the first and the second research questions insthidy can best be answered using a
guantitative approach (use of an experiment) wisetteathird research question can best
be answered using a qualitative approach (use oin@mview). In the following
discussion, there is first of all a discussionhaf tharacteristics of experimental research

before justifying its use for this study.

3.1.1 Advantagesin using an experimental approach

Positivists hold the view that the acquisition ehgine knowledge can be acquired by
means of observation and experiment, an approasbrided by Beck (1979) as a
“tough-minded orientation to facts and natural mhmeana” (1979, p.27). According to

Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2001), the tenets of stifec faith are based on the core
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belief that events have causes and they are detednidy other circumstances (2001,
p.10). Scientists have the dual role of not oxlyi@ining causal links among events but
also of formulating laws to explain happeningsha tworld around them, thus giving a
firm basis for prediction and control. In shohtetultimate aim of science is to develop
theories which Kerlinger (1970) defined as “a seinterrelated constructs (concepts),
definitions, and propositions that presents a syatie view of phenomena by specifying
relations among variables, with the purpose of&xrpig and predicting the phenomena”
(1970,p.11). Hypotheses, defined by Kerlinger 9&s “conjectural statements, a
tentative proposition, about the relation betweeo br more observed (sometimes
unobservable, especially in psychology and educapbenomena or variables,” (1970,
p.14) are generated from theories and help scientes identify critical areas for

investigation and to test the stated relations antba variables.

Notions of “experiment”, “independent variable” €jgendent variable” and “educational
research” are important within this paradigm. Wieag(1995) defines “experiment” as a
“research situation in which at least one variabkdled the experimental variable, is
deliberately manipulated or varied by the reseafdfpel05). The term “experimental

variable” also commonly referred to as the “indegeati variable” is explained by Cohen,
Manion & Morrison (2001) as a change made by tiseaecher to the value of one
variable in an experimental situation in order tiserve the effect of that change on
another variable — called the “dependent varia(#601, p.211). The term “educational
research” is defined by Mouly (1978) as “the systgmand scholarly application of the

scientific method, interpreted in its broadest sen® the solution of educational
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problems” (1978, p.4). Fraenkel & Wallen (2005iki that two conditions need to be
satisfied before an experiment can be performetie fifst one is that there must at least
be two or more methods that are compared so asmpare the effects of particular
conditions or “treatments”. The second one is i@t independent variable (the
treatment) is directly manipulated by the research€hange is planned for and
deliberately manipulated in order to study its eff§) on one or more outcome (the

dependent variable) (2005, p.268).

Since the aim of this study is to find whether teaestudent conferencing can lead to
greater improvement in both content and grammadicaliracy as a result of the different
treatment students receive, the mode of the fed&dtieat students receive from the
teacher is the independent variable. In this cHs®,use of an experiment is most
appropriate as it allows the researcher to manipulae independent variable (the
experimental group receiving verbal feedback amddbntrol group receiving written
feedback) and observe or measure the groups regadifferent treatments (for example,
by means of a post-test) to note any differencies tfe treatment has been administered.
If the average scores of the groups on the posdtesliffer and researchers can exert
good control over the extraneous variables, soethier no possible alternative
explanation of results, they can reasonably andhbigl conclude that the treatment did
have an effect and is the likely cause of the difiee. Thus, an experimental method is

adopted for this study.

However, the use of experiments in researched$asnstraints. One cause of concern

is that performing experiments on individuals haserbcriticised as undermining life and
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mind. lons (1977) is very much concerned with tthehumanizing effect of
experimentation. He finds the use of quantifiatté¢a to interpret human behaviour
unacceptable as the findings presented are not eefaesentation of the human being.
To him, a study which “explore[s] and elucidatefsd gritty circumstances of the human
condition” is a better way to study human behavid@77, p.154). Hampden-Turner
(1970) also comments that a social scientist's vigdviauman beings that is based on
scientific positivism should be discarded as sualea focuses just on the repetitive,
predictable and invariant aspects of the persomreds “what human beings regard as
important and salient in their lives are their nowed non-repetitive activities” and not
“precise and invariable patterns of behaviour” @9p.7). Habermas (1972) also
concedes to the view that any positivist approaickozial science research fails to
provide satisfactory answers to questions aboubirtapt areas of life (1972, p.300).
Indeed this criticism coincides with the comment \Wittgenstein’s (1974) who
recapitulates the inadequacies of the positivipt@gch in understanding life by stating:
“when all possible scientific questions have begdressed they have left untouched the

main problems of life” (1974, p.73, 6.52).

These of course are fairly extreme views about tGiadive or experimental research,
comments which probably apply more closely to labmy-based experiments than to
attempts to manage variables in a “real” situatfon the ultimate benefit of the
experimental participants. However, the pointéacthat experimental research, while
offering a reliable interpretation of a repeatatkd¢ of conditions, does not necessarily

give the full story about any educational situation
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3.1.2 Advantagesin using interviews

Although objective data for this study could beadhd using an experimental approach,
such results would be unable to provide distinciiv®rmation on the participants’
attitudes towards the different modes of feedbatkvating, namely, written feedback
and teacher-student conferencing and hence todmdnswer to the third research
guestion for the study: What is the affective remmoof students to teacher-student

conferencing?

Therefore, the qualitative approach of using aarinéw is incorporated into the research
design. One of the main advantages of using irges/in educational research is that
they provide a very flexible method of data colieet Researchers can adopt different
approaches when collecting research informatioméet their research objectives. If
the purpose of the study is to obtain numericaku@l or objective data across cohorts, it
is expected that the data obtained will be moradstadised and quantitative. On the
other hand, if the purpose of the study is to aequinique, non-standardised information
about how individuals view the world, the intervieewwill veer towards qualitative

open-ended unstructured interviewing.

Borg (1963) points out that the use of intervievowt flexibility in the collection of
relevant research data and almost certainly gueganthat the researcher can gain a
higher response rate and more comprehensive infmnm#nan if questionnaires alone
are used (1963, p.221). The advantage of condugctiterviews is explained by
Tuckman (1999) as providing “access to what isidesa person’s head’ ... [making] it

possible to measure what a person knows (knowledgeformation), what a person
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likes or dislikes (values and preferences), andtwehagerson thinks (attitudes and
beliefs)” (1999, p.237). It enables the researth@btain important data that cannot so
validly be obtained through other methods of daikection such as observation or

survey research.

There are many types of interviews. Patton (19&ftpgorises interviews into four
different types; informal conversational interviefm®n-directive interviews), interview
guide approaches (semi-structured interviews/fatusaterviews), standardised
open-ended interviews (unstructured interviews)] atosed quantitative interviews
(structured interviews) (1980, p.206). Althougltleaf these interview types has both
its advantages and disadvantages, the discusdiow fecuses on justifying the choice

of the semi-structured interview as a method fa $tudy.

In this study, the semi-structured interview waeéd as this kind of interview was
deemed most likely to elicit the kind of researdtadneeded to answer one of the
research questions. As Morrison (1993) suggestd)aws in-depth probing while
permitting the interviewer to keep the informantivim the parameters of the research
study (1993, p.66). At the same time, the questi@sked of the interviewees touch
on personal opinions about learning preferenced,tla@se are better explored in an
in-depth interview in order to allow the students disclose their feelings to an

individual directly concerned with the issues amdha

To conduct this kind of interview, a written list questions is prepared prior to the

interview to ensure that all relevant topics areered. Open-ended questions are often
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used in this type of interview, allowing the intewer to probe further into the responses
of the informant and to clear up any misunderstageli In short, there is structure
which assists data collection and analysis, buthetsame time, scope for flexibility in
pursuing particular lines of thought raised by jgrants. This format offers more
systematic and comprehensive data than unstruciatedviews, but allows greater
flexibility and responsiveness to emerging isstes toccurs with structured interviews,
which restrict participants possible responseshs &ny answers given may not be

adequate representatives of their opinions or tsitus

However, the use of interviews in educational regeas not without disadvantages.
Gillham (2000, p.9) and Drever (2003, p.2) shae\tlew that interviewing is a very

time-consuming process especially when it is cotetlon a one-to-one basis. The
process of collating and evaluating the large arhofidata obtained in interviews can be
a daunting task for the researcher especially vemayzing the content. Kvale (1996)
expresses concern over the validity of data obtafnem unstructured interviews or

semi-structured interviews as the experience,itrgjrand communication and interpretive

skills of the interviewer can affect the qualityd#ta obtained (1996, p.126).

Having considered the aims of conducting this stadg the relevance of the various
interview types for this study, in spite of any gie shortcomings as noted by Kvale
(1996), the semi-structured interview is justifiggl most relevant for the first and third
research aims, and the final research questidno$tudy: aims and questions to do with

students’ attitudes and preferences.
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3.1.3 Balanced approach to address study aims and guiding questions

As has been outlined above, in this study, the solof quantitative and qualitative
approaches is not a case of either or, but on hagh eontribute to the body of
educational knowledge and understanding. The amopt a mixed methods approach
enables the researcher to pursue a more balangedaah in pursuit of a deeper
understanding of classroom realities regarding daekl on writing. Strategies have
been drawn from both according to how they besteaeha balance of reliability and

validity in addressing the following aims and quess.

This study aims to investigate:

¢ Students’ reactions to different modes of feedbaonkwriting, namely, written

feedback or verbal feedback (conferencing).

¢ Means of enhancing the effectiveness of Englisichers’ commentaries and

students’ revisions.

¢ Whether or not the interest of students in legyrimglish can be enhanced by

improving their writing abilities.

The above aims are guided by the following resequastions:

¢ Does teacher-student conferencing lead to grempgovement of content in student

writing than the use of written feedback?
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¢ Does teacher-student conferencing help improve gtanmatical accuracy in

student writing as compared to written feedback?

¢ What is the affective response of students tohterastudent conferencing?

The pursuit of these aims will contribute to thelpof knowledge about teacher-student
conferencing in the Hong Kong context with its wegulture and set of teacher-student

relationship, and guide the research of the mapothesis.

3.1.4 Hypothesis
Teacher-student conferencing can help improve tiitengy ability of students in terms of
content and grammatical accuracy compared to writtedback, and that this improved

writing ability impacts positively on motivation tearn English.

3.2  Research design

The first part of the research design, the proeslfwr conducting the pilot study, is
described in 3.2.1. The procedures adopted fomtam study are outlined in 3.2.2.
Next, 3.2.3 describes how the semi-structuredvigers were conducted. Finally, 3.2.4
describes the rationale for conducting the follgw-conferences and two group
interviews of conference patrticipants after themsaudy was completed, and how they

were conducted.

3.21 Pilot study
A pilot study that lasted for four weeks was cortdddo identify any flaws or weakness

in the research design. Eight 17-year-old studerttseir sixth year of secondary school
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who had all obtained a passing grade (Grade D atB)eHong Kong Certificate of
Education Examination taken upon completion of Secondary five were iagdlin this
pilot study. The aim of the current study was teasure the relative improvement of
each subject before and after the treatment rdtter comparing any improvement
among the subjects. These eight students wereomagdselected from a total
population of 62 Secondary six students from amsgay school in Hong Kong using a
computer program, Excel 2003, with the function RAN ) to generate 8 random
numbers between 0 and 1. The random numbers arentultiplied with the total

number of students (n = 62).

All eight students came from different educatiobatkgrounds having completed their
Secondary five in schools of different bandingsongl Kong schools are categorized
into Band 1, Band 2, or Band 3 with Band 1 schamisolling the most able and
highly-achieving students. Secondary schools ingHdong mostly admit students at
the age of 12 when they start their first yearamfandary education and are likely to stay
until they complete Secondary five. These eigidenhts mainly came from Bands 1 and
2 schools and were admitted to Secondary six iaralBB school due to their low passing
grades at theHong Kong Certificate of Education Examination (students who are
qualified to be admitted to Secondary six are neglio obtain a minimum of eight points
in the best six subjects at thong Kong Certificate of Education Examination upon
completion of their Secondary five. These Secondarstudents will be sitting for the
Advanced Level Examination upon completion of Secondary seven and will beitiddh

to a university if good ratings can be obtainearfribiis examination).
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The eight students were informed that they hadaeh singled out as individuals for the
study, but had been randomly selected in an atteémptudy the general student
population of which they are a part. They were alsiaranteed that their right to
anonymity and confidentiality would not be compreed in any way by taking part in

this study.

After indicating their willingness to be part ofigtproject, the procedures of the study
were explained to them. The eight students weza tandomly assigned to either the
experimental or the control group using the metlasdpreviously described. The

students in both groups followed the same curritulused the same teaching materials,

and were taught by the same teacher-researcher.

A pre-writing test was administered to the eighidsihts before the research was
conducted. See Appendix 1 for the pre-test writagk for the pilot study. (Additional
writing tasks are in the addenda). The pre-writegj was held after school, and each
participant was required to write about 350 wordsaggiven topic within one hour and

fifteen minutes. No feedback on the pre-writingt t@as given.

To enhance the reliability and validity of the stutivo native English-speaking teachers
with similar academic qualifications and teachirgerience (one teacher has 18 years of
teaching experiences and the other 20; both hagivest teacher training in English
language teaching) independently used the samanmga&heme (Appendix 2) to award

scores to the students’ quality of writing. Theotwets of scores of the student
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participants were recorded by the teacher-reseatohge compared with the scores in

the post-test writing.

One week after the pre-writing test, the eight studoarticipants were given another
writing task to complete within one hour and fifteminutes after school. The first
writing assignment was assessed by the same ratigksh-speaking teachers. The
teacher-researcher gave the students feedbackvaithieek from the time the writing
was done. The students in the experimental groepe wvolved in teacher-student

conferencing. The conferences were conducted @dicgpto the following guidelines:

¢ Each conference should last for 10-15 minutes.

¢ The teacher will give verbal comments on the sttglewriting performance,
which may include identification of errors, andaidentify areas for improvement
in terms of the relevance, coherence and orgaoisaif the content and the
vocabulary, language use and mechanics of thengritiThe emphasis is on
helping students produce a higher quality (betteas, organisation...) rather than

just a more correct redraft.

¢ The questions raised by students should be restrito the specific piece of

writing under discussion.

In contrast, the students in the control group wa@vided with written feedback of

about 80-100 words relating to the same criteriatroeed above.
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The students in the experimental and control gneepe required to perform writing
corrections based on the verbal or written feedluddke teacher-researcher along with
the codes written on all scripts indicating thedsrof errors made. They were given

three days to do the redrafts at home.

The redrafts of the students’ writing were agairseased by the same native
English-speaking teachers. The same writing pnaeeavas repeated for the second
writing assignment. After two feedback sessionsewgiven to the students by the
teacher-researcher, and two redrafts were donesigie student participants were then
asked to stay after school one afternoon for a-wasing test. They were given the

same time and word quotas as in the pre-writing t&heir writing was assessed by the
same markers. These scores were compared withst@ies in the pre-writing test

using paired-samples t-test. This was done usPg§SSstatistical computer package
(Version 15). The aim was to determine if teaddtadent conferencing had a greater

effect on the writing competence of students thattem feedback.

3.2.2 Main study

After the pilot study confirmed that the hypothesisild be reasonably tested through the
proposed experimental design, the main study wasdaout on 34 seventeen-year-old
students who were in their sixth year in secondahpol. The same steps as in the pilot
study were conducted during the main study exdegt the main study lasted for six
months and the number of students involved in thmmstudy was 34. The total number
of Secondary six students was originally 62. Hosvegxcluding the eight students who

were involved in the pilot study, only 54 studemisiained. Among these students from
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both the arts and science classes, 34 studentsrartemly selected using the method

previously described and were allocated to eithereixperimental or the control group.

The allocation of students to either the experimlenit control group was done using the
method adopted for the pilot study, with 17 studentthe experimental group receiving
teacher-student conferencing as the mode of fe&diratheir writing, and 17 students in

the control group receiving written commentary.

The students in the main study sat for a pre-testofe treatment was given) and
post-test (after treatment was given), which wesseased independently by two
native English-speaking teachers. A sample writask is in Appendix 3. Other

writing tasks are in the addenda. The revised mgrkcheme, based on revisions
suggested by the markers in the pilot study, ppendix 4. Scores for the pre-test
and post-test served as the basis for comparistimeaftudents’ performance in both

experimental and control groups.

After the pre-writing test, the student particigam the main study completed four
writing assignments. These assignments were a&sbdnsthe same native English-
speaking teachers who assessed the pre-test. ng\feedback was then provided by the
teacher-researcher, with the students in the expeeatal group receiving comments in a

conference context, and those in the control greapiving written comments.

To ensure that the feedback given to students ih éxperimental and control groups
was similar, the teacher-researcher followed theesaguidelines for teacher-student

conferencing used in the pilot study. These guidsl were to inform the written
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comments for the control group as well as the decbenments for the experimental
group. Students in the control group were provideth written feedback of about

80-100 words relating to the same criteria menticalaove.

It is worth noting that the conference sessiongmilesd above differ in tone from those
recommended in the literature cited in ChapteNVZhen conducting conference sessions
with students in this study, the teacher/researotas required to follow a set of
guidelines whereas the research literature idestifuccessful conferences as those
where students set the agenda and actively patécip the evaluation of their own
writing (Walker & Elias, 1987, p.268). The reasofts the deviation from the
recommended approach were that attempts had todde mo control the extraneous
variables so as to make possible the more relizdoi@parison of the different feedback
treatments students received. Were all confereiooeslely diverge from each other in
type, tone and length, depending on students’ agendwould be difficult to draw any
general conclusions about conferencing per se. themoreason for having a more
teacher-controlled conference was that studentddng Kong, as mentioned in the
Introduction, have culturally bound assumptions about how itthe teacher’s
responsibility to decide how students should behéaun the classroom and not the
students, and to identify errors for them. Thisswa be students’ first experience of
teacher-student conferences, and it did not seasonable to expect students with no
experience of this, and with fairly traditional ppectives of teacher-student interactional
norms, to take an initiating role in the conferentm this study. Aside from their lack

of experience and preparation for this kind of ratemake students assume a role for
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which they were not psychologically prepared miglaiuse problems during the
conference sessions and possibly affect the rétiabf the findings in the research. In
addition, it is the inherent quality of interactitietween teacher and student that a
conference session can offer that is absent inemrfeedback and is one of the important

aspects that is to be tested in this study.

The students in the experimental and control grougr®e then required to redraft based
on the verbal or written feedback of the teacheeaecher along with the codes written

on all scripts indicating the kinds of errors made.

The redrafts of the students’ writing were agairseased by the same native
English-speaking teachers. The scores providestudent writing before and after

feedback were recorded for comparison of the effecess between the different modes
of feedback students received for each of the grouphe same writing procedure was

repeated for the next assignment.

Although objective data was thus obtained usinggperimental approach, nothing in
this data would have been able to provide distnectnformation about the participants’
attitudes towards the different modes of feedbatkvating, namely, written feedback
and teacher-student conferencing. Six semi-stredtunterviews were therefore
conducted in this study to find answers to the asge question “What is the affective
response of students to teacher-student confeig?icimhe interviews will be discussed

in the section which follows.
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3.2.3 Semi-structured interviews

To gather data to address the affective aim ofdtudy, semi-structured interviews were
held. Six student participants in the main studyewselected using the stratified
purposeful sampling method. This method is expldiby Gall et al (2003) as a method
which involves “selecting a sample so that certsuibgroups in the population are
adequately represented in the sample” (2003, p.173ey further explained that “a
stratified purposeful sample” includes several sastedefined points of variation (e.g.,
average, above average, and below average) wihkee® the phenomena being studied.
By including several cases of each type, “the mebest can develop insights into the
characteristics of each type, as well as insigittsthe variations that exist across types”
(Gall et al, 2003, p.179). Students who were ewito attend a semi-structured
interview after the conduct of the main study wstedents selected from each of the
experimental and control groups, with three stusl&naim each group. The criterion for
selection was based on students’ performance ipdbetest in the main study — selecting
the highest mark, average mark and lowest mark feach of the groups in order to
present an overview of students’ reactions towdiffisrent modes of feedback based on
their different ability levels. Although it has dre noted earlier that the student
participants were of similar levels of proficientlyis broad similarity does not preclude
the possibility of different levels of accuracy afidency within broad bands of
proficiency, which would be reflected in a range grhides. The semi-structured
interviews were not piloted because the criteriondelection was based on students’
performance in the post-test in the main studylectiag the highest mark, average mark

and lowest mark from each of the groups — anddtigd not be determined in advance.
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Before the interviews, the consent of these sixlestts was obtained, and they were
informed of the general nature of the interviewhisigave them some time to think about

the possible issues that they might like to raise.

The 20-minute interviews were audio-taped and tndipsd. The questions posed were
related to the students’ preference for the kinikeflback they want to receive from their
English teachers and the problems they usually werieo when being asked to revise

based on the various kinds of feedback providethby teachers.

Before the interviews, an interview schedule wasveltpped based on the
teacher-researcher’s personal observation of thdests’ responses about their writing
assignments and discussions with other Englisthegac The questions in each section
were arranged so that factual and objective questivere asked first, followed by
guestions asking for the interviewees’ persondirfige about a particular aspect. This
schedule addressed students’ background, previgpsrience with feedback and

suggestions for improvement as outlined below:

A. Background

1. How long have you been studying in your presehbol?

2.  How many years have you been learning English?

3. How many languages are you required to studghool? What are they?

4. Which is the language you like most?
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5.  Which language do you find most difficult todeavell?

6. How would you describe your current level of Estyproficiency?

B. Feedback on writing from previous writing teache
1. Before you studied Secondary 6 in this schoml Hid you feel each time

your essay was returned to you?

2. What were your major concerns each time whengssay was returned to you?

3. Did your teacher give you any feedback on yoriting?

* If yes, what kind of feedback did your teachemnailty give you?

* From the feedback provided, which do you thinkhis most important to

you? For example, the marks or comments (reasorehbice)

*  Which kind of feedback do you think will be morgeful to you?

4. How did you feel each time when you were askedbt corrections for your

written work?

* How did you do your corrections?

* If you had problems with your corrections, whatukbyou do? (for
example, ask help from teachers, classmates, fjemd find reference

materials to help you)

* Did you approach your teacher for help when yadi prablems with your
corrections? (if yes, how often did you approachryteacher for help

with your corrections?)
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* In what ways did you think your teacher can helpu ywith your

correction?

C. Suggestions for enhancing the effectivenessailfack on writing
1. What do you think are some ways to enhanceffeeteveness of feedback

on writing?

2. Do you think that students’ interest in learnirgglish can be enhanced

through the improvement of their writing ability?

The procedures for the semi-structured intervievesewdesigned so the interviewer
would start by introducing the purpose of the wmiwnv to each of the six student
interviewees. During the interviews, the interveeweferred to the above schedule to
ensure that information essential for comparabilitthin the study was elicited, but the
questions in the interview schedule were not necdgsead verbatim. The interviewer
also encouraged the interviewees to clarify or@iate on their answers in order to gain a
complete understanding of the interviewees’ viewpoiThe interview sessions were
held in the English Corner (a classroom where stisdgractise their spoken English with
the native-speaking English teacher) after schoplfi’e consecutive days, with two

interviews recorded on the fifth day.

Once the taped interviews were transcribed, eastseript was read and coded. Each
response in the interview was coded where posaitderding to whether it reflected a
positive, neutral or negative view of written feadk, verbal feedback and English

writing in general.
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General themes were identified, and a record mamdaof the number of students who

touched on the emerging themes.

3.24 Follow-up conference sessions and group interviews after the main study

To overcome potential limitations in validity cadday the researcher being the teacher,
with the potential for students to report what thigipk their teacher wants to hear rather
than what is true for them, a wider sample of stidesponses to different types of
feedback was collected through group conferenaisgiens. Unlike the students in the
main study, these were students who had not beghtthy the researcher but were from
the same school and the same year level. Thercbgeanly conducted the conference
sessions but was not involved in the interviewihthe students. Rather these students
were interviewed by a colleague of the researatieo, also was not the teacher of these
students. The underlying assumption was that stsdeould more freely express
genuine responses to someone who was not involveédeir education. These extra
conferences and post-conference interviews alsp teelbroaden the range of data
collected about reactions to conferences, giventthth the group in the main study did
not experience these, and so could hardly offedwamment about which they prefer in

any post feedback interview.

These group interviews occurred some time afteirtii@l semi-structured interviews,
and reflected some deliberate changes as a resyootgesemi-structured interviews (see
Appendix 5). The first interviews were conductedBnglish as a conscious research
design in the main study as the teacher/reseansia@ted to avoid translating or

reinterpreting the ideas of the students. Howetrex, impression of the researcher

92



during those interviews was that some students wvmmeded by their language
limitations. Therefore, in the interest of elingi more spontaneous and extended
student responses, it was decided to use Cantaseshe medium for subsequent

interviews.

Two conferencing sessions, with two weeks in betweach session, were conducted
with three students from a different band 3 schdwod were not taught by the researcher
and were selected based on their different levigledormance irJse of English in the
Secondary six first term examination, obtaining lighest mark, the middle mark and

the lowest mark.

After obtaining the consent of this group of thetedents to be the participants in the
group conference, these students were asked tafs¢sygchool to write an essay within 1
hour 15 minutes (the usual time allocated for ttse of English Writing Exam paper).
The researcher read the papers and scheduled aftenschool to see each of the three
students in the group in turn to discuss the papgach meeting lasted for 15 minutes,
with the same guidelines for teacher-student cenfgng adopted as in the main study.
Before the group interview, each of the students asked to bring their work or any
relevant notes to the interview in order to mala@rtresponses more specific and in-depth.
A group interview conducted by a colleague of thgearcher in Cantonese was held to
discuss the effectiveness of teacher-student cemierg with the three students. The
interview data were translated, transcribed, ategoaized. The researcher kept a diary
of students’ reactions and responses during eadheotonference sessions to see if

connections could be made to previous findings, tikdregroup patterns could be
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identified and links made with the teacher diarytlsat particular issues could be seen
from different angles. The diaries would also higlentify the intensity of students’

responses, and their overall demeanour in confergisg¢uations. For each conference,
the researcher recorded impressions against atlskale, where one is low and five is
high. The qualities on the Likert scale includadents’ ease in the situation, the
spontaneity or readiness of responses, their cemélin interactions, taking initiative by

raising ideas or questions and how extended th@onsges were. These impressions

were then fleshed out in more extended notes writtenediately after the conferences.

After two weeks, the same procedures were apptadawith the students experiencing
another writing task, conferencing and follow-upoww interview. The second
conference and interviews were an opportunity thdate comments from the first
interview and note any strengthening or changetitudes as a result of further

experience with conferencing.

As with the semi-structured interview, the groupermiews were taped and transcribed.
For these interviews, there was an additional sfefranslation from Cantonese into
English. The researcher translated the transongti After translation, the group

interviews were coded. Each response in the il@rwas coded according to whether
it reflected a positive, neutral or negative vielwwoitten feedback, verbal feedback and
English writing in general. Again, general themasre identified, and a record

maintained of the number of students who touchedhenemerging themes. The

transcripts for the first and second group intemgiewere compared to check for
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consistency, and also to note any strengtheningekeor attitudes, or changes of any

kind with additional experience with conferencing.

3.25 Summary of theresearch design

The following table is a summary of the researchigtefor this study:

Duration 4 weeks
No. of 8 (4 students in the experimental group; 4 students in the
Stage 1 Subjects control group)
Pilot study Pre-test followed by 2 writing assignments and 2 revisions
based on teacher commentary (students receiving either
Methodology . )
teacher-student conferencing or written commentary) and
the post-test
Duration 6 months
No. of 34 (17 students in the experimental group; 17 students in
Stage 2 Subjects the control group)
Main study Pre-test followed by 4 writing assignments and 4 revisions
based on teacher commentary (students receiving either
Methodology . .
teacher-student conferencing or written commentary) and
the post-test
Stage 3 Duration 5 days
Semi- No. of 6 (3 students from the experimental group; 3 students from
structured Subjects the control group)
interviews Methodology Individual interviews based on the interview schedule
Duration 2 weeks
Stage 4 No. of 3 students from each level of proficiency: high,
Group Subjects intermediate and low
interviews Two group interviews conducted two weeks in-between to
Methodology | find out students’ views towards teacher-student
conferencing

The pilot study was a small scale version of thennséudy to test the reliability and

validity of the overall research design. Basedhapilot study, minor adjustments were
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made to the overall research design notably imriagking criteria and standards. The
main study collected quantitative and qualitatiatadto test the main hypothesis data
which was triangulated with further conferences eterviews with a group of students

as well as teacher-researcher journal entrieseskticonferences and interviews.

3.3  Validity, reliability, and ethical issuesin relation to the research design

Validity and reliability have been alluded to fremily in the outline of the research
design, including the experimental study, the ssimietured interviews and the
follow-up group interviews. This section will adds these more explicitly. This is
then followed by a discussion of the ethical issvelated to the main study, the

semi-structured interviews and the follow-up granferviews.

3.3.1 \Validity and reliability in the experimental study

Experiments are susceptible to technical and proedcerrors. To ensure that the
findings in any experiment are meaningful and tmasthy, appropriate measures should
be taken to safeguard against errors of this natlree researcher must be confident that
factors such as extraneous variables have beerottedtand have not produced an effect

that might be mistaken as an experimental treatiefésdtt.

The following is an examination of whether this matudy fulfills the criteria for an
effective experiment, that is, whether there isqa@dée control of extraneous variables to
minimise the threat to internal and external v&idi The discussion which follows is
based on the possible threats to internal andreedtealidity as mentioned by Campbell

& Stanley (1963); namely, history, maturation, it&gt instrumentation, statistical
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regression, differential selection of subjects,esgbn maturation interaction, and

experimental mortality (1963, p.5).

According to Campbell & Stanley (1963), “historyiggests that the dependent variable
may be affected by unanticipated events, whichioetile the experiment is in progress.
In the main study, “history” is not regarded as mo€a threat because the students were
taught by the same teacher-researcher. Furtherntbee students in both the
experimental and control groups were taught insdn@e way using the same materials
during the lessons. The amount of work done duttiegperiod of the experiment was
also the same, with the students given the sameiinod time to do the same writing

tasks.

Because the main study lasted for only six morfthafuration”, the processes operating
within the respondents as a result of the passagae could possibly have occurred but
would be the same for both groups and thereforddwaat interfere with any differences

between the groups.

Moreover, the effect of “testing” has been adedyatentrolled as the pre-test writing
topic was unlikely to affect their performancelie fpost-test, that is, they had been given
different topics to write on. Similarities are falionly in so much as the topics were
related to the students’ everyday life, and bothewexpository in genre. For these
written assignments, no experimental treatment gigan to the subjects in the control

group. The written feedback was deliberately verch along the lines that students
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usually experience particularly to ensure that tihgS would be confined to the

conferencing treatment.

With regard to “instrumentation”, efforts were madeensure that there was consistent
use of the measuring instruments. As stated, @@iver English-speaking teachers with

similar academic qualifications and teaching e>grare were invited to score the student
essays independently based on the same markinghech&he teacher-researcher was
not involved in the marking process of the mairdgtso that objectivity and impartiality

were ensured.

Statistical regression, an effect caused by thecteh of subjects based on extreme
scores, whereby these scores “regress” towardad¢la@, was addressed prior to the study.
Among the two secondary six classes, there wastaent who scored a “B” (Syllabus
B) at theHong Kong Certificate of Education Examination, and her English proficiency
level far surpassed that of the other studentslassc As it was the amount of
improvement in scores and not the scores thems#iaeare under study, the decision to
include this student in the study should be of ovacern. Experimental treatment, or the
lack of it, should not be seen to affect her scargsmore than the rest of the population
under study. In fact, removing her from the séteciprocess may be considered as

selection bias.

Furthermore, there was no “selection bias” becaalbe4 subjects were randomly
selected from the available population and thenewandomly assigned to either the

experimental or control group. This eliminated tiveeat of “selection-maturation
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interaction”, an effect of maturation not being sistent across the groups because of

biases in the selection of subjects.

As these 34 students in this main study were folet registered students of the
school and were present during the entire experiatem period, “experimental

mortality”, the dropping out of subjects from comigan groups did not occur.

External validity is of equal importance to the wassice of internal validity in any
experimental research. According to Campbell &8ty (1963), external validity may
be jeopardized by several factors. One of theswifa is the “reactive or interaction
effect of testing”, that is, “a pretest might inase or decrease the respondent’s sensitivity
or responsiveness to the experimental variabletlansl make the results obtained for a
pretest population unrepresentative of the effettthe experimental variable for the
unpretested universe from which the experiencegoredents were selected” (1963,
p.5-6). Because the participants in this studyewsst exposed, whether directly or
indirectly, to experimental treatment (teachingdstot conferencing) during pre-testing,

the results can be generalised to a populatiorhinot been pre-tested.

On the other hand, Campbell & Stanley (1963) suggethat a second factor which may
jeopardise external validity is the “interactionfeets of selection biases and the
experimental variable” (1963, p.6). In this stuthe interaction effects of selection
biases could not have emerged because there wdmmasampling of the subjects within

the available population.
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Campbell & Stanley (1963) also suggest that theactige effects of experimental
arrangements” which may “preclude generalizatioouabhe effect of the experimental
variable upon persons being exposed to it in ngreemental settings” may also be a
threat to the external validity of a research st(B363, p.6). Nonetheless, this matter
should not be an issue in this study. Any timeualent is asked to produce a written
piece that is to be assessed, regardless of tiedispeason for acquiring the grade, the
fact remains that his/her abilities are being as=sks Despite any “novelty” that the
students may have experienced in being randomégtsal to take part in this study, it is
unlikely that the excitement/anxiety caused cowdehany effect on the results any more
than if they were asked to complete a written tdgkng an examination or under
examination conditions; they know their writing l&kiwill be “examined” and thus

approach the task in their “usual” way.

Reliability in an experiment is also a prerequigitéhe assessment of the effectiveness of
the experimental design. Within the positivistgshgm, a research study is deemed
reliable if the instrumentation, data, and findiragg be controlled, and the results are
predictable, consistent, and replicable. The béitg of equivalence can be observed in
this study as the same data-gathering instrumempliealp simultaneously to the
experimental group and the comparison group. Maedhere is inter-rater reliability
because the study involved not only the teacherareter but also two independent

markers who were responsible for awarding the scar¢he students’ work.
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In short, because adequate experimental controlble@sm imposed on the study’s
extraneous variables and efforts have been madeatamize internal and external

validity, the findings in this main study can bgaeded as valid and reliable.

3.3.2 \Validity and reliability in the semi-structured interviews
Validity and reliability are two areas of concemthe use of interviews in educational

research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2005, p.441). Theseteérms are defined as follows:

Validity refers to the appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the
inferences researchers make based on the data they collect, while reliability
refers to the consistency of these inferences over time, location, and
circumstances.

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2005, p.462)

At the planning stage of this semi-structured witaw, consideration was given to the

following factors that might have affected theabllity of the findings.

The role of the teacher-researcher may affect nteniiewees’ willingness to provide
genuine responses to the research questions undgr sr the interviewees may tend to
give answers they think the researcher would kikkdar. An attempt to overcome this
shortcoming was that the subject researcher hace matear to each of the student
participants prior to the interview that the maimaof the study was to enable the
teacher-researcher to determine the effectivenésbeodifferent modes of teacher
feedback so that more effective teaching strategmesd be subsequently devised to

enable them to achieve better examination resultse Advanced Supplementary Use of
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English Examination. In this way, it is hoped that the student pgrtiats might be more

frank in responding to the interviewer’s questiposed to them.

Other problems that might have affected the reliigbiof the findings of a
semi-structured interview include the risk that thesearcher may become too
involved in the process, perhaps framing the ineavees’ responses; therefore, there
is the threat that the data obtained may lack abvjige Additionally, there is still the
question of whether the interviewer’s relationshigh the informants may have
affected the responses given. The dual role ohdehe interviewer and the
interviewees’ English teacher might be a causectorcern because this could have
affected the responses. The follow-up conferemcekinterviews were intended to

compensate for this possible effect.

Some of the strategies that were adopted in thdydb enhance validity and to minimise
biases were those suggested by Gay & Airasian (300@Q4-225). These strategies are

summarized as follows:

¢ The interviewer had to build participant trusterdgby improving the likelihood of

gaining more detailed, honest information from plaeticipants.

¢ The interviewer worked with another researcher widependently gathered data

for subsequent comparison.

¢ Participants reviewed and critically assessed tthescripts for accuracy and

meaning.
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¢ Different data sources were used for referencepqmaes. (Data obtained in
semi-structured interviews can be compared to sthiem similar studies as well as

to data from the follow-up group interviews.)

To address the issue of reliability, an intervieshexlule was developed, so that each

student would experience roughly similar wording ander of questions.

Since objective data had already been obtaindaeimiain study using the experimental
method, the data obtained in interviews can be usedalidate the findings of the
experimental research. If the findings of semikstinred interviews correspond with the
results obtained in an experiment of the same phena, the validity of the interview

can be enhanced.

3.3.3 \Validity and reliability in the follow-up conferences and interviews

The follow-up conferences and interviews were iantBelves strategies to improve
validity and reliability of the main study. It wasoted earlier that the role of the
teacher-researcher may affect the intervieweeghgiless to provide genuine responses
to the research questions under study, giving arsstiiey think the researcher would like
to hear. An attempt to overcome this shortcomiag that the three students who were
involved in the two group interviews were not tauigi the researcher. The interviews
were in fact conducted by a colleague of the rebearwho had 19 years of experience
teaching Secondary Bse of English. The interviewer also did not teach the student
participants in the two group interviews. Giveattheither the teacher-researcher nor

the colleague of the teacher-researcher were birestolved in the teaching of these
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students, it was anticipated that the student@paints might be more relaxed, frank and

open in responding to the interviewer’s questions.

In addition, the purpose of the interviews was ityeexplained to the student participants,
that is, to find out the mode of feedback whichlddaest cater for the needs of students
and improve their writing competence. This givesgients a vested interest in giving

frank responses and opinions in the interviews.

The interviews were conducted in Cantonese, théenddngue of the students, with the
intention of promoting more spontaneous and genm@sponses, with students not being

held back by having to formulate their thoughtsvays that might be difficult for them.

Once interviews were coded, the transcripts weosvehto the interview participants.
They were asked to check that the intent of trmments had been expressed accurately

in the assigned codes.

Participants were re-interviewed after a two weekqal. Consistency in the responses

over time would indicate that the findings in théerview were reliable.

The researcher diary entries of students’ reactanms$ responses during each of the
conference sessions were to corroborate findingthénfollow-up conferences and

interviews, leading to greater reliability and dly.

3.3.4 Ethical issuesin the experimental study
Before the interview, the consent of the studeniiggpants was obtained, and they were

informed of the general nature of the interview #mat they could withdraw at any time
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they wanted to. The main aim of the study was rbleaxplained to the student

participants, that is, to enable the teacher-rebearto determine the effectiveness of the
different modes of teacher feedback so more effecteaching strategies could be
subsequently devised to enhance students’ writimgppetence. In addition, these

students were also given the guarantee of thdit taganonymity and confidentiality.

3.3.5 Ethicsin the semi-structured interviews

Fraenkel & Wallen (2005) identified three very infamt issues in relation to ethics in
educational research, which were taken into accfmurthis study (2005, p.56). These
issues were the protection of participants fromnhaensuring the confidentiality of
research data, and the question of deception ¢éstisb With reference to the research
method adopted in the main study, there was notignesf harming the student
participants in the research nor was there thetiquesf deception of subjects. The
subject researcher had made the aims of the réselaar to the student participants. In
addition, prior consent of the student subjects whtined before conducting the
research, and they were also guaranteed theirtogitonymity and confidentiality. To
protect students’ anonymity, pseudonyms have besd un the transcripts and the

findings and discussion chapters of the paper.

3.3.6 Ethicsin thefollow-up conferences and interviews

The issue of ethics was also seriously considered @ the conduct of the two group
interviews. The researcher made the aims of tlseareh clear to the student
participants. In addition, consent of the studeitjects was obtained before conducting

the research, and they were also guaranteed tpkirto anonymity and confidentiality
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and their freedom to withdraw from participatiortie group interviews at any time. To
protect students’ anonymity, pseudonyms have besu un the transcripts and the

discussion chapter of the paper.

Students were given the opportunity to review aedfy the interpretation of their

interview data.

34 Dataanalysis

This study required different kinds of analysis ddferent kinds of data. The following
section will outline the statistical procedures @igd in the analysis of numerical data.
This will be followed by a discussion of the an&yaf the findings of the semi-structured

interviews and the interview data of the two grauprviews.

3.4.1 Satistical procedures adopted

The first statistical procedure concerns the priegiem of the basic characteristics of the
students such as the number of students involveddh of the experimental and control
groups. Marker 1 and Marker 2 marked both theingd of the students in the
experimental (17 scripts) and control groups (Ipsx). They then awarded marks on
the students’ writing based on the same markingreeh The marks of the two markers

were summed up and the average (mean) obtained.

The overall scores of both the experimental androbgroups comprise the next set of
statistics. The marking scheme (see Appendix 2jHe pilot study was devised with
reference to the marking scheme for the writingepajm the public examination,

Advanced Supplementary Level Examination for the Use of English. Each of the main
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criteria, that is, content and grammatical accura@s assessed on a nine-point scale.
The mean (the sum of the measures divided by tha&au of measures) and standard
deviation (a measure of data variation; the squmotof the variance) were calculated to

indicate how the data in the sample deviate froemtlean.

The paired-samples t-test was conducted to comite@emean scores (continuous
variable) between the pre-test and the post-teging/tasks, and correction tasks for the
same students. The assumptions for paired-sariyes such as normal distribution,

were tested before conducting the t-test.

The mixed between-within ANOVA were then performedest whether there are main
effects for each of the independent variables anetier the interaction between the two

variables is significant.

Pallant (2005, p.241) states that there is a needatisfy a number of underlying
assumptions concerning the use of parametricitestsler to perform the paired-samples

t-test and mixed between-within ANOVA. These arespnted as follows:

¢ Level of Measurement (Type of data)
The mixed between-within ANOVA assumes the depenhdamable (type of data) is
measured on an interval scale, which uses a canighgcale rather than discrete

categories.
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Random Sampling
The use of paired-samples t-test and mixed betwetlina ANOVA assumes that

the scores are obtained using a random samplethempopulation.

Independence of observations
The observations that make up the data must b@amdient of one another. Each
observation or measurement must not be influengedny other observation or

measurement.

Normal distribution

It is assumed that the populations from which th@sles are taken are normally
distributed. To assess normality, many of theigtiaal techniques assume that
the distribution of scores on the dependent vagiabl'normal”. Normal is used
to “describe a symmetrical, bell-shaped curve, Wias the greatest frequency of
scores in the middle, with smaller frequencies talsathe extremes” (Pallant,
2005, p.53). The Shapiro-Wilk test was performesing SPSS to test the

normality of the data.

Homogeneity of variance

There is an assumption that samples are obtair@md fropulations of equal

variances. This means that the variability of esas similar for each of the groups.
For example, the variances of the scores are tine $ar experimental group and
control group. To test this, Levene’s test for ady of variances with the use of

SPSS (Version 15) was conducted as part of thegammples t-test and mixed
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between-within ANOVA. If a significant value ofde than 0.05 is obtained, this
suggests that variances for the two groups areauml, and there is the violation of
the assumption of homogeneity of variance. Inshisly, Levene’s test for equality
of variances will be used to find whether the vace (variation) of scores for the

two groups of students (experimental/control groupshe same.

An additional assumption is required for mixed bedwwithin ANOVA, that of
homogeneity of inter-correlations. This means it pattern of inter-correlations
among the levels of the within-subjects variabledach of the levels of the between-
subjects variable is the same. The assumptioesied as part of the analysis, using
Box’s M statistic. Pallant (2005, p.241) advisesttsince this statistic is very sensitive,
a more conservative alpha level of 0.001 has wsked. For p-value > 0.001, the statistic

is not significant.

If the assumptions for paired-samples t-test atisfial, then the paired-samples t-test
could be performed to test the mean score for eathe matched pairs (Pallant, 2005,
p.241). Each student subject must provide both sescores. Other conditions that
had to be satisfied in order to perform the pasadiples t-test are one categorical
independent variable (in this experiment, at défertimes, i.e. pre-test and post-test) and
one continuous, dependent variable measured ondifferent occasions or under

different conditions.

Two steps are involved in the interpretation of thsults of the paired samples t-test.

First, there is the need to determine the oveigtiificance by looking at the probability
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value in the final column of the output of the paisamples t-test. If the p-value is
substantially smaller than our specified alphaeaifi0.05, it can be concluded that there

is a significant difference in the pre-test andtfiest scores.

Other information such as the test statistics, elegof freedom (df), and confidence
intervals will also be provided by the SPSS outpilihe test statistics for t-test is a
computed quantity used to decide hypothesis testglfis the number used to calculate
an estimate of the population variability. Sprait{2000) suggests that a confidence
interval (C.l.) can be used to identify a rang@o$sible values that a sample mean may
take (p.170-171). Itis a statistically definedga of differences between the population
means. Although the sample mean is the best psimhate of the true population mean,
the latter may be larger or smaller than the sammdan because the error is associated
with this estimate. For example, it is expecteat 6% of the time, the sample means

lie within the 95% confidence interval surroundihg@ population mean.

The next step is to determine which set of scardsgher before and after the treatment.
This is achieved by looking at the printout boxdkga “Paired-Samples Test” in the SPSS
output. This box displays the mean scores for eddhe two sets of scores. |If the
results show that there is a statistically sigaificdifference between the two sets of
scores, it does not tell us the degree of the assmt between those two sets of scores.
To find the relative magnitude between means, &tketize statistic (also known as
“strength of association”) is performed. The efffsze is defined as “A statistical
measure of the strength of an observed differemted®en groups on a test or other

instrument or the strength of an observed relakignbetween two or more measured
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variables” (Gall et al, 2007, p.639). This is & @kstatistics that indicates the relative

magnitude of the differences between means.

Pallant (2005, p.201) states that there is a nurabdifferent effect size statistics, the

most common of which is eta squared. Eta squam@sents the proportion of variance
of the dependent variable that is explained byiridependent variable. The values for
eta squared can range from 0 to 1. To interpeeisttength of eta squared values, the

following guidelines can be used (from Cohen, 198884-288):

.01 = small effect;
.06 = moderate effect; and
.14 = large effect

The eta squared for the paired-samples t-tesbeabtained using the

following formula:

2

t

eta squared =————
£+ N-1

where t is the test statistics and N is the samsigke

After conducting the paired-samples t-test, a mikedween-within ANOVA was
conducted to compare the mean scores (continuaiable for two different groups of
students in two time periods. With reference tihela (2005, p.240), three variables are
involved in performing a mixed between-within ANOVAne categorical independent

between-subjects variable with two or more leva@gspérimental group and control
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group); one categorical independent within subjeetsable with two or more levels
(pre-test and post-test); and one continuous degpgnv@riable (scores). This study not
only tested whether there was a change in scomstbeg two time periods (main effect
for time) but also compared whether the two intetias helped increase the scores
(main effect for group). The results indicate wisetthe change in scores over time is

different for the two groups (interaction effect).

A mixed between-within ANOVA is aimed at finding ethmer there is a statistically
significant difference in the mean scores for thpegimental and control groups in two

time periods (i.e. before and after treatment)léaal 2005, p.241).

The descriptive statistics (mean and standard tlemjafor content total, grammar total,
and overall total scores for pre-test experimegtalip, pre-test control group, post-test
experimental group, and post-test control groupsamvn in the SPSS output. Before
looking at the main effect, an assessment of therantion effect to determine if the
change in the scores over time is the same famtbelifferent groups (the experimental
and control groups) had first to be made. Thisdécated in the second set of rows in
the “Multivariate Test” table. If the sig. levelrfvilks Lambda is greater than alpha level
of 0.05, the interaction effect is not statistigaignificant. On the other hand, if the sig.
level for Wilks Lambda is smaller than the alpheeleof 0.05, the interaction effect is

statistically significant.

The next step was to assess the main effect fdr efathe independent variables. For

p-value < 0.05, the main effect is significant. eTdifect size can also be obtained by
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referring to the last column of Partial Eta Squartthe table “Multivariate Tests Output
Box” (based on the guidelines proposed by Cohe88,1p.284-288 with 0.01 = small

effect; 0.06 = moderate effect; 0.14 = large ejtect

After exploring the within-subjects effect, the magffect of the between-subjects
variable is considered. The result of the betwadrjects effect is shown in the table

labeled Tests of Between-subjects Effects.

3.4.2 Content analysisfor semi-structured interview

The interviews were transcribed, analysed and codEde students’ responses were
coded according to how positive, neutral or negathey were about types of feedback
and English writing in general. Common themes weeatified through the analysis,
with the information obtained categorized accordmthe following headings; namely (1)
students’ reactions to the different modes of wgtieedback, (2) means of enhancing the
effectiveness of English teachers’ comments andesiis’ revisions, and (3) feasibility of
enhancing student interest in learning Englishughoimprovement in writing ability.

Findings were then summarised.

3.4.3 Content analysisfor group interviews and teacher conference diaries

The interviews were transcribed and coded withstime headings used in the earlier
interviews. From the coded units of meaning, themmerged, which would either

support or contradict those which emerged fromrttd&vidual semi-structured interviews.

The teacher journal entries were compared withetitiemes, again with a view to

finding corroboration, or contradictions with thengral trends in the earlier data.
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In each interview set, the participants were askedorroborate the themes and the

overall tally of positive and negative commentstfee coded and analysed transcripts.

114



Chapter 4

4. FINDINGS

This chapter details the results of the variouseatspof the research project. Section
4.1 gives the findings for the pilot study, whikeetresults for the main study are in 4.2.
An outline of students’ responses and emerging #serm the semi-structured
interviews are in 4.3, and an outline of studergsponses and emerging themes in the
group interviews are in 4.4. The diary notes & tbsearcher in the conferences are
used to validate students’ responses in the grotgoviews in 4.5. A comparison of
the findings in the semi-structured and group wgws is made in 4.6. A summary in

relation to the core hypothesis and research quests presented in 4.7.
4.1  Pilot study

4.1.1 Presentation of the findings of the pilot study

Table 1 indicates the mean scores for both gronpkeocontent, accuracy, and total score
in each test including redrafts or correction tasksor the control group, the mean scores
on the content and total score increased in redrafiowever, the mean score on
accuracy decreased for redrafts. For the expetahgroup, the mean scores increased

for all components of redrafts.
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the scores for the different tests for the control group,

experimental group, and the average score for the two groups.

Content Accuracy Total

Control Group (N = 4) Mean (SD)

Pre-test 5.3 (0.96) 4.6 (0.75) 9.9 (1.44)
Writing 1 5.1 (0.85) 5.4 (0.48) 10.5 (1.00)
Writing 1 Correction 5.3 (0.65) 4.8 (0.29) 10.0 (0.82)
Writing 2 5.3 (0.50) 5.0 (0.71) 10.3 (1.04)
Writing 2 Correction 5.5 (0.58) 4.9 (0.48) 10.4 (0.85)
Post-test 5.5(0.41) 4.5(0.41) 10.0 (0.82)
Experimental group (N = 4) Mean (SD)

Pre-test 5.1 (0.63) 5.0 (0.71) 10.1 (1.25)
Writing 1 5.4 (0.75) 4.8 (0.50) 10.1 (1.18)
Writing 1 Correction 5.8 (0.50) 5.4 (0.63) 11.1 (1.12)
Writing 2 5.4 (0.48) 5.3 (0.50) 10.6 (0.48)
Writing 2 Correction 5.9 (0.25) 6.0 (0.82) 11.9 (0.85)
Post-test 6.0 (0.82) 6.0 (0.82) 12.0 (1.412)

To find whether there is improvement from pre-tespost-test, writing 1 to writing 1
redraft or correction, and writing 2 to writing @draft or correction, a paired-samples
t-test was run to measure and compare statistidadlyesults of student performance

in each of the groups.

The null hypothesis states that there is no diffeeein the mean scores between the
pre-test and post-test. If the p-value is lesa th@5, the null hypothesis is rejected at
the 5% level. It can then be concluded that thamerores between the two tests is

significantly different.

As shown in Table 2, the p-values in control graue all greater than 0.05. The null

hypothesis of the scores before and after thentreatt was not rejected at the 5% level.
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There is no significant difference in the scordet®eand after the treatment in the control
group. On the other hand, the p-values in the raxjgatal group are all less than 0.05.
This indicates that there is significant differenoethe scores before and after the
treatment for this group. The increase in the-pestscores for the experimental group
students certainly indicated that it was worth ganng with the main study. Moreover,
the pilot sample size was small (n = 8), and omlgtdd four weeks. So further
investigation using a bigger sample size (n = 34y warranted to find if there are
statistically significant differences in the stut®performance between the pre-test and
post-test due to the different treatments theyivede In the pilot study, 6 tests (pre-test,
writing 1, writing 1 redraft or correction, writing, writing 2 redraft or correction and
post-test) were conducted with 8 students (4 eathe experimental group and control
groups). In the main study, 4 more writing tasksit{ng 3, writing 3 redraft or
correction, writing 4, writing 4 redraft or corremt) were conducted. The main study

involved 34 students (17 each in the experimemdlantrol groups).

Table 2 Comparisons of the scores before and after each correction among the different

test groups using the paired-samples t-test

Mean  Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Control Group

Pre-test — post-test 1.25 1.18 0.21 3 0.846
Writing 1 — Correction 1 -0.50 1.29 -0.78 3 0.495
Writing 2 — Correction 2 0.13 0.85 0.29 3 0.789
Experimental Group

Pre-test — post-test 1.88 1.48 7.83 3 0.004
Writing 1 — Correction 1 1.00 0.41 4.90 3 0.016
Writing 2 — Correction 2 1.25 0.50 5.00 3 0.015

117



4.1.2 Revision in the marking scheme after the pilot study

After the pilot, the teachers who marked the ssrfpiggested a revision of the marking
scheme as the two categories, content and granahaticuracy, were too broad. They
recommended a marking scheme with more criteria detdiled band descriptors to
allow a more comprehensive measure of student ppesiocce. A more comprehensive
and detailed marking scheme was subsequently debessed on the evaluation guide in

the works of Hughey et al (1983, p.30) (see Appedili

4.2  Main study

The main study comprised two groups, the experiateanid control groups, with 17
students in each group. For each writing and fedcarrection) task including the
pre-test and post-test, the two evaluators graukedtidents’ writing for the experimental
and control groups using the marking scheme in Agpe4. The marks of the two
evaluators were added and averaged (mean). The sgeees for the tests before and

after treatment were compared.

By comparing each test with the respective comectask, both mean scores and their
components were found to have increased. Moredkiermean scores on content,
grammar and total score increased from pre-tespast-test. Therefore, there is

improvement in the scores after correction fosaldents.

The Shapiro-Wilk test was performed using SPS®sbthe normality for the scores in
the different tests. The test statistics and degféreedom are also shown in the table in

Appendix 6. The null hypothesis states that th&a dallowed normal distribution.
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Since most p-values from the results are greatn th05, the null hypothesis is not
rejected at 5% significant level. Therefore, tlgadollowed normal distribution. Since
the assumption has been fulfilled, the differenetveen pre-test and post-test can then

be compared statistically using the paired-saniglest.

To determine whether the experimental group anttalogroup improved before and after
each correction, pre-test, and post-test, the ¢ghamenples t-test was run to measure and

compare statistically the results of student pertorce in each of the groups (see Table 3).

The null hypothesis states that there is no diffeeein the mean scores between the
pre-test and post-test, writing tasks, and comwedtisks. If the p-value is less than 0.05,
the null hypothesis is rejected at the 5% levdl.cah then be concluded that the mean

scores between the two tests are significantlyeobfit.

Table 3 Comparisons of the scores before and after each correction or redraft for the two

test groups using the paired-samples t-test

Mean  Std. Deviation t df p-value

Pre — Post-test Content Total 3.56 2.75 7.56 33 <0.001
Pre — Post-test Grammar Total 3.76 2.83 7.76 33 <0.001
Pre — Post-test Overall Score 7.32 5.38 7.94 33 <0.001
Writing 1 — Content Total

2.97 2.12 8.15 33 <0.001
Writing 1 — Correction Content Total
Writing 1 — Grammar Total

3.12 1.87 9.74 33 <0.001
Writing 1 — Correction Grammar Total
Writing 1 — Over Score

6.09 3.77 9.42 33 <0.001
Writing 1 — Correction Overall Score
Writing 2 — Content Total

3.34 2.46 7.92 33 <0.001
Writing 2 — Correction Content Total
Writing 2 — Grammar Total

3.26 2.43 7.82 33 <0.001
Writing 2 — Correction Grammar Total

119



Writing 2 — Over Score

6.60 4.78 8.06 33 <0.001
Writing 2 — Correction Overall Score
Writing 3 — Content Total

2.97 2.18 7.96 33 <0.001
Writing 3 — Correction Content Total
Writing 3 — Grammar Total

2.53 1.68 8.79 33 <0.001
Writing 3 — Correction Grammar Total
Writing 3 — Over Score

5.50 3.52 9.11 33 <0.001
Writing 3 — Correction Overall Score
Writing 4 — Content Total

2.84 2.27 7.30 33 <0.001
Writing 4 — Correction Content Total
Writing 4 — Grammar Total

2.97 1.78 9.74 33 <0.001
Writing 4 — Correction Grammar Total
Writing 4 — Over Score

5.81 3.87 8.75 33 <0.001

Writing 4 — Correction Overall Score

Table 3 shows the comparisons of the total cordenite, total grammar score and total
overall scores before and after each correctionngntioe different test groups using the
paired-samples t-test. The difference in the mseores, standard deviation, 95%
confidence interval of the difference, t-statistidegree of freedom, and p-value are
shown in the table. Since all the p-values ars tean 0.05, the null hypothesis is
rejected at the 5% level. The mean total score®ased significantly (p < 0.05) from

the pre-test to post-test and from each writing taseach correction task, respectively.

To find the magnitude of the differences in the nsgdhe following calculation on eta

squared between the difference in the pre-testpmstttest was performed using the

2

equation eta squared _tv
t?+N-1

ed.=(759)°

For the content total score, eta squar 5
(756)° +34-1

= 0634; for the grammar total

(776)*
Score, eta squared = 2
(776)2 +34-1

= 0646; and for the overall total score, eta squared

(794)*

. = 0656
(794)° +34-1
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According to the guidelines proposed by Cohen (198884-288), 0.01 = small effect;

0.06 = moderate effect; 0.14 = large effect, thisvgs that there was a large effect with a
substantial difference in the scores obtained ftoenpost-test between the two groups.
The magnitude of the difference in the means wag leege (eta squared > 0.14). The
eta squared for writing 1 to 4 and correction 4 twas also calculated, and it was found
that the magnitude of the differences in the méansach pair of tests was very large (eta

squared > 0.14).

The differences in content total, grammar total awerall total scores between the

experimental and the control groups are preseneguhgally as follows:

Figure 1  Total content scores in the different tests among the different test groups
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Figure 2  Total grammar scores in the different tests among the different test groups

Grammar Total Score
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Figure 3  Overall scores in the different tests among the different test groups

Overall Total Score
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As Figures 1 to 3 show, the scores of the expettiah@md control groups are similar in
the pre-test, writing 1, writing 2, writing 3, anditing 4. However, the scores in the
experimental group are higher than those in thérabgroup in the post-test, writing 1

redraft, writing 2 redraft, writing 3 redraft anditing 4 redraft.
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Table 4 shows the mean content scores, grammaesscand overall scores in the
different tests for the two groups. Most of thfadences between the scores of the
experimental and control groups are close to Qempre-test, writing 1, writing 2, writing
3, and writing 4. This indicates that the scores @imilar for the experimental and
control group before the treatment. However, theme differences in the post-test,
writing 1 redraft, writing 2 redraft, writing 3 reaft, and writing 4 redraft. This shows
that the scores in the experimental group are hitjtaan those of the control group after

the treatment.

Table 4 Overall scores and the differences in different tests between the two test groups

Content Total Grammar Total Overall Scores
Pre-test Experimental (N = 17) 13.1 11.8 24.8
Control (N = 17) 13.2 12.1 25.3
Difference -0.1 -0.3 -0.5
Writing 1 Experimental (N = 17) 13.1 11.6 24.6
Control (N = 17) 13.2 11.9 25.1
Difference -0.1 -0.3 -0.5
Writing 1 Correction Experimental (N = 17) 17.7 16.1 33.8
Control (N = 17) 14.6 13.6 28.2
Difference 3.1 2.5 5.6
Writing 2 Experimental (N = 17) 12.2 11.3 235
Control (N = 17) 12.8 12.6 25.4
Difference -0.6 -1.3 -1.9
Writing 2 Correction Experimental (N = 17) 17.4 16.5 34.0
Control (N = 17) 14.2 13.9 28.1
Difference 3.2 2.6 5.9
Writing 3 Experimental (N = 17) 13.1 12.3 25.4
Control (N = 17) 13.5 12.7 26.2
Difference -0.4 -0.4 -0.8
Writing 3 Correction Experimental (N = 17) 17.9 15.9 33.8
Control (N = 17) 14.7 14.1 28.8
Difference 3.2 1.5 5.0
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Writing 4 Experimental (N = 17) 14.1 13.1 27.2

Control (N = 17) 13.9 12.9 26.7
Difference 0.2 0.2 0.5
Writing 4 Correction Experimental (N = 17) 18.7 17.4 36.1
Control (N = 17) 14.9 14.5 29.4
Difference 3.8 2.9 6.7
Post-test Experimental (N = 17) 18.9 17.7 36.6
Control (N = 17) 14.5 13.7 28.2
Difference 4.4 4.0 8.4

To test whether the scores are significantly défiferbetween experimental and control
groups over time, a mixed between-within ANOVA wéhen used. The descriptive
statistics (mean and standard deviation) for thnéestd, grammar, and overall total scores
for the experimental group and control group’s @ne post-tests are shown in Table 5.
The mean score for the post-test experimental gieupe highest compared with the

other three groups.

Table 5 Descriptive statistics for the mixed between-within ANOVA

Content Total Grammar Total Overall Total
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Pre-test
Overall Experimental 13.06 1.29 11.76 1.46 24.82 2.62
Score Control 13.18 1.47 12.12 1.04 25.29 2.24
Post-test
Overall Experimental 18.85 2.06 17.74 1.65 36.59 3.41

Control 14.50 1.77 13.68 1.70 28.18 3.33

Score

A test on the homogeneity of variance is requiredote performing the mixed
between-within ANOVA. Levene’s Test for equaliti/\variances was performed, with

the results shown in Table 6. The null hypothesiges that the error variance of the
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dependent variable is equal across all groups. rd@sidts show all the p-values > 0.05;
therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected ati%o level. This shows that the variance
is the same across groups. Therefore, the assumgdtmixed between-within ANOVA

is fulfilled and the difference between experiméatad control groups can be compared
using mixed between-within ANOVA. Another assuroptiis the homogeneity of
inter-correlation; which can be tested using Bo'statistics. The results show all the
p-values > 0.05; therefore, the null hypothesiwisrejected at the 5% level. This shows
that for each group, the pattern of inter-correlatbetween the pre-test and the post-test
is the same. Hence, mixed between-within ANOVA d¢an used to compare the

difference between two groups over time.

Table 6 Test for assumptions for the mixed between-within ANOVA

Box’s M test Leven’s Test for Pre-test Levene’s Test for Post-test
Value P-value F-value P-value F-value P-value
Content Total 1.022 0.813 0.668 0.420 0.321 0.575
Grammar Total 4.119 0.279 1.170 0.288 0.010 0.920
Overall Score 1.332 0.743 0.363 0.551 0.031 0.862

To assess the interaction effect, it is necessargbserve whether there is the same
change in scores over time for the two differeougs (experimental and control groups).
As shown in Table 7, the p-value for Wilks Lambda< 0.05, suggesting that the

interaction effect is statistically significant.t dlso indicates that the change in scores

over time for the two groups is different.
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The main effect for each of our independent vaeablias assessed. Since all the
p-values < 0.05, the main effect for time is stat&ly significant at the 5% level. This

shows that there is a change in scores betweepréitest and post-test. The result
shows that the scores in the post-test are sigmtiig higher than the scores in the
pre-test. To find the magnitude of the differenicethe means, the effect size was also
assessed. All the values of partial eta squaredshn the last column of Table 7 are

greater than 0.14. According to the guidelineppsed by Cohen (1988, p.284-288),
0.01 = small effect; 0.06 = moderate effect; 0.1drge effect, the results suggest a very

large effect size.

Table 7 Comparisons of the scores for the pre-test and post-test among the different test

groups using mixed between-within ANOVA

Wilks’ Lambda Partial Eta
Value F-value P-value Squared
Content Within-subjects Effect 0.155 174.427 <0.001 0.845
Total (Pre/post-test)
Interaction Effect 0.317 68.813 <0.001 0.683
(Pre/post-test* group)
Between-subjects 17.514 <0.001 0.354
Effect (group)
Grammar Within-subjects Effect 0.170 156.271 <0.001 0.830
Total (Pre/post-test)
Interaction Effect 0.374 53.651 <0.001 0.626
(Pre/post-test* group)
Between-subjects 20.299 <0.001 0.388
Effect (group)
Overall Within-subjects Effect 0.135 205.599 <0.001 0.865
Total (Pre/post-test)
Interaction Effect 0.297 75.610 <0.001 0.703
(Pre/post-test* group)
Between-subjects 20.833 <0.001 0.394

Effect (group)
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As for the results assessing the between-subjéetst,esince all p-values < 0.05, the
main effect for the group is significant at the $%el. This suggests that there are
statistically significant differences in the scotestween the experimental and control
groups. The result shows that the scores in tiperemental group are significantly

higher than the scores in the control group. Tfexesize is also given in Table 7. All

the values of partial eta squared are greater @b (with reference to the guidelines
proposed by Cohen, 1988, p.284-288, 0.01 = snfalt®ef0.06 = moderate effect; 0.14 =

large effect), suggesting a very large effect size.

The changes in the main effects and interacticecesfare presented as follows:

Figure 4  The plot of content total against the different tests for the two groups
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Figure 5 The plot of grammar total against the different tests for the two groups
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Figure 6 The plot of overall total against the different tests for the two groups
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The scores in both the experimental and the cogtalps increase over time. Figures
4-6 show that improvement in scores of the expartalgroup students is higher than for
the control group. The results in mixed betweethini ANOVA show that the
differences in scores over time and between thegneaps are statistically significant.
Hence, the scores of the experimental group stadamet significantly higher than the
scores of the control group students, showing thatdents who engaged in
teacher-student conferencing were able to makeegreaogress in their writing than

those who experienced only written feedback.

4.3  Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted aftemthén study. There were 3 students
in the experimental group, Harry Carrie, and Samxryihad scored the highest mark,
Carrie the average mark, and Sam the lowest markenpost-test. There were 3
students in the control group, Alice, Ricky, andtige Alice had scored the highest mark,
Ricky, the average mark, and Betty, the lowest markhe post-test. These are all
pseudonyms to protect students’ anonymity. Theriw data were transcribed and

analysed in terms of the aims of this study. Teapss are presented in the addenda.

The first aim of the study was to determine stusler@sponses toward the different
modes of feedback, namely, written feedback anchezastudent conferencing. When
students were asked how they felt when marked ngritvas returned by teachers,
students from both the experimental and contralgsagenerally had little confidence in
obtaining good marks for their writing. A negatifeeling was typical regardless of

students’ language proficiency. For example, Hahg best performing student in the
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experimental group, said he would try to “escapenfreality and just ignore the whole
thing” when he received negative comments for liskw Harry also commented that he
seldom received praise from the teacher for th&wone. Similarly, Ricky, the average
student in the control group said he often felagmointed when his writing was returned
because there were red marks all over the papdrandndered “why the mark is so low
or why the writing has so many mistakes”. Bettyha control group said that she had
no special feeling when her writing was returnetiéobut generally expressions such as

“disappointed” are recurrent in the interview dat@h no reports of positive reactions.

Responses among students in both groups were similaat students said that written
feedback is useful but not adequate to help themot@orrections and avoid making
similar mistakes in the future. However, it isgir@sting to note that only one of the three
students who received verbal feedback gave anytipwstomments about written
feedback whereas the three students in the cagrtwap receiving only written feedback
expressed some positive comments about writtenbtedd with Alice mentioning

positive comments about written feedback twicekRiftve times and Betty once.

The difference in the responses between both grmgysbe attributed to the fact that
students in the experimental and control groupsived different treatments in the study.
Students receiving verbal feedback in the experiadgmoup could conceivably be more
aware of the inadequacies of written feedback kmdhey were exposed to verbal
feedback which students in the other group didexperience. For example, Harry, in
the experimental group, said that although he fabhedeacher comment useful, he was

not entirely satisfied with the way comments wekeg to him. First of all, he said that
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the written comments were insufficient to help humderstand the mistakes he made.
He commented that teachers “never point out altakes. Maybe there is not much
space on the paper, teacher cannot write manyrsm®e Another dissatisfaction was
that the teacher only identified the weaknessesisrwriting without giving him any
praise: “They just tell me what | should improvedaever praise me. They just pointed
out the problems | must solve”. Similar views wshared by the other two students in
the group. Carrie mentioned that the written feettlshe received from her teacher was
inadequate to help her solve problems in the straadf her writing. Sam commented
that he did not receive a lot of comments fromtb&chers and that the mistakes in his
writing were often indicated with the use of ercodes, such as codes indicating wrong
spelling. However, he found the use of error codey confusing as there were so

many of them and that “he did not know what thehbeas talking about”.

Meanwhile students in the control group, who reeéignly written feedback in the study,
seemed to give a stronger endorsement of writtedbfeck, in spite of some of the
identified shortcomings. For example, when Alicaswasked if the written feedback
from her teacher helped her to make improvemetarms of her writing ability, she said
that she would remember the written feedback ofeheher and she put the blame for not
being able to make improvement in her writing oa ldck of frequent writing practice.
In the same way, Ricky, in the same group, comnakthit he found the written feedback
for his writing useful although not enough: “Althgilu some feedback is quite short
indeed, some is quite clear by pointing out whatopgms | had in my essay, but the

feedback is not detailed enough”. The failure atten feedback to provide sufficient

131



feedback for corrections emerged from student mesg® in both experimental and
control groups, although the number of referencgkd same theme in the experimental

group was somewhat higher than in the control group

When students in the experimental and control gsaugre asked how they attempted to
do the corrections based on the teacher feedhiagiyearged that students with a higher
level of English proficiency tended to cope witleithproblems on their own whereas
weaker students were more prepared to seek helpdtbers; sometimes their teacher if
the teacher was nearby, or from peers. Harnherekperimental group, said he would
not seek help from his teachers because they wame o busy to help him solve his
problems. His classmates would not be of much teelfpm either because “they are not
often sure if they are correct or not”. The stya&e he adopted to help him do his
corrections were to look up dictionaries, visitéibes or to surf the internet. In the same
way, Alice, the most proficient student in the cohgroup, also said that she would not
approach the teacher for explanations about hetiakas: “I go over the essay and if |
don’t know how to do the corrections, | will jugtalve it and will not seek help from the
teacher”. Other students in the experimental gneepe more prepared to seek help
from classmates or/and teachers if they still hadblems with their corrections. Carrie
said she would consult reference books and diatiemebefore seeking help from
classmates or teachers. The difficulty of askemghers for direct and individual input
was a repeated theme, with students identifyinghteis’ workloads and the number of

students needing assistance as factors.
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In contrast, students remarked that within the eanfcing context, they would willingly
ask their teacher for explanations or advice. Saith he would take the initiative to ask
teachers for explanations of his mistakes as tligladvhelp him avoid making similar
mistakes in the future. Similarly, Ricky and Battgntified issues they would ask about
if they had the opportunity. Betty, for examplaidsthat she would ask her teacher many
guestions about writing, for example, “the useeoises, because | always make mistakes
about using the wrong tenses”. She continuedytdhss it would be very difficult for
her to do corrections without the teacher firstlaxpng her mistakes. The eagerness of
students to have individual attention, includingeexded explanations, in contrast to their
perception of the impracticality of teachers’ gyimdividual attention to students were

prominent themes in the interview data.

Regarding students’ views on ways to enhance tfeztefeness of writing teachers’
commentaries, responses showed that students iexffegimental and control groups
appreciated verbal feedback. Students’ preferémceerbal feedback is reflected in
the tallying for comments for each of the studemtithe experimental group with Harry
mentioning the advantages of providing student$ wierbal feedback three times,
Carrie six times and Sam three times, outweighiegq fpositive comments about written
feedback in each case. This might be due to tbetlat these students all received
verbal feedback in the study and they actually gepeed how attention to individual
students could help to solve their individual peshs and help to improve their writing
ability. Harry claimed he would be able to makeajer progress in writing if his

teacher could verbally remind him of the probleraihd to solve in his writing: “I think
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more improvement will be shown if the teachers reimme what problems | have to
solve”. Carrie, the average student in the expemiad group, shared Harry’'s view.
She said that verbal feedback was beneficial ihitltauld help students perform better
according to their varied learning abilities and teacher could also motivate students to
learn English: “Verbal feedback can encourage sttsd®® put more effort on writing
because not only can it give students a chancekauaestions, but also it can help to
increase their motivation in learning English asah give teachers a good chance to
care and cater to the needs of each student whdiffasent ability”. Sam, the
student with the lowest score in the post-test, mase positive about written feedback
than Harry and Carrie, saying that he thought bettten feedback and verbal feedback
were useful to him. He said written feedback wasful because the teacher could
indicate to him the mistakes he made in his writingowever, he found that written
feedback was inadequate to meet his needs becaubkeught the interaction between
teacher and student was very important. Sharinge&Zaview, he said that he would
like to have teacher-student conferencing becaesetld be motivated to learn better if
given the chance to interact with the teacher oma@inidual basis and be given words of

encouragement.

Echoing the views of students in the experimentalg, students in the control group
also expressed their preferences for verbal feéddlttough they had not had the chance
to receive verbal feedback in the study. Thesaestis still mentioned the advantages of
having verbal feedback, with Alice mentioning itid¢e, Ricky four times and Betty five

times. While Alice and Ricky spoke positively abawritten and verbal feedback a
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similar number of times, they did not articulatey aregatives about verbal feedback
which they did with written feedback. Betty wagwever, way more positive about

verbal feedback than about written feedback.

Most of the reasons students in the control grayegvere in general similar to those in
the experimental group. For example, Alice saat tlerbal feedback could cater better
for individual differences as “it is difficult toige individual attention in class because
students are of mixed ability”. Betty, the studerth the lowest score in the control

group, expressed views similar to that of her ctedss, that is, individual response on a
one-to-one basis could help students do bettemgrit She even quoted an anecdote to

support her claim that individual feedback was maeful to her than written feedback:

| remember that when | was in Form 4 and 5, somenyfclassmates’ English
were quite good and the teacher paid more attertodhese students (explaining
mistakes to them after class). The students vatr English were neglected.
As a result, students who obtained extra attenftiom the teacher were able to

make greater progress than she did.

In addition to the common theme of students in blo¢hexperimental and control groups
preferring verbal feedback, there was the additimsae that some students also wanted
attention on content as well as form. This dekireteacher feedback on content and
form is evident in the interview data for studeimtshe experimental group, with Harry
mentioning it three times in the interview, Caar Sam twice respectively. Harry said

in the interview that he would appreciate more trgou his work in progress, that is, his
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emphasis was in the process of writing more so thamproduct. He said that he would
like the teacher to go through his writing with hamd tell him which were the parts that
he had written well and which parts needed imprey@mn He commented that the
conference context could enable him to ask helm fiive teacher to help him generate
more ideas for his writing: “My teacher can sayhis bitis good. This bit is not good'.

| can ask for ideas. | can ask the teacher toagx@nd show me an example”. The
desire for attention to content and form is alsbceably among students in the control
group. For example, Ricky said that teachers shpldce equal emphasis on content
and grammar in feedback: “Focus more on contentpaodide guidance as to how to
develop the content of the piece of writing”. Hhert commented that it would not be
much help to him if the content of his writing wiaglevant to the topic and the teacher
instead just underlined the grammatical mistakekignwriting. More useful to him
would be to have an opportunity for the teacheexplain to him the reasons why the
content of his writing was irrelevant to the togic:the content of the piece of writing is
irrelevant to the topic, | would like the teachersuggest to me how to correct my essay

SO as to make it relevant to the topic | was as@emdrite on”.

Regarding the last aim of the study, whether stiglerterest in learning English can be
enhanced by improving their writing abilities, sémdls in both groups generally agreed
that more individual attention from the teacher ldoenhance their writing ability, and

that higher marks in their writing would better iiwate them to learn English. Harry, an
experimental group student, commented that vemdsadldack from the teacher would

help him improve more in his writing and arouseihtsrest in learning English. Carrie
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and Sam in the experimental group also commenggdvérbal feedback can encourage
students to put more effort into writing. They smlered the chance to get help on
individual mistakes and problems as the kind oé@ffe support that students need to

feel motivated to improve their writing ability.

Students in the control group shared the viewstwdents in the experimental group.
Alice, said that improvement in writing ability douhelp to enhance her interest in
learning English: “I think so. | can enjoy a gresinse of success; this will help to
build up my confidence in learning English”. Rickgncurred. However, he further
explained that improvement in writing ability woubelp to build up his confidence in
using English in his everyday life to communicatéhwioreigners. This would further

arouse his interest in learning English. When las asked to explain how individual
teacher feedback could help him develop his intenegriting, he said that the teacher

could teach him how to improve the content of higing:

If I can write English, | will be able to speak thenguage. Then | can use
English to communicate with foreigners and I'll awoore with the English
language. After all, English is so vital in Hongy. I'd prefer one-to-one
guidance because | can have interaction with taetier and the teacher can help

me with the content of my writing.

When Betty was asked whether improved writing gbitiould enhance her interest in
learning English, she responded that this wouldagdy help her to build up her

confidence in learning English. If she could gebd marks in her writing, she would be
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more interested to read more and would be moréngitb turn to her teacher for help if

she had problems with her writing.

A further theme which emerged from the interviewadas indicated above, was that
students were aware of the impracticality of teashgiving individual attention to
students because of their busy time schedule. o&ih students indicated their
preference for individual attention from the teaghbey were all aware that this
might not be feasible in view of the number of &nt$ in the class, the heavy
workload and the busy schedule of teachers. H&rygexample, mentioned that his
teacher often provided him with written feedbackl aeldom verbal feedback because
if he were to be given verbal feedback, then tlaeher would have to provide verbal
feedback to all students and the teacher wouldeatble to manage providing verbal

feedback to all students.

Similarly, Carrie also commented that although greferred verbal feedback, she was
aware that it would be difficult because teachezsawery busy and they could not afford
the time to give individual attention to studeritsowever, | understand teachers are very
busy. They won’t have the time to provide indivadlfeedback to students”. Ricky also
said that it would be difficult for him to seek imatlual help from the teacher because
they are often very busy and he would have to tarnis classmates for help if he had
problems with doing the corrections in his writiig: teachers are often very busy and it

will be impossible for them to cater for the neeflso many students”.
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Another theme which emerged from the interviewthat students seem dissatisfied with
the feedback on writing currently provided for thanth the focus on form rather than
content. Students in the interviews were awariefbenefits of written feedback, but
they were not satisfied that there was scant adtend the content or structure of the
writing. One of the students mentioned that shédcoope with correcting spelling and
grammatical mistakes in her writing, but she wantexte teacher comment on how to
improve the content of her writing. This same seant is reflected in Ricky’s comment
that he wanted feedback to “focus more on contedtpovide guidance as to how to

develop the content of the piece of writing”.

It has been noted that students in general founteseritten comments useful for them,
in spite of the limitations they identified. Somstudents indicated that it would be
helpful if an integrated approach were adoptedhi& provision of feedback to the
students. For example, Sam in the experimentalpgsaid he found both written
feedback and verbal feedback useful to him, altholig preferred verbal feedback.
Nonetheless, he still thought it was useful towgetten feedback as this would help him
with his grammar. In fact, he suggested that teecbould provide students with both

verbal and written feedback for their writing:

Sam: | think both of them [verbal and written feadk| are useful. But

for me | will rather choose the verbal feedback.

Teacher: ... Can you tell me why you think writteedback is useful? In

what ways?
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Sam: .... in the comment, most of the teachers wiitewabout what
mistakes you have in the grammatical ways, suclstagtural,
sentence structure, grammar etc. So | thinkstilsuseful but not

enough.

Teacher:  So can you tell me why teacher-studerfecemcing is a better way

of giving feedback?

Sam: It is very important because at least | cak, a®nd there is
interaction between students and teachers. Seaat | can ask,

listen and | can learn!

Overall, analysis of student responses for the stmctured interviews suggested that
students generally felt negative about being predidith masses of written corrections
without explanations. They also noted that thisdfeack tended to focus almost
exclusively on grammatical issues, and leave camdatively untouched. In addition
to being somewhat daunted by masses of writterectbons, they noted that there was
little if any praise for good writing. In contratst these views on written feedback, they
seemed to appreciate individual, verbal feedbacknase useful for improving their
writing ability, especially when it involves explaions about errors and content, not just
identification of faults. While expressing someeghcism that teachers would have
time for this one-on-one feedback, they noted thgave them a fuller idea of what
needed to be done to improve writing rather thahghowing them that the writing had to

be improved. Some lower proficiency students seemoebe suggesting that this
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one-on-one interaction countered their general gmien that teachers gave more
classroom attention and time to answering and hglpigh proficiency students. As
well as appreciating the benefits of teacher-studenferencing, the interviews show

student support and appreciation for working wiglens on corrections.

Student description of their approaches and a#gud error correction based on written
feedback, suggests a limitation of written feedbaskthe sole means of providing
students about their writing. They are uncert&iouh how to proceed in the making of
improvements, not always understanding the natitieer errors, especially in the case
of lower proficiency students, and not always peing a need to correct anyway if a

mark has already been assigned.

The following is a summary of the themes in the isginuctured interviews and the

number of times each student touched on any patitteme:

Experimental group Control group

Theme ) ) )
Harry Carrie Sam Alice Ricky Betty

Current focus on form rather

than content 1 0 1 4 4 2
Desire for attention to contepht
as well as form 3 2 2 0 4 1
Failure of written comments {o
provide sufficient feedback f¢r 2 4 6 3 4 2
corrections
Finds some written commeht

0 0 2 2 3 1

helpful

Desire for individual attentior],
including extendeql 4 5 3 4 4 3
explanations
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Impraticality of teachers’ giving
individual attention 4 1 0 2 2 3
Link between correct grammfr
and high marks in writing 0 0 0 0 1 0
Discouraged by writtef
feedback 1 1 3 2 2 0
Willingness (+)/

ngness (+) 1(+) 14 26)
unwillingness (-) to approagh 0 1(+) 1(+)
teacher 1(=) 1(=) 1(+)

4.4  Group interviews

The group interviews offered validation of the fimgs from the semi-structured

interviews. They offered data against the researobstions for a broader range of
students with varying proficiency and conditiong.he conferences were conducted by
the researcher, but the interviews were done bgllaague in Cantonese. The main
themes from the interview transcripts were compaveld the researcher diaries of the

conferences.

4.4.1 Findings of thefirst group interview

The three students interviewed in the group inemivere Tom (highest scoring student),
Flora (mean scoring student) and Candy (lowestirsga@tudent in the group). These
students were asked how they felt after receivirartwriting from the teacher. The
reactions of students in the group were similarstodents in the semi-structured
interviews as they generally associated teachelbBk with negative feelings. In the
semi-structured interviews, one student in the arptal group said he would try to
“escape from reality and just ignore the wholeghiii he received negative feedback for

his writing from the teacher. This student's comineoincided with the views of
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students in the group interview during which Flegad that it was really frustrating for
her to see so many red marks on her paper, whidke mer lose confidence in learning
English. Candy said that she did not want to readk her writing because it was
upsetting to realise that there were many mistakbsr work which she feels she should
not have made. Like Harry in the semi-structurgdrview who commented that there
was often a lack of any praise, Candy in the giatgrview also mentioned that: “I have
never thought of receiving praise from the teach€he amount of correction is often
more than the work done by me”. She added thatedshscared when she was asked to

do writing.

When students were asked about the mode of feedbagloften received, Flora said that
the teacher usually provided students with writedback. The teacher would usually
underline mistakes on students’ texts. Codes wsee to indicate the type of mistakes
made. The teacher did not explain problematicsaireatudent writing on an individual
basis, an issue also raised by students in thestenctured interviews. Tom said that
the teacher tended to type out students’ commanrseon a sheet of paper and students
would then do the corrections together in classpaiding on how feedback is provided,
Candy described how teachers tended to providestsdvith direct feedback, including
any correct versions for faulty sentences rathem 8pending time explaining to students

the reasons for the mistakes made.

In spite of these limitations, the students didaate that written comments were helpful
for them. For example, Tom commented that thetewicomments provided by the

teacher were mostly not bad, although the teacharesmes only underlined the
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mistakes and he did not understand the reasons hghynade mistakes. Candy
mentioned that she could still benefit if the teachelped to correct her sentences
because copying out corrections would give her epéeimpression — although she
contradicted this point later by admitting that #ept making the same mistakes over
and over again. However, the point is that stuglpresented a definite view that even
with all the limitations that they described, th&ypught there were benefits in written
feedback. In fact, Tom made three referencesapdisitive impact of written feedback,
Flora two and Candy, the lowest performing studen&. Except in the case of Candy,
who made three negative references to written f@eldbthe positive and negative

comments about balanced each other exactly.

When asked how students handled their correctibeyg,all expressed a general reliance
on the corrections provided by the teacher. Faid that she was often not required to
do them because her teacher usually correctecerlnistakes. Candy simply copied
out the corrected sentences provided by the teashber correction, as did Tom, who

mentioned the likelihood of messing up any cormettiwhich he did not understand.

Turing to the conferencing sessions, all studerpsaessed a positive response to the
verbal interaction involved. The desire for indiwval attention, including extended
explanations about individual problems in writingas strongly expressed. In fact,
when students were asked about the mode of feedbagkvould prefer to receive, they
all said that they would prefer to have verbal fesatk as they were aware of the failure of
written comments to provide sufficient feedback émrrections. Although they had

some neutral comments about verbal feedback, ioshnthiey simply itemised what they
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had learned as a result of the conference, mosinamts were positive, indicating that
conferences were of benefit and more useful thattenrfeedback. Tom and Candy
both mentioned verbal conferencing in a positivg eight times, with Flora making five

such comments. Notably, there were no negativergemis about conferencing by any

of the students.

The reasons which students mostly gave for theifepence were in fact quite similar.
Candy, for example, said that students could haleaaer understanding of the mistakes
made and receive immediate responses from the @ediclthey had any individual

problems:

It's good because students can have a clearer @wtaleding of the mistakes they
made in their writing. Students can ask the teacjumstions and the teacher

can immediately respond to the questions raised.

Echoing the views of Candy, Flora said that stusiéended to remember better after
receiving explanations from the teacher. Tom aismtioned the chance to find out the

reasons behind mistakes and get a greater undgirggaof writing problems.

It is significant, though, that at the same timetlasy express a desire for verbal
conferencing, they also express skepticism aboetféasibility of teachers giving

individual help with corrections. Candy mentiondidht she could hardly expect a
chance to receive individual attention from thectes, giving as evidence her teacher’s

preference to help students correct all their rketacollectively rather than to give them
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individual attention. Flora also mentioned thatdeints were expected to take the

initiative in asking teachers if they had any gieest about their piece of writing.

4.4.2 Findings of the second group interview
The second interview was a chance to determinesthdents’ responses were consistent

about their preferences for feedback as describéuei findings from the first interview.

In the second interview, students were still pesitabout conferencing, expressing a
preference again for this type of feedback. In,fdus feeling was expressed more
strongly than in the first interview, with eachd¢mt making a greater number of positive
references to verbal feedback. Both Tom and Flooenmented positively on

conferencing seven times, with Candy making tentipesreferences. They were all

able to identify specific writing or language skillhey had learned as a result of the
conferences. When Tom was asked how he had beshdfibm the teacher-student

conferencing, he said:

We talked about how to organise my paper betteaw W understand how to
organise the ideas and structure the essay. Wedalbout writing a paragraphing
that mentions the connection between the probletfeved by the solution. |

also have some understanding of the grammaticalsterongly used.

Similarly, when Flora was asked how she benefitedmf the teacher-student
conferencing, she said it was good to have vedmdlfack from the teacher because she
could have the chance for better understandinigeoptoblems made in her writing. She

said she benefited a lot from the conference becaus
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. apart from pointing out the mistakes the teachan @lso provide you
alternative ways of expressing similar ideas to enddem sound better. Just now
the teacher has told me that there was a bettertwaxpress some ideas or use

some words to make the meaning easier to understand

When Candy was asked how she benefited from tlehéeastudent conferencing, she

gave an extensive reply:

... iIn my essay the third point is irrelevant to tbpit just because | had nothing
to say. | was unaware of the importance of theuahce of the content of the
essay in relation to the topic. Therefore, | dat realise that | should mention

the solutions to the problems previously mentianalde essay and not asking my

friend to offer me suggestions to solve the problesmich occurred in my lesson.

Although students generally expressed their desirendividual attention from the
teacher including extended explanation, there weree negatives. Tom hinted at his
concern in the first interview, without actuallypgssing it as a negative. In the second
interview, he said that: “If | have time, it is gbfor teachers to provide me with feedback
on a one-to-one basis. In reality, teachers may ii difficult to spend time on every
student”. This was expressed as an overt condeyata&onferencing. There are two
aspects to this view. The first is recognitiontteé many demands on teachers’ time.
Tom expressed again in this interview the impraditie of teachers giving individual

help to students to help them with the correctioasause of the number of students that
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teachers had to help. This is a view shared bgratfudents in the group, and reinforces

the comments made in the first interview.

Regarding the time issue, though, Tom is also awlae students are busy. In his
case, the benefits of verbal feedback have to benbad against the extra time he
feels it takes. Of course, his experience was faer-achool experience, so his
comment relates more to the experimental condittbas any in-class provision of

verbal feedback.

The following is a summary table which identifigsetcommon themes in student
responses during the group interviews, and the mumabtimes each student touched

on any particular theme:

First interview Second interview

Theme

Tom Flora Candy Tom Flora Candyf
Failure of written comments td
provide sufficient feedback fon 4 2 2 1 1 3
corrections
Students find written feedback
helpful to them 2 1 1 3 1 0
Impracticality of teachers’
giving individual help with 1 1 1 1 1 1
corrections
Students’ lack of time for
after-school conferences 0 0 0 2 0 0
Blind copying of teachers’
corrections 1 2 4 0 0 0
Discouraged by written
feedback 0 2 4 0 3 0
Current focus on form rather
than content 0 2 1 0 0 0
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Resolving individual problems

through verbal feedback 5 6 5 5 2 4
Desire for individual attention

including extended explanatiop 4 2 5 4 7 6
Teachers expecting students tp

take the initiative in asking 1 2 0 0 1 1

guestions

Willingness (+)/ 0(+) 1(+) 1(+)

unwillingness (-) to approach 0 0 0

teacher 2(-) 0(=) 0()
Impact of motivation on

learning English 1 2 1 1 1 1
Improvement in writing ability

enhances interest in learning 1 1 1 2 2 1

English

443 Comparisonsof thedatain group interview 1 and group interview 2

In the first interview, the set of questions neaedsfocused students’ responses more on
their previous experiences with feedback. Thisu$oled to more negative comments
about written feedback than occurred in the lategrview. It also led to more neutral
comments which simply described feedback proceduiBse studentslescribed how
English language teachers have the tendency toaiexpihe common grammatical
problems of students in class rather than allogaime to discuss students’ individual
problems. They expressed a clear preference fdvaldeedback which allowed
one-to-one interaction with the teacher, althouggytstill spoke about some positive

aspects of written feedback.

This tendency was even stronger in the secondvieter The number of positive
references to verbal feedback was increased, wih teference to the benefits of

written feedback.
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The main point to note is that students did noerse their opinions; only the intensity of
positive feeling for conferencing, which can batetl to their additional experience with
this form of feedback. Therefore, the second grotgrview validates the data in the

first group interview.

45  Researcher diary notesfor the conferences

The teacher-researcher diaries corroborate theigiam of students for conferencing.
They all, in spite of being shy and slow to ingabpics or questions, demonstrated
willingness to participate in conferences, and vaatgvely listening to input about their
individual writing pieces. The teacher-researcti@ries also show that all students
could identify issues for which they needed exteneleplanation, and that students were

pleased for the chance to get these explanations.

However, in spite of students’ expressed desire ifolividual attention including
extended explanations for the mistakes they madwitmg during the group interview,
the teacher-researcher diaries indicate that steidegeneral were not quite at ease in the
conference. All three students scored either arngvo for student ease and extended
reply in the first conference sessions. This sugpstudent comment that they would
need to know and like the teacher to get the masbicconferences. The researcher was
unknown to students, and of course this was a meration. It should be noted that the
level of ease improved for both Tom and Flora i@ skecond conference, although this
was not true for Candy. Interestingly, Candy ie 8tudent who was most vocally

negative about written feedback and positive alio@ifpotential benefit of conferences.
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Candy aside, it appears that continued experientte conference could lead to more

active participation.

In addition, students were not yet prepared to takigative in asking the teacher
questions about their writing. They did not irtiéidalk about their concerns and only
raised the questions when invited to do so. Tlsetlee very real possibility that this is
related to Chinese cultural expectations that stisdeot speak before they are asked to
do so as a matter of respect. Teachers are exipiectake a dominant role in deciding
what students should learn. In any case, theretheasnpression that the conferences
were mostly question and answer sessions ratherstiidents taking any initiative to set

the agendas for the sessions.

Overall, the researcher diary notes did not fingl eontradictions to student interview
responses, but these notes did offer data abadergtioehaviour in conferences. While
students talk positively about the possibility ore-to-one interaction and the chance to
clarify writing-related issues, in fact they tedi fairly passive in conferences. Positive
views, then, were not necessarily linked to acuadicipation. This was especially true
for the lower proficiency student, who was veryipes about the benefits of conferences,
but the least active of the students in the confe.  There is evidence that generally

active participation improves over time and withrenexperience with conferences.

4.6  Comparison of semi-structured interviews and group interviews
Interview data obtained during the semi-structurgdrviews and the group interviews

revealed that marks are very important to the stisjéut they do not expect to do well.
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The return of writing to students was associatetth wegative feelings, such as “at a
loss” or feeling “nervous” or “vague”. The retuoh writing with errors identified led

to little interest in doing corrections or redrafts

Another similarity for students in the semi-strued interviews and the group
interviews was confusion about the error codesnuicate their mistakes. They
wanted more explanation, but both groups were stadpif their teachers being able to
allocate time to students on a one-on-one basiein of the number of students that
the writing teachers had to cater for and the mixieitity of students in the classroom.
They did notice that corrections were mainly foecuse grammar, with some students
commenting that writing teachers should not justufoon form, that is, grammatical

structure and accuracy, but also to teach studemtsto generate ideas for their writing.

Students with higher English scores in both graagesmed to be more able to cope with
the correction of their writing on their own, faxaenple, surfing the internet or visiting
libraries. On the other hand, the average andriga@ing students tended to rely more
heavily on the teacher to give them help with tlerections. The students in the
semi-structured interview also referred to a releaan peers, a reliance not mentioned in
the group interview. Linked to the greater indeferce cited by the more proficient
students is the reality across the student groopshigher proficiency students to
appreciate verbal feedback a little less than stisdeith lower English proficiency. All
students, but especially the lower performing stisleexpress their need for more
individual attention to address their problems.ud®gnts in both groups also reported the

inadequacies of written feedback, consistentlyrrefg to the benefits of interaction with
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the teacher, interaction which allowed for fulleqplnations and attention to specific

writing problems.

Regardless of proficiency, students in both kinflgnterviews reported positively on
the use of teacher-student conferencing as the mbdeedback. Furthermore, all
students in both types of interviews claimed thugirt interest in learning would be
enhanced if they could make improvement in theiting ability and make use of the

knowledge they had acquired for communication psego

Overall, there was a high degree of similarity tadent opinions in the two sets of
interview data. A difference, however, in the tagis of interview data relates to doing
corrections.  Students in the semi-structuredvigess felt that they had the responsibility
to hand in their corrections despite the probldmyg tnight encounter when trying to do the
corrections, whereas students in the group intes/iended not to do corrections if they
found it was beyond their ability to do so. It sltbbe noted, however, that students in the
semi-structured interviews were speaking to thescher, and so would have a vested

interest in speaking enthusiastically about them diligence in making corrections.

Therefore, the two group interviews can be regaededhlidating the main finding in the
semi-structured interviews that students prefebakfeedback, although they still value

and want some written feedback.

4.7  Summary of findings
The findings of the main study revealed a staadiicsignificant difference in students’

performance in both content and grammar scoresdagtthe experimental and control
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groups (p < 0.05). The effect size was very lagf@ squared > 0.14) in both the
paired-samples t-test and the mixed between-wikiWNOVA. The scores of both
experimental and control groups were similar inghetest, writing 1, 2, 3, and 4. After
receiving the treatment, scores in the experimamutalp became higher than those in the
control group in the post-test, writing 1 redrafidacorrection, writing 2 redraft and
correction, writing 3 redraft and correction, andtiwg 4 redraft and correction. This
suggests that the use of teacher-student confagenaiprovide feedback on students’
writing has a positive impact on the overall impment of students’ texts in the

experimental group.

Therefore, the first research question about whettenferencing can lead to
improvement in the content of writing and the setogsearch question about whether
conferencing can lead to improvement in the granualadccuracy of writing were both
answered positively by this study. The third reskeajuestion: “What is the affective
response of students to teacher-student confeig?iciwas addressed using the
semi-structured interviews followed by two groupenviews for further corroboration of
the data obtained. That interview data obtainedicated that students responded
positively to conferences, and also expressedntigeiquacies of using written feedback
as the only mode of feedback. They also made #&iymodink between improved
English writing results and overall motivation. n® problems identified in the
interviews include receiving written comments taeg too general and not being able to
understand the correction codes in order to idettié types of mistake they have made.

The lack of a face-to-face encounter between teasttestudent has deprived students of
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the opportunity to negotiate meaning and ask farifatations. They also find the
negative comments so discouraging that they Idseast in doing more writing practice.
This effect may deny the student the opportunitg@eelop his/her writing in the future.
In contrast, the benefits of using teacher-studenferencing as the mode of feedback
were repeatedly discussed and illustrated in tkerview data, although despite such
enthusiasm students tended to take a fairly passiee in the conferences. The
implications of these findings for the second laamgg teaching of writing will be

addressed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5

5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study into the use of conferencing in the HEogg secondary context suggests that
the teaching of English writing would be enhancedthie inclusion of face-to-face
conferencing as part of the teaching and feedbiaktegy. Findings of the main study
indicate that students in the experimental groupo véxperienced teacher-student
conferencing, were able to make a statisticallyifigant improvement in their writing
results in comparison with students in the congrolup, who experienced only written
feedback (p < 0.05). Not only do students’ writirgpults improve as a result of
conferencing, but students themselves are ablditmlate the benefits for them, and to
talk about the limitations of existing practices their learning. This was true of the
students in the semi-structured interviews. Bylitshis may not be compelling
evidence as the researcher/interviewer was also pgrson who conducted the
conferences, and an element of teacher-pleasinyl @mcount for their comments.
However, the results were reproduced and hencdatall in the follow-up interviews
with students who were interviewed by someone othan the researcher who had
conducted the conferences. So there is an ovardrsement by students in this study
for the use of conferencing as part of the wrippnggramme. Of course, the inclusion of
conferencing as part of the teaching of writing bigmificant implications for teachers
and students in Hong Kong. This chapter will focus the significance and the

implications of the findings.
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51  Student perspectives on feedback

Findings of the semi-structured interviews and treup interviews revealed that
students had very definite views about the feedltaakthey received on their writing.
They indicated a preference for teacher-studenfiecences as the mode for the delivery
of teacher feedback, as they were aware of themqaaties of the written feedback they
usually received. They were able to articulatevimat ways they had difficulty with
existing patterns of written feedback, and in wivalys they thought verbal feedback

would be helpful for their development of writinkjlts.

To start with, students commented that the feedtfamkusually got was very focused on
grammar or spelling mistakes, not to do with théualccontent. This means that
feedback for them has been more an indication odrerthan a guide to actually
improving the text in terms of meeting a communieapurpose or of preparing a text for
a genuine audience. Not only is the feedback gdigeronfined to form, but even this

feedback is not found usable by the students fdimgacorrections.

5.1.1 Difficulty comprehending written feedback

While students in the semi-structured interviews éime group interviews generally
found that written feedback with a focus on gramuomseful, it is also true that they felt
that this kind of feedback was not adequate to ttedm do their corrections and avoid
making similar mistakes in the future. Studentsthe semi-structured interviews
commented that they often felt very frustratedrateeiving their marked writing pieces,
because they failed to understand the reasonsiftakes and the teacher’s use of error

codes further made it more confusing for them.
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Similar findings emerged from the group interview&ne of the students in the group
interviews said that although he found the wrifsgdback provided for him was useful
in the location and identification of error, neveliess, he found that the feedback was
not enough to help him rework his papers and tleatid not know the reasons for
making mistakes despite the fact that the mistakexe underlined for him. Another
student in the group interviews also commentedhiedbund the use of error codes so
confusing to him that he had given up doing coroest and would not hand in his

corrections to his teacher.

The inadequacy of providing students with just teritfeedback is an issue raised by
many researchers, as indicated in Lhterature Review. The effectiveness of written
commentary was queried by Sommers (1982) who conedeahat although written
commentary was the most common form of feedbackiged for students and had taken
up most of the teachers’ time, the efficacy of hesmments in helping students revise
their texts was doubted as students might havecdliiies in comprehending teachers’
written comments (1982, p.148). Knoblauch & Bramnd981) also outlined the
problems of relying on written feedback to studemiting, noting that students often
failed to comprehend the teacher’s responses fto Wriéing; and that even if they
recognised the nature of the error, they were aoéssarily able to translate that into any

action to improve the writing (1981, p.1).

Findings of the semi-structured interviews andtthe group interviews coincided with
the findings in Lee’s Hong Kong based study (20@4pecially regarding the difficulties

in interpreting error codes. Although the teachetsrviewed in Lee’s study admitted
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that they used error codes in marking student ngjtthe majority of them were aware
that students had difficulties in correcting theximors based on the correction codes due to
their limited understanding of grammatical termisitexd to the correction codes (2004,
p.296). Students had insufficient knowledge ofgheammatical system to recognize the

nature of the error or to repair it.

In common with the findings of the above researshtris study demonstrates that for
students, just knowing that they have made a grarmoahanistake, which an error code
indicates, is a long way from knowing how to adwaépair that mistake and how to
avoid making that mistake in future writing. Statkein this study had to rely on their
own devices to effect change in their writing anchad to devise their own strategies to
overcome the problem of not knowing how to do thleirrections. Harry, the student
with the highest proficiency in the experimentabuyp, said he would rather look up
dictionaries, visit libraries or surf the interriethelp him with his corrections in writing
than to seek help from the teacher or classmatdewever, most students in the
semi-structured interviews expressed their desirenore individual attention from their
teachers to solve writing problems. One studeahebserved that students who were
given individual attention from the teacher weréedb make greater progress in writing
than students who were not provided with this kaidattention. In the absence of
teacher input, some students rely on the help efspe However, a number of students
commented that if they failed to get help fromtis&cher to help them understand how to
correct their work, they would either give up dotheir writing corrections or refuse to

hand in rewritten drafts to the teacher.
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There is a clear pedagogical implication in thasdifigs. In the first place, there is a
strong indication of the need for a more interacfimm of feedback. As Knoblauch &
Brannon (1981, p.1) recommend, ongoing dialoguavéen teachers and students is
necessary in helping students with the revisionhefr texts. Furthermore, students’
problems in understanding the use of error coddglaassociated grammatical terms is
a case for explicit attention and direct teachifhghe error codes themselves, and the
grammatical terms which underpin the codes. Thishelp students understand their
errors more precisely. However, the findings algggest that teachers should be aware
that error identification in student writing is e same as students’ being able to repair
mistakes in their writing. Class time, therefosBpuld be allocated to the training of
students to correct errors based on these comnectides, through teacher ‘think-aloud’,
modeled rewrites and through shared rewriting,efommple. The nature of feedback
needs to evolve from mere written identificationesfors to extended explanation of
shortfalls, and to include interactive feedback chhihelps students with those

explanations, and with the processes of repaircanection.

5.1.2 Emphasison form over meaning

In the semi-structured interviews, students ind@dathat the feedback which they
received was focused on grammatical accuracy ratiaer on meaning in their writing.
Some students indicated that this was a problenthiam and that the relevance and
development of students’ ideas for their writingdhaot been given the attention it
deserved. One student said that the teacher teadedus more on surface errors than

the content of her writing. Another student comtedrihat teachers should place equal
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emphasis on both form and content when providieglback to students. He explained
that if the content of his writing was irrelevantthe topic he was asked to write on, it
would be pointless for the teacher to provide fee#tlton the grammatical mistakes he
made in his writing. He said it would be more megful if the teacher could explain to

him the reasons why the content of his writing weeevant to the topic.

A more general trend that emerged from the anabyfsiaterview data is that students
tend to associate error-free writing with good mgt and to take on board a rather
limited view of writing as a showcase of grammad &ncabulary expertise rather than a
means of effectively communicating ideas to a esmlience for a real purpose. In this
way, this study would tend to suggest that theseldeen little forward momentum from
the situation described by Sengupta & Falvey’s wt(i®98) which revealed that the
teaching of L2 writing by English language teacherslong Kong is mainly dominated
by language-related concerns at the sentence Vetelminimal focus on either the
discourse-related or cognitive aspects of writid@98, p.78-79). The predictable
outcome of such a focus on surface level, err@-ttemposition was described by
Pennington & Cheung (1995) as the conceptualisatiavriting as a piece of work to be
produced by an individual for a teacher-audiencejeav which contradicts a more
meaning-focused orientation (1995, p.20). This ksowell for students who are
motivated to succeed in examinations, but this i@sph strong instrumental motivation,

which is not based on the work being personallymmedul for students.

Teachers should consider the kinds of messages fedexiback is giving students in

terms of the nature of writing, what writing actlyails, and what is important about
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writing. If students are to take on board a moeamng-based view of writing and
embrace it as one more way of sharing new anddsti&g ideas with others, then the
teaching of writing and the giving of feedback nézébcus as much on the ideas which
are communicated as the ways in which they are aomoated. It is not unreasonable
to suppose that before students can care too dabpiyt how they write something, it

might be a good idea for them to actually care aldat they are writing.

Of course some students are able to care abotwliia¢’ as well as the ‘how’ already, as
evidenced by their request in this study for attento more than just form in the
feedback process. This is an encouraging indicdhiat some students in this strongly
examination-orientated context are able to rece&gthe importance of the message in
their writing. However, if there is to be a morelaspread challenge to the instrumental
focus on correctness for the sake of examinatiweitl, students taking on board a wider
and more meaning-oriented view of their Englishtiwg tasks, then the teaching and
giving of feedback for writing need to address eontas well as form. It is therefore
necessary for teachers to broaden not only thettes@f giving feedback, but also the

nature of the feedback itself.

5.1.3 Demotivation of evaluative feedback

Most students at the semi-structured interview rggabthat they did not expect to gain
high marks for their writing regardless of theindgmage proficiency. Students in
general did not have much confidence in their wgtespecially as they were seldom
given praise for the work they had done. The tang®f teachers not to give positive

encouragement to students is an area worth inastggas teachers’ attitudes can have
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a direct impact on the motivation of students iarfeng a language. This is in line
with the argument put forward by Belcher & Liu (200p.5). They suggested that
students who have low motivation would be unlikédytake the initiative in learning,
and would not take the feedback of teachers sdyiouStudents in the semi-structured
and group interviews generally agreed that theyiccdnetter be motivated to learn
English if they were able to receive more individadiention from the teacher. Their
need for more extended and individualised explanatihas already been noted.
However, they also suggested that individual ab@ntrom the teacher would include
encouragement, which they think would help thenfgrar better in the next piece of
writing and motivate them to work harder for futhenprovement. Daiker (1999,
p.156) recommends praise “as a remedy for appréreasd as a motivator of student
writing” (1999, p.156). He described a cycle inighhstudents who suffered from
writing apprehension tended to avoid writing sitoas. The lack of writing practice
would mean further deterioration of the studentbility to write well, further
unfavorable comments, and greater reluctance tewand so on. He would certainly
agree with the students in this study that writiegchers should try to reduce students’
apprehension of writing and increase their motomatito write through positive
reinforcement and praise rather than to adopt alymtsoriented approach in the

evaluation of student writing.

Students commented specifically on how discouragirgto receive a piece of writing
that is covered in red marks, error codes or ctioes. Given the advice of writers

such as Marzano & Arthur that this kind of writteredback may well be an exercise in
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futility, with little discernable impact on studentvriting ability anyway, this is a very
questionable practice (Knoblauch & Brannon, 19811).p Not only is it not
specifically helping students to improve, but itaistively discouraging them, which
perpetuates a cycle of demotivation. So teacheoslld absolutely avoid premature
and excessive focus on errors at the preliminaajtslin view of the fact that it would
be extremely frustrating and demoralising for studeriters to see red marks all over

their papers.

Aside from the motivating, or ‘feel good’ factorsagiated with encouragement and
praise from the teacher, it is good practice to datdents know what they are
accomplishing successfully. In order to move famyastudents need to know what
they already know and can do as well as what tleeg o know and need to be able to
do. Therefore, when providing feedback to studdetschers should bear in mind that
the strengths and weaknesses of students shouideh&fied and that students be
informed of the aspects of writing which they halane well as well as areas which

need further improvement.

Overall, then, as Silva (1990) pointed out, “a pesj encouraging, and collaborative
workshop environment within which students can work through their composing
processes” is essential (1990, p.15). Therefarachers should no longer just be
engaged in assessing the written works of theidesits but should also adopt a
supportive, encouraging, and collaborative rolaetping learners develop strategies for
generating ideas, revising, editing, and overalgkimg writing an enjoyable and

rewarding experience.
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5.1.4 Negotiation of meaning in interactive conferences

Students in this study were positive about theradgve nature of the conference,
noting the possibility for clarification on theiag, and extended explanations on the
teacher’s part. This kind of clarification and pé&gtion of meaning in interactive
conferences is actually in line with the viewslod social constructivists who hold the
view that language and learning occur through atgon with society. Vygotsky
(1978) explained that teacher-student conferencimgid help students go beyond
what they can currently do, to achieve their patnt In this process, the teacher
plays the role of an experienced writer who camsupstudents through their zone of
“proximal development” (1978, p.85). From a VWydatn point of view, it is the
collaboration between teacher and student thatshelgter the language development

of student writers.

Other writers highlight the interactive elementohferencing as central to the success
of this form of feedback (e.g., Carnicelli, 198MdaRose, 1982). Teacher-student
conferencing can be regarded as a type of collélverearning in which the student
writer is afforded the experience of having a realder giving responses to his or her
own writing, while the teacher helps develop aitaough probing and supporting the
writer in revising the draft and evaluating decmsio Students are able to recognise that
they can achieve more with individual teacher irjpan they can alone. Instinctively,
they are asking for exactly the kind of input theractionist philosophies of learning
and language say they need. Student feedbacksrstindy reinforces the need for

teachers to include more interactive strategiepaas of their feedback repertoire.
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Conferencing, which is all about two-way communimatetween teacher and student,
with opportunities for clarification and negotiaticand at least the potential for learners
to take a more active role in the communicationcpss, is a strategy which meets
students’ stated needisr individual feedback in a way which allows foxrpanations
and clarifications. Of course the degree to whsitidents take on the two-way aspect
of the communication is a culturally shaped phenmone the implications of which

will be addressed more fully below.

5.2  Cultural implications

One of the major contributions of this paper to file&d of second language writing is
that it tested a feedback approach, which origoha@ed has mostly been applied in
western cultural contexts, in the local Hong Koogtext, which of course is culturally
very different from English as L1 settings. Coefaeing is a kind of interaction, and
any interaction implies particular roles and re&aships between the interlocutors, and
the kinds of roles that teachers and students dfmgvto take in conferences are
manifestations of culture. There has been somgestigpns that an interactive model
of writing feedback does not take into account tfaglitional focus on examination
results that occurs in some cultures. Horowitz8@)9 for example, thought it
unreasonable to use methods of writing teachingeedback that attended to audience
rather than academic results for students who kad bonditioned to see examinations
“the be-all and end-all of the educational proced®¥86, p.143). Silva (1988) also
suggested that it was disrespectful to L2 leartedace them in educational contexts

that did not match their cultural experiences, @&odcautioned against wholesale
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adoption of methods from English as L1 culturakisgs into English as L2 cultural

settings, including feedback strategies (1988, P.51

Although the cultural context and socialisationgbies are very different from western
settings, this study demonstrated that conferensisgccessful in Hong Kong, an Asian
culture, and that teachers can use conferencirgfesdback strategy in the confidence
that there is no cultural impediment in doing sdowever, while conferencing can be
adopted with confidence as a culturally approprieegliback strategy, it is certainly true

that there are differences in how the conferenoels, lat least to date, in this setting.

5.2.1 Teacher dominance and student passivity in conferences

Sperling (1991) writes about how students in cafees displayed very different levels
of ease in communicating with the teacher, esdgdfdhe teacher is seen as an authority
figure (1991, p.155). It was noted in the resealesign chapter of this paper that the
communication “demands” of a typical conferencaussd in an L1 context would be
unlikely to promote any ease in communication fe students. The literature about
conferencing describes a successful conferencaagonhich the focus of attention is
on the students and their work and not the tutar lais or her agenda, with students
critically reflecting on their work (Walker & Eliasl987, p.282). Newkirk (1995)
reaffirms that it is the students’ responsibilityibitiate conference topics and take up
conversational and evaluative responsibility dutimg conference (p.196). However, it
seemed an unreasonable and unrealistic demand oo Ktng students who are used to
taking a very different role in teacher-student v@sations. For this reason, the

teacher/researcher took on a more controllingthaa is recommended for conferencing,
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initiating the topics, and generally determining flow of conversation. There was a
schedule of questions and prompts which guideddhé&rence, and while students could
initiate topics if they wanted to, it was generalisumed that students would rely on the

teacher setting the agenda.

The behaviour of the students in the conferencdbisfstudy suggests that this was a
reasonable decision, certainly for an initial exgece with conferencing. As a rule,
students were fairly passive in the conferences, allowed the teacher to direct
proceedings. Observations recorded after the éeathdent conferencing reveal that
students did not take an active role during thfa@mce sessions despite the fact that
most students found the teacher-student confergrusaful. In fact, these conferences
were not at the ‘high’ end of the collaborative twonum described by Sperling (1990,
p.318). The diary notes record that even when esiisd are provided with the
opportunity to have teacher-student conferencirig ery unlikely that they will take an
active, initiating role during the conference. Teheppeared to be some difference
according to the proficiency of students, althoggen the small sample size in the
researcher diary notes, it is difficult to make asgumptions that behaviour is linked to
proficiency rather than personal style. Tom, thestproficient student in the follow-
up group interview, did not take an active roleha conference. Initially he seemed to
lack confidence during his interaction with thedear. Although he appeared to be
quite confident when he was asked if he understio@dopic of the writing and was able
to provide suggestions to make improvement to hisng, the teacher had to take the

initiative to ask him questions before he respondeifter the warming up at the
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conference, Tom was able to take a more activeatolee conference, for example, he
took the initiative to ask for clarifications abdbe use of tenses when he was asked if he
would like to ask any questions in relation to tigting. The lowest proficiency
student in the follow-up interviews, Candy, wasogbassive, with little change in the

second conference.

The tendency of most students to gradually warmmthin each conference, even
though they were still not exactly verbose, pototghe possibility that students would
learn to take on more active roles as they becowre fiamiliar with the purposes and
processes of conferencing. Itis also true ththbalgh the difference was not a marked
one, most students were more at ease in the secorierence, and this too supports a
cautious optimism that students could come to beemactive participants in

teacher-student conferences.

5.2.2 Evolving teacher-student roles

Although the conference sessions provided for tivelents seemed to be teacher-
dominated, students interviewed appreciated theomppity to have teacher
conferencing with the students on a one-on-onesbhaspecially with the weaker
students who needed the additional support providgdconferences. So their
relatively passive behavior is not an indicatioattthey do not find value in the process.
A more likely explanation is that students’ perfamaes in the conference sessions
could have been due to the fact that they had @et Isocialised into such an interactive
process of learning, and their perceptions aboditeanlier experiences with learning in

Hong Kong education make it difficult for them &ke on an active role in relation to
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the teacher. They could well be feeling that tineight appear disrespectful to be
guestioning a teacher, and exerting any kind ofidance in an exchange with a teacher
as in Chinese culture students are not expectspak before they are asked to do so as

a matter of respect.

As well as being a matter of respect, there igrdditional expectation in Chinese culture
that it is a teacher’s responsibility to locate aodrect errors for them. Students have
been reinforced in this belief by teachers who etiog to Lee (2004) also possess the
view that it is better to help students correcirthrastakes rather than to explain students’

mistakes on an individual basis.

So while conferencing is successful within the dagan of existing teacher-student roles
and relationships, it is worth considering whetharevolution of teacher and student
roles could improve the efficacy of conferenceshis Bvolved teacher-student relationship
would look more like a partnership in which studesite encouraged and enabled to take

more responsibility for their own English learniagd writing.

This should not be a heavy handed affair in whicllents are pushed to participate in
procedures which feel uncomfortable for them. @&ely it is also important for writing
teachers to have an understanding of studentsonssptoward teacher feedback, an
understanding which can lead to a more harmonitassimom environment, improved
student motivation to write, and increased stuademtfidence in their writing teachers,
which will in turn help them develop their writimgpmpetence. Leki (1991) argued that

teachers should find out their students’ viewseather response and feedback because,
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for example, “Ignoring their request for error @mtion works against their motivation
[and] seems at best counter-productive, at worgh-handed and disrespectful of our
students, to simply insist that they trust our erefces” (1991, p.210). So without
pushing the issue — and it should be rememberé¢dtindents are actually positive about
conferencing — students can be gradually socialisédke a more active and reflective
role in their own learning. Of course the actualtigipation in conferences will
contribute to this gradual cultural shift, but e it is always likely that conferences in
Hong Kong schools will have a different look anélféeom those in the West as the
participants work together to evolve a format whieflects and shapes their cultural

expectations.

5.2.3 Student training

As well as being gradually socialised into moresiattive feedback processes such as
conferencing, students need explicit training iwho participate effectively. A simple
starting place is to inform them about the purpasd format of conferencing. The
observations in the researcher’s diary of confegsnmecord that students did not seem
sure about what a conference was and there wasfinession that the conference was a

guestion and answer session rather than a conwersditout the writing.

Training in how to behave in conferences can happémn the conferences, with the
teacher modeling the types of questions and inigeateads that students can deploy.
Newkirk (1995) describes a process of “role-shiftim which the teacher may shift to
asking questions to direct the conference, andhietstudent learn the language and

expectations of a conference performance (19982p.2
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As well as developing the skills to participate maeffectively and proactively in
conferences, students need to develop the attitwtlesh encourage this participation.
When they recognise their partnership role, thdlypairticipate more actively. As with
learning any new set of skills and attitudes, pesgwill be gradual, but at any skill level,

there is evidence in this study that it is a pesigxperience for students.

5.3  Benefit for low-proficiency students

The value of verbal feedback through teacher-studenferencing was affirmed by
students of all proficiency levels in this study=or example, one high proficiency
student commented that “I think more improvemerit e shown if the teachers could
remind me what problems | have to solve”. Thiswweas shared by other students with
lower English proficiency, who acknowledged thadeer-student conferencing could
help individuals of varying learning abilities teenform better, and added that the

conferencing could also motivate students to I&arglish.

An interesting finding from this study, thoughtl&t contrary to expectations based on
the Literature Review, the lower proficiency students seemed to bemedite than the
high proficiency students. Low proficiency studerccording to the interviews in
this study, would be less likely to get the helpytmeed from teachers outside of a
conference than high proficiency students who lgreater confidence in approaching
a teacher within class time to request assistan&udents with lower English
proficiency were more likely to seek help from theachers to help them with their
writing corrections in a teacher-conference settivan in front of a class full of peers.

One student with the lowest English proficiencythe experimental group said that if
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she were given the opportunity to have teacherarentcing with her teacher, she
would ask many questions about “the use of terflsesause | always make mistakes
about using the wrong tenses”. She further cometktitat it would be very difficult

for her to do corrections without the teacher fiegplaining her mistakes. Another
commented that she would never ask a questionasscas she would be afraid of
looking stupid. Yet another comment refers togkea help which the good students
get in class. ltis clear that the protected amdape quality of a conference setting is
much more conducive to students’ receiving the axalions and coaching they need

than traditional classroom settings.

So while some writers (Freedman & Sperling, 1986, Batthey-Chavez & Ferris, 1997)
express findings showing that low proficiency sihdeare less able to make use of the
feedback given in conferences, the fact is that poaficiency students in this context
gained more help through this mode of feedback whavritten feedback. Of course it
may still be the case that high proficiency studer@n do more with teacher feedback
from conferences than low proficiency students, #mely certainly responded more
confidently in the conferences. However, in thigiisg for this study, it certainly appears
that students of low proficiency were able to getividual help through the
teacher-student conference. This individual aitb@rdnd instruction are things that they

would not normally access.

For these students, the qualities of a conferereseritbed by Carnicelli (1980) are
particularly helpful for their learning: the inddual nature of teacher-student conference

which can offer student writers a deep sense afrggrthe amount of feedback provided
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in a teacher-student conference, which is ofteatgreahan an equal amount of time spent
on written commentary; and the two-way communicati@tween teacher and student

which allows opportunities for clarification andgmiation (1980, p.105-111).

It is worth noting that that kinds of difference participation in and use of conference
feedback reported by the above authors is perhaps anfeature of the cultural contexts
within which they observed the conferences, thainianore western cultures, where
students take on more active roles in discourde twachers. In such a cultural context,
a highly proficient student could be expected ton@re vocal and more genuinely
interactive than in Hong Kong, where, as discusakdve, even highly successful

students tend to assume more traditional teachdest roles.

As students develop experience and confidenceereicting in conferences, it may emerge
in the Hong Kong context that highly proficientdguts are able to take more information
out of a verbal conference than less proficientdestts. However, currently, the highly

proficient students are both more able to compremchers’ written comments and more
able to deploy strategies to effect rewriting dithpapers than their less proficient peers.
Low proficiency students are more disadvantagethbycurrent exclusive use of written

feedback. Therefore, less proficient studentsileto report a more immediate gain from

conferencing relative to their gain from writtemaoents alone.

54  Written and verbal feedback: integrated approach
A strong case has been made throughout this pdqmert ahe inadequacy of written

feedback as the sole form of feedback on studemtsing. However, while this
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inadequacy has been emphasized, it is still tra¢ $tudents in the semi-structured
interviews and group interviews consistently re#elcthat the written feedback provided
for them was useful, even if inadequate as a smlece of feedback. When teachers,
then, are planning how they will offer feedbacktbair students’ writing, this piece of
research suggests not that language teachers sitmandon written feedback. There is
no suggestion that it is a case of either one @wother, absolutely not, especially given
Hyland’s observation that all methods of feedbdtkve their advantages and drawbacks,
and teachers might use them in tandem to offeresiigcthe best of all worlds” (2003,
p.207). Therefore, the recommendation is for degrated approach; one which uses

both written and verbal modes.

Such an integrated approach is consistent witlrabemmendations of Knoblauch &
Brannon (1981). They had a negative view of tea@ltéten commentary in response
to student writing, but still held the view thatetltontinued practice of teachers
providing written commentary was indeed “centraktdightened instruction, despite
the apparent weight of evidence to the contrar®@8(, p.1). Sommers (1982) was
similarly pessimistic about written feedback ake source of feedback on students’
writing, but still acknowledged a role for writtéeedback as part of an overall approach
(1982, p.148-149). Although findings of this studynd other studies cited in the
Literature Review support the continued practice of teachers pragiairitten feedback
to their students, the comments of students giwtear message that the quality of
written feedback needs attention if such feedbadhk be as constructive as it possibly

can be. It is incumbent on teachers to refledicadly on their current practice of
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providing written feedback to students in lighstdident perspectives on the difficulties
of comprehending and applying the feedback, antherdimitations of comments on

form alone.

The inadequacy of written feedback as a sole mddeealback may not be entirely
surprising to teachers. According to earlier reseaonducted by Lee (2004) and
described in the.iterature Review, over half of the L2 teachers in Hong Kong (61%)
thought their error correction practices broughdwalsome student progress in accuracy
(2004, p.297). However, in the same questionrsireey, only 9% of teachers reported
that they thought their students were making gaodness. Obviously, then, additional
instructional and feedback options need to be egplof students are to make good
progress. If teachers are to use an integratetbagip, there is the question of how to
use the relative modes. Arndt (1993, p.100) suggést written feedback be used to
clear up minor points of language or style wheteasher-student conferencing is used
for matters relating to meaning and organisatiowriting. Conrad & Goldstein (1999,
p.173) similarly recommend the use of teacher-studenferencing to deal with revision
problems which were of a more global, abstract neatuThis breakdown of form and
meaning, accommodated by written and verbal feddimspectively, certainly addresses
students’ need for feedback on meaning, and inastsuggested by one of the students
as a formula for feedback. It also makes provisarrthe kind of feedback which will
ensure long-term learning about writing proceskes students can apply on new and
future writing assignments. However, it does netcamodate the difficulties

highlighted by students in this study of actualiyerpreting and responding to written
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feedback. If teachers do adopt this “attentiofotm through written feedback” and “to
meaning through verbal approach to feedback” (Arb€®3, p.100), the implication of
improving the quality of written feedback remainsStudents’ expressed need for
explanations means either that the written feedlveeds to be more detailed or that
some explanatory component on form should alsmbkided in verbal conferences.
In any event, there is a role for both written aedbal feedback which addresses both

form and meaning.

55  School policy-level implications

It is no small matter for teachers to take on botmel suggestion to incorporate
conferencing as part of their repertoire of feedlbstcategies. Any change in practice
demands a thoughtful consideration of the potemtigdact on school practices. The
Introduction outlined some of the contextual factors which telape school practices in
Hong Kong. The heavy emphasis on examination teswds described, an emphasis
which impacts on time allocation for learning tadisliefs about the nature of learning
and teaching and general priorities in the curdoul The use of conferencing will have

implications for all these broader school contektaetors.

5.5.1 Rethinking the nature of writing at school policy level

The historical focus on examination preparatiorHong Kong has shaped views and
school practices relating to writing. Morris wesd far as to suggest that the public
examination was the guiding force in the Hong Kealgool curriculum (1990, p.56), and
certainly in teacher interviews conducted by Serteyup Falvey (1998), every teacher

referred to the importance of the examination. sTéxamination culture has affected
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both how much students have to write and the kindttention which teachers pay to
students’ writing. Students are required, for eglanto produce single drafts on a large
number of papers rather than multiple drafts ofmals number of papers as they need
time to write a great variety of text types for pabexaminations. The impact of
examination preparation spills over into markin@.to Teachers focus on accuracy
because they think this is one of the major cat@ni assessing student writing in the

public examination, and certainly more importararthhe content.

By contrast, the English syllabus documeyt|abuses for Secondary Schools. English
Language (Secondary 1-5, 1999), clearly describes writing as a meaning-making
activity, and clearly suggests that feedback shawdt be confined to surface level
errors, should not include correction of all migtakwhich it describes as demotivating,
and should focus on both meaning and form. Unfately, as described earlier, many
teachers in Hong Kong are still unprepared to aliogvlanguage official documents to

guide their classroom practices (Richards, Tunggk 91, p.89).

So writers such as Lee (2008) point out that exatrons, not curriculum documents,
tend to determine the view of writing and the nataf feedback. The responses from
students in this study would certainly bear this orhey report a strong focus on form,
with little or no attention to meaning in their tunig over the years. However, it is one
thing for a teacher to embrace the views uphelcuimiculum documents and research,
and quite another for school decision makers torao@them. Of course teachers
should review their practices, but at the same tisebool policy and decision makers

need to make it possible for teachers to implentkat kind of curriculum that is
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recommended in official documents, and supportedrdsearch. Lee (2008) also
pointed out that teachers in Hong Kong, regarddégsrsonal beliefs about writing and
feedback, were required to emphasise error-fresiores, and to identify all errors,
correcting those that students cannot correct thkms. Such a policy in a school
would certainly impinge on the practices of a teacommitted to a focus on meaning in

writing, with selective attention to error identidition and correction.

So apart from changing the attitude of teachemyeths also the need to change the
attitude of principals in relation to teaching wrg if the quality of writing instruction is
to be changed. The attitude changes must be iefbrmore by the curriculum
documents, and less by traditional values aboutingriand examinations. School
principals can be invited to attend talks organitsgthe Hong Kong Education Bureau to
explain to them the process-writing theories anfibrimm them that comprehensive
checking of student errors may do students moma i@an good in the long run. Instead
of counting the number of essays to be completédinva term, and the performance of
teachers assessed on students’ performance irc @xalminations, the focus of attention
should be shifted to the quality of writing insttien in the classroom. This can be
achieved through providing effective feedback tedent writers and providing more

attention to cater for the needs of individual anst

Moreover, schools should invite parents to attaficstin school on Teachers-Parents Day
and explain to them recent developments in langtregpgies. There is perhaps a fear in
school personnel that many parents still hold thigebthat the effort and diligence of

English language teachers are reflected throughuheber of red marks on student texts
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and the number of essays English language teaotegk®d. As with any adjustment in
practice, it is necessary to inform parents andraftsearch-based arguments to support
the changes in practice. As the broader schoolnuamty addresses the nature of
writing, and re-thinks what is considered effectivating instruction and feedback,

teachers will be facilitated to implement new agaites to writing and writing feedback.

5.5.2 Identifying curriculum priorities based on learner needs

Also associated with an examination culture aredrigchedules where learning is
predetermined and timetabled so that specific camteist be covered by particular times.
When completing a body of work in a given timehs turriculum priority, and focusing
solely on examination requirements shapes the il@g@@nd learning experiences in a

classroom, it is very easy to lose sight of indiblearners.

In contrast, the use of conferencing is a verynleacentred approach to teaching and
learning. The whole point of conferencing is teeginput and support to students at
their point of need, rather than according to aermally determined schedule. The very
nature of the process forces teachers to shapeidtieh that responds to the exact
difficulties that students are experiencing in theiiting at a given time. This is a clear

step away from rigid programming and schedulingalwhg done in isolation from the

students and their needs, and a clear step towaudsnt-responsive programming and
scheduling, as outlined in the curriculum documeviigh should be guiding school and

teacher behaviours.
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5.5.3 Timetabling implications

Rigid scheduling of school content counteractshees: efforts to respond to individual
needs in their writing. So some leeway in timetaplis important. A further
timetabling implication is for extra lessons to teetabled for conferencing. In this
study, the conferencing was held after school. aBfethis is not a feasible long-term
option. For a start, teachers have heavy worklaadsshould not be expected to carry
out core teaching duties after school hours. Thergoint is that students can hardly be
expected to get excited about out-of-school-houssruction. In fact in the interviews,
the time issue was raised by students. They wexgtisal of teachers’ having time for
conferencing, and there was a certain concern gheurtown time. One student in the
group interview said that although he found confeireg useful, he might not be able to
attend teacher-student conferencing after schobéadso had a busy schedule. This is
not surprising given that they were participatinghe afternoon when others had gone
home. They may have been willing to give this tifoe a one-off involvement in a
research project, but it would be highly unlikehat most students would sign up for this
kind of activity on a regular basis. Quite apadni the inconvenience and work
overload implicit in out-of-school-hours schedulirtge allocation of time to certain
pursuits is how schools acknowledge the relativpartance of those pursuits. If
something is important, it will be timetabled is$en time. If it is less important, it may
be squeezed in after school, or in recess. If @shallow teachers to schedule
conferences in their own time as an extra to the awrriculum, there are definite
messages to students that this is an optionaljrgssrtant part of their education, rather

than a vital component of a well-balanced and sttidentred approach to the teaching of
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writing. Therefore, it is necessary to schedulessltime for both conferencing and

training in the skills of conferencing, as partlod regular writing programme.

In this way, rather than adding to teacher work$paeacher-student conferencing would
actually alleviate the need for all marking to lo@é out of school time, and contribute to

a more balanced work load for teachers.

5.5.4 School support for teacher professional development

No innovation in teaching practice will occur ifathers are not made aware of new
practices and the reasons for them. Professi@valdpment and critical reflection that
focus on the particular innovations are necessdiy.improve the quality of writing
instruction, English language teachers should lpiired to attend seminars and
workshops organised by the Hong Kong Education 8ute keep themselves updated
about the latest development in language theoriBsofessional networking is also
useful, both within and across school professi@mhmunities. In sharing sessions,
more experienced English language teachers cae shiflr less experienced teachers
some of their insights gained through their expe@e Similarly, fresh teachers can
share new theoretical perspectives they may haueedahrough their more recent

teacher preparation courses.

Apart from keeping themselves abreast of the ldsegjuage theories, teachers should
also critically reflect on their own teaching pliaeton a regular basis, particularly in
terms of any new theoretical frameworks to whichytlhave been exposed through

professional development activities. Such criticeflection can trigger a deeper
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understanding of their teaching. Ciritical refleati involves examining teaching

experiences as a basis for evaluation and decmigking and as a source for change
(Bartlett 1990, and Wallace 1991). Teachers wiedbatter informed as to the nature of
their teaching are able to evaluate their stagerafiessional growth and the aspects of
their teaching they need to change. In additiomenvcritical reflection is seen as an
ongoing process and a routine part of teachirgpables teachers to feel more confident
about trying different options and assessing tiecef on their teaching and students’
learning. If teachers are actively involved inleefing on what is happening in their

own classrooms, they are in a position to discowggther or not a gap exists between
what they teach and what their students learn.s process of reflection is a particular

kind of research that Cross (1988) describes as:

... the study by classroom teachers of the impact of their teaching on the
students in their classrooms. The basic premise of classroom research
is that teachers should use their classrooms as laboratories to study the
learning process as it applies to their particular disciplines; teachers
should become skilful, systematic observers of how the students in their
classrooms learn.

(Cross, 1988, p.3)

Overall, then, if teachers are to adjust their imgitpractices for the teaching and
responding to writing, it is incumbent on schoofrawistrations to offer time and space,

and even financial assistance if necessary, fehtsgrofessional development activities
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which address the attitudes and skills needed d&shtrs to implement teacher-student

conferences in their English classes.

56  Writing asatool toimprove motivation for lear ning English

The input given by students in the semi-structuaad group interviews affirms that
improved results in writing will improve overall eation to learn English. Therefore
any time and effort which teachers devote to imprg¥he relevance and efficacy of the
writing programme, including a focus on more intéirge forms of feedback such as
conferencing, is an absolutely worthwhile investmienstudent motivation and hence
engagement. English language teachers shouldidgrednsider their strategies for the
teaching of writing and giving of feedback, and dmee aware of the long-term impact
that their feedback may have on student writinghe Teedback that students receive on
their writing may greatly affect their drive, entliasm, and general motivation towards

English learning.

The students in this study give evidence that ticenporation of conferencing in the
teaching and learning of English writing will imp® the writing skills of students
and through this improvement have an overall pesiteffect on their English

language learning.
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Chapter 6

6. CONCLUSIONSAND SUGGESTIONSFOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This paper has made a strong case for the adagftmonferencing as part of the feedback
given to students in English writing classes, bbtlough theliterature Review and by
the findings of the study, which clearly supporststrategy. Although it is the hope of
this researcher that this study will contributethie body of knowledge about feedback
mechanisms in second language writing coursesamstructive way, it is inevitable that
any study will have certain limitations that needbe considered in any uptake of the
findings. Itis also true that findings will neaalbe corroborated by further research, in
a range of contexts and settings. Similarly, stigly, as with any other, opens up new

avenues and opportunities of inquiry.

6.1  Limitationsin thecurrent study

While this study gave a clear finding that confeieg improves students’ outcomes in
writing, it should not be overlooked that the saengloup was relatively restricted, both
in terms of numbers, and in terms of the contexteckvthey represent. Results are
promising, but it would be useful for these reswttsbe corroborated with additional
research by both teachers and researchers in a cdim@gssrooms as they compare the

results of written feedback with oral feedback.

This study was also confined to comparing writt@mments with the use of error
codes and interactive feedback with the use ofrerodes. Perhaps future research

could also document results for students who receamly interactive feedback
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without using error codes. THheterature Review suggested that a mixed approach
would give best results, but given that this are@search has received scant attention
in the Hong Kong context, more extended researth different types of feedback

would be useful for researchers and practitioners.

It should also be noted that this study was focusedwhether the addition of
conferencing as a feedback mechanism would impstw&ents’ outcomes. Although
the study showed that this was certainly the cs®e was no attention to how this
improvement occurs. The interviews with studeniggest that improved motivation
may be part of the story, but this is inconclusivResearch into how improvement is

achieved would be useful.

A final limitation relates to the timing of the sty Conferencing occurred out of
school hours, and was over a relatively short peabschool time. The use of after
school hours was a predictable limitation as teexchee not easily able, under current
conditions, to give up class time for research pitssvhen they feel pressured to cover

a set body of content.

6.2  Suggestionsfor further research

The above limitations point to the need for furthesearch.

6.2.1 Research across a broad range of settings and contexts
Care should be taken not to project the findingalitgtudents, as contextual or cultural
constraints may be operative for different groupstadents. Therefore, this researcher

suggests that further studies are implemented riange of groups, across a range of
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contexts. The existing evidence is confined tadiqular year level in the secondary
system. There was some attempt to broaden this thi¢ inclusion of different
proficiency levels and a different school in thiéda-up interviews, but of course there is

scope for this range to be broadened consideralclyding the following contexts:

¢ Different year levels

+ Different bands of secondary schools (where ‘bathelsignate students’ ability)

¢ Different sectors of schooling, including primary

+ Different cultural groups in the Hong Kong contéxg., students from non-Chinese

speaking backgrounds)

While it is expected by this researcher that figdimvould be positive for all groups, this
should be a tested, not an assumed belief. Morebwhould be recognised that while
results may be positive for all groups, the natfreonferences may be different for
different groups, as was the case for the samplepgrin this study in comparison with

the ‘ideal’ stated in theiterature Review.

6.2.2 Broaden the range of feedback optionsto be compared
Given the possibility that different groups mayatedifferently to conferencing and other
modes of feedback, it would also be useful to beoaithe types of feedback regimens

under study to include interactive feedback onlgms of the sample groups.

187



Apart from teacher-student conferencing as a moétedback, it is also worth trying out
conferencing in a broader range of contexts, fangxe giving more autonomy to
students by providing them with opportunities tednpeer conferencing as an alternative
mode of feedback. The theoretical basis of use®y pesponse groups in the classroom
is explained by Carson & Nelson (1994) as “thearotf collaborative learning which
derives from the social constructionist view that knowledge is essentially a socially
justified belief” (1994, p.17-18). Hairston (1988aims that providing peer feedback is
beneficial to both teachers and students (p.122he of the main advantages is that
student writers may feel less threatened if theissmates are the ones who comment on
their work. At the same time, student writers nfand it easier to identify the
grammatical errors of other students rather thair thwn. Apart from writing simply
for the teacher, peer feedback not only provideslesit writers a more varied and
authentic audience but also develops the criticaking skills of the student writers who,
through careful reading and evaluating of theilolgl students’ writing, can indirectly
help themselves to become better editors. Studkdtsalk about the peer assistance
they sought and received when working on writingg &he inclusion of this as part of a
research design would provide firm evidence foritidusion of this or otherwise as a

formal feedback strategy.

At the same time, there is scope to examine diftdtends of written feedback as well as
additional forms of feedback such as interactivefe@nces. Students gave very clear
perspectives about the kinds of limitations theynid in written feedback. Despite these

limitations, though, students still think writteeefdback is useful to them. If the written
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feedback in a study were to include clear advia# explanation, and if students were
able to respond to written feedback with writtereges, for example through some
on-line format, it is possible that better resclisild be gained for written feedback. So
while this researcher would never suggest thattewifeedback should be the only
feedback strategy deployed, it would certainlyteresting to note the relative gains or

otherwise associated with different quality writfeedback.

In fact, it is worth conducting studies which atfgno analyse the form and nature of
teacher feedback which are most likely to bringuilsoiccessful revision of student texts,
including the nature not only of written but aldoirtteractive feedback. Ferris (2003)
claimed that most studies on teachers’ writtenaesp to L1 or L2 student writing put
emphasis on the substance of teacher feedbackr ridiznie on how the feedback is
constructed (for example, the use of linguistiarfoand tone, and the location of the
teacher’'s commentary) (2003, p.24). Conrad & Geldq1999), for example, suggest
that both the form and nature of teacher feedb&ak g crucial role in helping students
understand, process, and utilise the teacher fekdbdherefore, it is worth conducting
studies which investigate the form and nature efgloblems to be revised in student
writing and to see if the form and nature of teadaedback can have a direct impact on

students’ successful revision of their texts.

6.2.3 Explore how conferences achieve better writing results
Although the data obtained through conducting #maisstructured interview and group
interviews further corroborate the effectivenesshefuse of teacher-student conferencing

as a mode of feedback, it is recommended in fudtueies that student revisions of texts
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be examined against conference transcripts toifgigmdtterns of participation of each
student and the influence of these patterns orstwbsequent revision of student texts.
Exploration and analysis of the interaction betwesather and students can also enable
teachers to have a better understanding of howecam¢ing can help students to perform

better in their writing and to learn for future wmg opportunities.

6.2.4 Adjust thetiming for studies on conferencing

The reason for conducting teacher-student confergrout-of-school-hours in this study
was purely a pragmatic decision based on what e@psable in particular school settings.
However, as outlined in the discussion chaptegiifferencing is to be genuinely included
as a feedback strategy, this must occur within @icime. A research design that was
able to link into conferences which were conduetg@art of regularly timetabled lessons,
could make important conclusions not only aboutdffeeacy of the strategy, but also
about the feasibility of its being incorporatedoimégular classroom time. Making time
for this endeavour is perhaps one of the greakeskenges facing teachers in Hong Kong
in the deployment of the strategy, so any evidet@ait how this can be achieved and the
results which are derived would be very helpful fee teaching profession. There is
every reason to expect that results would be exegitey when this strategy is an intrinsic
and frequent component of students’ writing experée and data around this would

usefully inform teaching practice.

At the same time, a longitudinal study would adériesting data to the study of this paper,
with researchers examining if differences in resaltross groups experiencing different

combinations of feedback options increase or rersiatic over time.
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6.2.5 Research into the overall writing approaches

TheLiterature Review has outlined the link between conferencing asdldack option
and process approaches to writing. In this sttithre was no attention to the overall
writing programme, only to the nature of feedbackhim the existing writing
programme. However, further research into the fisrfer student outcomes not only
of adjusting feedback, but of adjusting the oveaglbroach to writing, is needed within
the Hong Kong context. Zamel (1985) describes ggs@pproaches to writing as the
writing of multiple drafts, with intermediate feeatk to help students improve the
content in-between drafts before providing themhvidrm-based feedback for the end
of the process (1985, p.86-87). Researchers slooll&tt data on the writing outcomes
of students in relation to the writing processttisain relation to the number of drafts,
and the frequency and number of conferences offpexdwriting assignment. This
study took a position supporting the provisioneddback on both meaning and form as
per student need. This was based on the findihgslovell (2000) who revealed that it
made little difference to students whether the liee#t was simultaneous or consecutive,
and those of Fathman & Whalley (1990) who alsawtal that L2 students who received
simultaneous feedback made greater improvementiimg/ than those who received
feedback on meaning and then form. However, theni untested notion in the Hong
Kong context. As part of the exploration of theerall approach to writing, researchers
could investigate whether teachers’ attention tomfcand meaning separately or
simultaneously make any difference in achieving rionpd student performance,

developing confidence and arousing student inténdstarning to write.
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6.3  Involving studentsin decision making about feedback procedures

It is all well and good for teachers to make resledrased decisions about how and what
they will do in classrooms, but it is useful to mmber that students have an undeniable
stake in all that happens in their classrooms. s, it seems only reasonable and just
that they have some input into the decision maghogesses. Conducting questionnaire
surveys of students’ views on teacher responseslarger scale is one way to achieve
this, as recommended by Ferris (2003) who statatlttie information obtained could
help to bring about “improved student motivatioeftbr instructor understanding, and
heightened communication between teacher and g8idé2003, p.93). If writing
teachers have a better understanding of the viéthewn students regarding their writing
feedback, misunderstanding can be reduced if notdad altogether. The better
communication between teachers and students cdndeamore harmonious classroom
environment, improved student motivation to wréad increased student confidence in
their writing teachers to help them develop theiiting competence. Surveys and
studies of different aspects of teacher responséctude the types of feedback teachers
give to their students; students’ preferences athautypes of feedback they would like to
receive; their reactions toward teacher feedbduo;problems they have with teacher
feedback; their strategies to process teacher conamye and the impact of teacher

feedback on the students’ writing and their develept as writers.

6.4  Conclusion
This study has focused on some of the problemsreniheén providing students with

only written feedback for their writing, and hasaexned the use of interactive
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discussions with students about their writing imfeoences. This has contributed to
the body of knowledge of teacher response to stugdeting and the impact which this
has on student writing outcomes in the Hong Kongtext. This fills a gap in current
research, for as indicated in th@roduction andLiterature Review, while research has
been conducted on the benefits of conferencing amans of feedback for first and
second language learners of English in Westernegtstwith Western teachers, there
has been little research on how well this applesdiverse contexts, and in particular,

Hong Kong.

It is hoped that the findings will be used not obly researchers to increase their
understanding of the nature of writing and writfiegdback in the Hong Kong context,
but also by teachers who want to make researchdbdseisions about the kinds of
teaching practices that they apply in their clagsre. It is further hoped that this study
can inspire others to continue research on theicgin of this strategy within the
Hong Kong context, and a wider range of contexdghat a consistent set of research
findings can be established on which future regeafforts and instructional practices

can be built.
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Appendix 1
1. SAMPLE WRITING TASKS FOR THE PILOT STUDY

1.1  Writing topic for pre-test
Write about 350 words on the following topic:
The government wants to know what students thimuathe following problems they

sometimes have at secondary schools in Hong Kong:
* Having no one to talk to about personal problems
*  Unfair treatment from teachers

*  Peer pressure from classmates

e Too much homework

You have been asked to write a report on at le@stof these problems and suggest

ways in which they can be solved.

Write your report.
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Appendix 2

2. MARKING SCHEME FOR THE PILOT STUDY
Each piece of student writing should both be asgkea a NINE point scale on both

Content andGrammatical Accuracy with a grade awarded to each of the categories:

+ Above Average — + Average — + Below Average —

987 654 321

Marks for content and grammatical accuracy shoakké the following into account:

Content

* Are the ideas in the writing relevant to the t@pic

* Are the ideas logically organized and coherentlyspnted in well-constructed

paragraphs?

* Is the format of writing appropriate to the quest

Grammatical accuracy

* Is the vocabulary, including its variety and lewélformality, appropriate to the

writing topic?

* Is there the use of a variety of sentence types?
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* How accurate is grammar, idiomatic usage, puniciuand spelling? To what
extent does the student performance in these asietfere with his/her ability

to communicate ideas?

Adapted from the marking scheme of #hdvanced Supplementary Examination, Use

of English (Section B), Hong Kong Examinations and AssessrAatitority.
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Appendix 3

3. SAMPLE WRITING TASK FOR THE MAIN STUDY

3.1 Pre-test writing for main study

Below is part of a letter which your cousin Pat terto you. Read it carefully and
write a reply in about 350 words. Give reasonsyfmur advice. Begin your letter

‘Dear Pat’ and sign it ‘Chris’.

| can't believe it. Last night | weighed myself and found out that | have gained 10
kilograms in the past six months! | feel really terrible about this. Maybe it's
because | am now having my lunch in the canteen. And | am not going swimming
anymore because my school work is taking up all of my spare time.

Is there any advice you can give me? | need your help.

Do write as soon as you can.

Love,

Pat
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Appendix 4

4. REVISED MARKING SCHEME FOR MAIN STUDY
4.1 Content
Score Relevance Coherence Organisation

task although some parts
may be more fully covered
than others. Presents a
relevant position although
conclusions may become
unclear or repetitive
Presents relevant main
ideas but some may be
inadequately developed/
unclear

9 Fully address all parts of Uses cohesion in such a Skillfully manages
the task way that it attracts no paragraphing
Presents a fully developed attention.
position in answer to the
question with relevant, fully
extended and well
supported ideas.
8 Sufficiently addresses all Manages all aspects of Uses paragraphing
parts of the task cohesion well sufficiently and
Presents a well-developed appropriately
response to the question
with relevant, extended and
supported ideas.
7 Addresses all parts of the Presents, extends and Presents a clear
task supports main ideas, but central topic within
Presents a clear position there may be a tendency to each paragraph.
throughout the response over-generalise and/or
supporting ideas may lack
focus
Uses a range of cohesive
devices appropriately
although there may be
some under-/over-use
6 Addresses all parts of the Arranges information and Uses paragraphing

ideas coherently and there
is a clear overall
progression

Uses cohesive devices
effectively but cohesion
within and/or between
sentences may be faulty or
mechanical

May not always use
referencing clearly or
appropriately

but not always
logically
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Addresses the task only
partially; the format may be
inappropriate in places
Expresses a position but
the development is not
always clear and there may
be no conclusions drawn
Presents some main ideas
but these are limited and
not sufficiently developed;
there may be irrelevant
detail

Makes inadequate,
inaccurate or over-use of
cohesive devices

May be repetitive because

of lack of referencing and
substitution

Presents information
with some
organization but
there may be a lack
of overall progression
May not write in
paragraphs, or
paragraphing may
be inadequate

Responds to the task only
in a minimal way or the
answer is tangential; the
format may be
inappropriate

Presents a position but it is
unclear

Presents some main ideas
but these are difficult to
identify and may be
repetitive, irrelevant or not
well-supported

Presents information and
ideas but these are not
arranged coherently and
there is no clear
progression in the
response

Uses some basic cohesive
devices but these may be
inaccurate or repetitive

May not write in
paragraphs or there
use may be
confusing

Does not adequately
address any part of the task
Does not address a clear
position

Presents few ideas, which
are largely undeveloped or
irrelevant

Does not organize ideas
logically

May use a very limited
range of cohesive devices,
and those used may not
indicate a logical
relationship between ideas

Presents few ideas,
which are largely
undeveloped or
irrelevant

Does not organize
ideas logically

Barely responds to the task
Does not express a position

May attempt to present one
or two ideas but there is no
development

May use a very little range
of cohesive devices, and
those used may hardly
indicate a logical
relationship between ideas

May attempt to
present one or two
ideas but there is no
development

Has very little control
of organizational
features

Answer is completely
unrelated to the task

May use a very little range
of cohesive devices, and
those used may hardly
indicate a logical
relationship between ideas

Answer is completely
unrelated to the task

Fails to communicate
any message

Fail to write anything

Fail to write anything

Fail to write anything
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4.2  Grammar (Language)
Score Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics
uses a wide range of * Uses a wide range of An excellent mastery
9 vocabulary with very natural structures with full flexibility of writing
and sophisticated control of and accuracy conventions, free
lexical features; rare minor from spelling,
errors occur only as ‘slips’ punctuation,
capitalization errors
Uses a wide range of * Uses a wide range of A good mastery of
8 vocabulary fluently and structures writing conventions
flexibly to convey precise * The majority of structures are with a few spelling,
meanings error-free punctuation,
Skillfully uses uncommon * Makes only very occasional capitalization errors
lexical items but there may errors or inappropriacies
be occasional inaccuracies in
word choice and collocation.
Uses a sulfficient range of * Uses a variety of complex A sufficient mastery
7 vocabulary to allow some structures of writing conventions
flexibility and precision * Produced frequent error-free with a few spelling,
Uses less common lexical sentences punctuation,
items with some awareness capitalization errors
of collocation and style but meaning is not
May produce occasional obscured
errors in word choice,
spelling and/or word
Hrmatlon . :
ses an adequate range of ¢ Uses a mix of simple and Demonstrate an
6 vocabulary for the task complex sentence forms understanding of the
Attempts to use less common ;¢ Makes some errors in writing conventions
vocabulary but with some grammar and punctuation but some errors in
inaccuracy but they rarely reduce grammar and
communication punctuation which do
not impede
communication of
ideas
Uses a limited range of * Uses only a limited range of May make frequent
5 vocabulary, but this is structures grammatical errors
minimally adequate for the * Attempts complex structures and punctuation may
task but these tend to be less be faulty; errors can
May make noticeable errors accurate than simple cause some difficulty
in spelling and/or word sentences for the reader
formation that may cause * May make frequent
some difficulty for the reader grammatical errors and
punctuation may be faulty;
errors can cause some
difficulty for the reader
4 Uses only basic vocabulary |+ Uses only a very limited Some structures are

which may be used
repetitively or which may be
inappropriate for the task
Has limited control of word
formation and/or spelling;
errors may cause strain for
the reader

range of structures with only
rare use of subordinate
clauses

Some structures are accurate
but errors predominate, and
punctuation is often faulty.

accurate but errors
predominate, and
punctuation is often
faulty.
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¢ Uses only a very limited
range of words and
expressions with very limited
control of word formation
and/or spelling

e Errors in lexis may severely
distort the message

Attempts sentence forms but
errors in grammar and
punctuation predominate and
distort the meaning

Attempts sentence
forms but errors in
grammar and
punctuation
predominate and
distort the meaning

¢ Uses an extremely limited
range of vocabulary;
essentially no control of word
formation and/or spelling

Uses an extremely limited
range of vocabulary;
essentially no control of word
formation and/or spelling
Cannot use sentence forms
except in memorized phrases

Frequent errors of
spelling, punctuation,
capitalization,
paragraphing, a poor
handwriting which
confuses or obscures
ideas conveyed

e Can only use a few isolated
words

Cannot use sentence forms
at all.

No mastery of writing
conventions, a piece
of writing
predominated by
errors of spelling,
punctuation,
capitalization,
paragraphing and
illegible handwriting
OR not enough to
evaluate

* Fail to write anything

Fail to write anything

Fail to write anything

Adapted from Hughey, J. B. (1983aching ES. Composition: Principles and
Techniques, Wormuth, D.R., Hartfiel, V.F., Jacobs. H.L. anchigraf, S.A. Rowley,

MA: Newbury House p.140.
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Appendix 5

5.

5.1

5.2

GROUP INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Students’ reactions to different modes of feeditk in writing, namely,

written feedback or verbal feedback (conferencing)

How do you usually feel after receiving your wrgifrom the teacher, why?

Which type of feedback, written or verbal feedhadix you usually receive from

you teacher?

Do you understand the written feedback of youche&? Is the written feedback

provided for you adequate to help you with thes®@ri of your writing?

What do you do if you have problems when doingcttreections of your writing?

Do you want your teacher to provide you with indual feedback on a

one-on-one basis to explain to you the problenm@ur writing?

Have you ever received verbal feedback from yeacher? If yes, can you

explain your feelings and describe your experiences

Means of enhancing the effectiveness of Englisdachers’ commentaries

and students’ revisions

You have just been given verbal feedback, what@spf verbal feedback do you

think can benefit you most? Any problems with tkirsd of feedback?
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5.3

Can you give some examples to demonstrate howsbef verbal feedback can

help you with the content of your writing?

Can you also give some examples to demonstratetmwse of verbal feedback

can help you with grammatical accuracy of your wg?

Can you suggest some of the improvements thatdcts&l made to the

teacher-student conferencing that you have jusived?

Whether or not students’ interest in learning lglish can be enhanced

by improving their writing abilities

Do you think your interest in learning English che enhanced with any

improvement in your writing ability?

With reference to your own experience, what amaesof the things you would

like to do if you have better English writing aby?

In the second interview, the first set of questiails not be used as context singe
relationships have already been established. miphasis will be on checking for
consistency of views, and noting any change inngitg or quality of themes of

viewpoints.
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Appendix 6

6. RESULTS OF THE TESTS OF NORMALITY

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistics df p-value
Pre-test content total 0.959 34 0.226
Pre-test grammar total 0.958 34 0.207
Pre-test overall score 0.970 34 0.449
Writing 1 content total 0.964 34 0.322
Writing 1 grammar total 0.959 34 0.226
Writing 1 overall score 0.984 34 0.898
Writing 1 correction content total 0.949 34 0.116
Writing 1 correction grammar total 0.972 34 0.520
Writing 1 correction overall score 0.986 34 0.928
Writing 2 content total 0.984 34 0.879
Writing 2 grammar total 0.968 34 0.420
Writing 2 overall score 0.989 34 0.975
Writing 2 correction content total 0.926 34 0.024
Writing 2 correction grammar total 0.974 34 0.575
Writing 2 correction overall score 0.955 34 0.173
Writing 3 content total 0.966 34 0.352
Writing 3 grammar total 0.980 34 0.766
Writing 3 overall score 0.980 34 0.776
Writing 3 correction content total 0.951 34 0.131
Writing 3 correction grammar total 0.970 34 0.461
Writing 3 correction overall score 0.948 34 0.108
Writing 4 content total 0.912 34 0.010
Writing 4 grammar total 0.958 34 0.208
Writing 4 overall score 0.933 34 0.039
Writing 4 correction content total 0.942 34 0.069
Writing 4 correction grammar total 0.974 34 0.580
Writing 4 correction overall score 0.968 34 0.398
Post-test content total 0.957 34 0.193
Post-test grammar total 0.955 34 0.174
Post-test overall score 0.967 34 0.385
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Appendix 7

7. LIKERT SCALES FOR RESEARCHER DIARY NOTES FOR

FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEWS
7.1 Group interview 1(From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest)

7.1.1 Tom (Highest scoring student)

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v

7.1.2 Flora(Mean scoring student)

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v
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7.1.3 Candy (Lowest scoring student)

1
Student ease v
Spontaneity
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v

7.2 Group interview 2

7.2.1 Tom

Student ease

Spontaneity

Confidence

Initiative

Extensive reply

722 Flora

Student ease

Spontaneity

Confidence

Initiative

Extensive reply
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7.2.3 Candy

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v
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Addendum 1
1. WRITING TASKSFOR THE PILOT STUDY

Write about 350 words on the following topic:
The government wants to know what students thimuathe following problems they

sometimes have at secondary schools in Hong Kong:
* Having no one to talk to about personal problems
*  Unfair treatment from teachers

*  Peer pressure from classmates

e Too much homework

You have been asked to write a report on at |leastaf these problems and suggest

ways in which they can be solved.
Write your report.

1.1  Writingtopicfor pilot assgnment 1

You visited a zoo on the mainland recently. Youeavehocked to see the terrible
conditions in which the animals were kept and tlay wome of the visitors behaved.
You have decided to write a letter to the editoa@fewspaper to draw the attention of

the general public to the plight of the animalghis zoo. In your letter, you should



briefly describe what you saw and suggest waysifave the living conditions of the

animals in the zoo. Sign your name ‘Tom Chan’.

The above pictures are adapted from Hong Kong fi@atie of Education Examination
Syllabus B (2001): English Language Paper 1, Qoesij Hong Kong Examinations

and Assessment Authority.

1.2  Writingtopic for pilot assgnment 2
The following letter appeared in the newspaper, ¢idfong Post newspaper

yesterday.



Last night, | watched a television programme aboeitution in Hong Kong. It
blamed cars and taxis for causing the pollutiorbjem in the city and suggested that
the number of cars on the road should be restrictatso, it said that taxi fares should

be raised to encourage people to take public taahsp

| disagree strongly with these views. | don't think cars are solely responsible for
the problem of pollution in Hong Kong and it is unfair to deprive people of the
freedom to own cars. Are there any other ways to solve the problem of pollution
instead of just stopping people from owning cars in Hong Kong? What do other
readers think?

Peter Smith

Write a letter of about 350 words to the editotha newspaper discussing the causes of
pollution in Hong Kong and suggest measures toestiiis problem. Sign your name

‘Chris Wong'. You do not need to write any address.

1.3  Writingtopic for post-test
You went on a package holiday tour to Japan withr yamily. The pictures below

show some of the things that happened while yow weare.

Write a letter of complaint of about 350 wordshe editor of a newspaper, describing
some of the problems you encountered and what lyiolk should be done to solve

these problems. Sign your name ‘Chris Wong'.



The above pictures are adapted frhastering All-in-One (2005) Practice Test 1,

Paper 1 B (Task 2), Macmillan New Asia Publisheis b.140.



Addendum 2
2. WRITING TASKSFOR THE MAIN STUDY

21  Pretest writing for the main study
Below is part of a letter which your cousin Pat terto you. Read it carefully and
write a reply in about 350 words. Give reasonsyfmur advice. Begin your letter

‘Dear Pat’ and sign it ‘Chris’.

| can't believe it. Last night | weighed myself and found out that | have gained 10
kilograms in the past six months! | feel really terrible about this. Maybe it's
because | am now having my lunch in the canteen. And | am not going swimming
anymore because my school work is taking up all of my spare time.

Is there any advice you can give me? | need your help.

Do write as soon as you can.

Love,

Pat

2.2 Writing topic for main study assignment 1

Your school has entered an inter-school debatim¢est. The debate will be based on
the motion that ‘Mobile phones should be banneddhools’. As you will not be
informed whether you are for or against the motiotil the day when you have the
debate, you will have to prepare ideas for andrejahe motion. Write an essay in

about 350 words discussing ideas for and agaiestibtion.



2.3  Writing topic for main study assignment 2

You are a member of the debating team and havedstea by your English teacher to
take part in an inter-school debate competitiorne motion is ‘Heavier penalties is the
best way to deter minibus drivers from speedings you do not know which side you
are on until the day of the competition, you haveitepare arguments both for and
against the motion. Your teacher has asked yauite an essay to discuss ideas both

for and against the motion. Write your essay iou350 words.

24  Writing topic for main study assignment 3

You live in a block of flats in Tin Wan. The resids in your building are very
inconsiderate and they have done various thingshadne damaging to the appearance of
the building and the safety of the residents. Naxe identified some of the main problems
(refer to the pictures below). Write a letter aimplaint in about 350 words to the

Chairperson of the Owners’ Association and suggdsin ways to solve these problems.




The above pictures are adapted from Hong Kong f@artie of Education Examination,

(Syllabus A), 1992, Question 1 (c), Hong Kong Exaations Authority.

25  Writing topic for main study assignment 4

You are a senior officer of the Customers’ Departhed ABC Motor Bus Company.
Your company is currently holding a courtesy cargpdo encourage passengers to be
more considerate. You took a trip on one of thmmgany’'s buses to find out how
successful the campaign was. The following weraesof the things you saw when
you were on the bus. Write a report in about 3%0d& to the manager of your
department describing to him/her what you saw enbils and suggest some ways the
bus company can do to solve these problems. Tieviog pictures may give you

some ideas for your writing.



The above pictures are adapted fidong Kong Certificate of Education Examination

(Syllabus B), Oral Examination, 1991, picture 20, Hong Kong Examinations Authorit

26  Post-test writing topic for the main study

Write about 350 words on the following topic.

You were one of the first students from your schog@o to a summer camp in the New
Territories. The camp which lasted for three dags supposed to be a chance for
students to relax and participate in some enjoyaptats activities. However, this

was not the case.



With reference to the pictures below, write a lettecomplaint to the camp’s manager,
Mr Wong, about the things that went wrong at th@ga You are strongly encouraged
to include problems which have not been mentiondtie pictures. You also need to
express how you felt at the camp and give someestiggs for improvement.  Sign

your name Chris Wong.

The above pictures are adapted fréomplete Exam Practice for Certificate English

(2000) Set 6, Paper 1, Question 3, Longman.



Addendum 3

3. ERROR CODESUSED FOR GIVING FEEDBACK TO STUDENTS

Error Type Error Code Explanation/Illustration

Organization org Ideas are not logically organized; fails to present a clear central
topic.

Coherence coh Failure to indicate a logical relationship between ideas.

Relevance rel Ideas presented are not directly related to the topic and irrelevant
details are included.

Tense/verb/ t/vb/vo | join (t — ‘joined’) a student exchange programme last summer.

voice Drinking and sleeping in the classroom not allow (vo — ‘are not
allowed’).

Article/incorrect art The (art — cross out article ‘the’) life in America was so different

use of article from Hong Kong.

Spelling p There is a lot of rubbish on the groung (sp — ‘ground’).

Subject/missing sub Many students in Hong Kong are very busy, (missing subject —

subject they) always complain about the amount of homework they have
to do at home.

Agreement ag American student (ag — students) were very active.

Preposition prep I am very happy to write a letter with (prep — ‘t0’) you.

Pronoun pro Mary is very inconsiderate and he (pro — ‘she’) likes to throw
rubbish out of the window.

Noun n His selfish behave (n — ‘behaviour’) is unacceptable.

Adjective adj The teacher is not satisfy (adj — ‘satisfied’) with the performance
of the students in the examination.

Adverb adv He runs very guick.(adv — ‘quickly’)

Wrong word ww The inconsiderate behaviour of the library users has some affect
(ww — ‘effect’) on me.

Wrong w.exp. My life is very well (rewrite — ‘I am very well’). You do not have to

expression worry about me.

Extra word(s) ext. How are you? ‘I have not seen you for a long time. | miss you so

(extra word) very much.
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Addendum 4

4. ESSAY SAMPLES FOR CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

41  Essay samplel
A sample essay from writing task 3 (see Addenduhid.the writing topic) using error

codes (Addendum 3) and written comments given &iudent in the control group.

A Complaint Letter

Dear Mr Chan,

I'm writing this letter to complain about the attitude of the residents in the
building which I'm living in. As gy are very inconsiderate by putting lots of su::(;vries
at the entrance of the back stair. And % means the fire exit beingbblocked, which
enggnger the residents lives. Nevzvr:heless, some residents arelthrowing rubbish out

of the window. And this may endanger the lives of the people on the street. Also,
some of them aretdrawing graffiti on the wall of the building which arev Za(an%ging to the
appearance of the building. And the most disgusting thing is that, the residents %
tm their dog ur?lrz_ate at the backyard of the building eﬁd without cleaning up the g_ghg

vb
waste. This will multiply virus, affecting the health and the living environment of the

residents.

In order to solve these problems, | suggest that we should take action by warning
ww ww
those misbehaved residents. Posing notice or poster warning and remaining the
coh
residents that those behavior is not allowed, or else they are breaking the law, as

blocking the fire exit, throwing object from the height, etc is illegal.

11



Comments

The content is relevant to the topic. However, ymed to pay attention to the

following:

*  Write complete sentences, with one subject andhwena verb for each sentence.

Avoid starting a sentence with ‘And’.

* Pay attention to your choice of vocabulary, itete a taxi’; ‘employ people’.

*  Check the use of present continuous tense; laniare + verb(ing).

* Ideas must be coherent: if dogs urinate at thkyaad of the building, it would be

impossible for the dog owners to pick up the dogteia

4.2  Essay sample?2
A sample essay from writing task 4 (see Addendusnf@:. the writing topic) using
error codes (Addendum 3) and teacher-student ceméang for a student in the

experimental group.

12



A Report on the Courtesy Campaign

In order to find out how successful our courtesy campaign was, | took a trip

on the bus last Monday morning. As | went on the bus, | found a seat which was near
sub
the door and/\started my trip.

coh art
On the ground that it was an peak hour for students or workers, so the bus
12 coh
was full of passengers. When the bus was stopped, there was a long queue out of the
prep
bus. Some passengers w the queue when they entered into the bus. One

of them fou'nd dut coins from his wallet besides the coin box and wasted a lot of time.
pro vb (ww)
We needed nearly ten minutes for passengers to entrance into the bus.

Y
On the way, | was surprised to see that a pregnant woman, who was carr{:rg
ww pro
a baby, standing in a crowded environment. No passengers were willing to give up a

ext art
seat to the pregnant woman. They were just sat down and pretended/\woman was not

hvgrve Imvas such inconsiderate and they wgre lack a sense of sympathy.

On the other side there was a man who was sitting at the back. He was smok-
ing in the bus and did not care any notice although there was penalty towards smok-
ing people. Despite /cp)_?egn old man standing next to him, he still put his belongings on
the seat. He did not consiélerate other passengers and it was a selfish behavior.
When the trip was t‘;ging end, | heard some noise coming from the back. A young man

vb sub /vb
had turn on his radio loudly and/{/ery disturbing to those passengers. It was so annoy-

. art . .
ing and a inconsiderate behavior.

vb
In this one hour trip, | saw so many passengers were without courtesy. Lots

art
of improvement needed to be made in/\bus.
124
To solve the problem of finding coins, buses could be install an octopus
vb sp prep
machine in order to saving time. It would be convient to all passengers during

anytime. Also, more notﬁ:e should be gos on bus. Attention should be drawn to
art ww
passengers, they need to give seay{)oth/{llsab{es and pregnant wor‘gl,1an Besides, right
Sp ww
should be given to the bus drives, so that they can order those passengers who break

Sp
the regonition to follow the rules correctly.

b vb
If the solution can be c;r[y out, these problems can be solve quickly and
w. exp
maintain the courtesy campaign.

(422 words)
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Addendum 5

5. WRITING SCORES FOR PRE AND POST TESTS
51 Experimental group OPre-test
Experimental Pre-Test
Group Content (27) Language Accuracy (27) O;(Tr-
Name Score
Class of Language

Class No. @ Student |Relevance Coherence Organization| Total | Vocabulary use Mechanics| Total
6A 1 A 6 6 5 17 5 4 5 14 31
6A 2 B 4 3 4 11 3 3 4 10 21
6A 3 C 4 4 5 13 4 4 3 11 24
6A 4 D 4 4 5 13 4 4 5 13 26
6S 5 E 4 5 4 13 5 4 5 14 27
6S 6 F 4 4 5 13 4 4 3 11 24
6S 7 G 4 5 4 13 4 4 4 12 25
6S 8 H 3 4 4 11 3 3 4 10 21
6S 9 | 4 3 3 10 4 3 3 10 20
6S 10 J 4 4 5 13 3 3 4 10 23
6S 1 K 3 4 4 1 3 2 3 8 19
6S 12 L 4 4 4 12 3 3 4 10 22
6S 13 M 5 4 5 14 4 4 4 12 26
6S 14 N 5 5 5 15 4 4 5 13 28
6S 15 O 4 4 5 13 4 3 5 12 25
6S 16 P 3 5 5 13 4 5 5 14 27
6S 17 Q 4 3 4 11 3 4 4 11 22
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5.2

Experimental group OPost-test

Experimental Post-Test
Group Content (27) Language Accuracy (27) O;(Tr-
Name Score
Class of Language

Class No. @ Student |Relevance Coherence Organization| Total | Vocabulary use Mechanics| Total

6A 1 A 6 7 7 20 6 6 6 18 38
6A 2 B 6 5 6 17 5 4 5 14 31
6A 3 C 4 5 5 14 5 5 4 14 28
6A 4 D 5 5 5 15 5 5 5 15 30
6S 5 E 6 6 7 19 6 6 6 18 37
6S 6 F 5 5 5 15 5 5 5 15 30
6S 7 G 5 5 5 15 4 4 5 13 28
6S 8 H 5 4 4 13 5 4 4 13 26
6S 9 | 4 5 5 14 4 4 4 12 26
6S 10 J 4 4 6 14 4 5 5 14 28
6S 11 K 4 4 4 12 4 5 4 13 25
6S 12 L 4 4 5 13 5 4 5 14 27
6S 13 M 5 4 5 14 4 4 5 13 27
6S 14 N 6 6 6 18 4 5 5 14 32
6S 15 O 5 1 5 14 4 4 5 13 27
6S 16 P 5 6 6 17 5 5 5 15 32
6S 17 Q 5 4 5 14 4 4 5 13 27
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5.3

Control group OPre-test

Pre-Test
Control Group Over-
Content (27) Language Accuracy (27) all
Name Score
Class of Language

Class No. @ Student |Relevance Coherence Organization| Total | Vocabulary use Mechanics| Total
6A 1 A 5 5 4 14 4 4 4 12 26
6A 2 B 5 4 4 13 4 4 4 12 25
6A 3 C 5 3 4 12 4 4 4 12 24
6A 4 D 4 4 4 12 3 3 3 9 21
6A 5 E 4 4 3 11 3 3 4 10 21
6A 6 F 5 5 5 15 4 4 4 12 27
6A 7 G 4 5 3 12 4 4 4 12 24
6A 8 H 3 3 5 11 3 3 4 10 21
6A 9 | 5 6 6 17 5 4 4 13 30
6A 10 J 4 4 5 13 4 4 4 12 25
6S 11 K 4 4 4 12 4 3 5 12 24
6S 12 L 4 3 3 10 4 3 3 10 20
6S 13 M 5 5 5 15 4 4 4 12 27
6S 14 N 5 4 4 13 4 5 4 13 26
6S 15 O 3 3 4 10 4 4 4 12 22
6S 16 P 5 4 4 13 3 3 5 11 24
6S 17 Q 5 4 5 14 4 4 4 12 26
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54  Control group OPost-test
Post-Test
Control Group Over-
Content (27) Language Accuracy (27) all
Name Score
Class of Language

Class No. @ Student |Relevance Coherence Organization| Total | Vocabulary use Mechanics| Total
6A 1 A 6 6 6 18 4 5 5 14 32
6A 2 B 6 5 4 15 5 4 4 13 28
6A 3 C 5 4 5 14 5 4 5 14 28
6A 4 D 4 4 4 12 4 3 3 10 22
6A 5 E 5 5 5 15 4 4 5 13 28
6A 6 F 6 5 5 16 5 4 5 14 30
6A 7 G 4 4 5 13 4 5 5 14 27
6A 8 H 4 4 5 13 4 4 4 12 25
6A 9 | 5 6 6 17 5 6 5 16 33
6A 10 J 5 5 5 15 4 5 4 13 28
6S 11 K 5 4 5 14 5 3 5 13 27
6S 12 L 6 5 6 17 6 6 5 17 34
6S 13 M 5 5 5 15 5 4 5 14 29
6S 14 N 5 5 5 15 4 5 4 13 28
6S 15 O 6 4 5 15 4 4 5 13 28
6S 16 P 5 4 5 14 4 5 4 14 28
6S 17 Q 5 5 5 15 5 4 4 13 28
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Addendum 6

6. OVERALL SCORESAND COMPONENT SCORESFOR
WRITING TESTS
Test Content Language Grammar Overall
(N =34) Relevance Coherence Organisation Total Vocabulary Use Mechanics Total Scores
Mean (SD)

Pre-test 4.5 (0.46) 4.3(0.62) 4.3 (0.52) 13.1(1.36) 4.2(0.53) 3.81(0.55) 4.0(0.51) 11.9(1.26) 25.1(2.41)
Writing 1 4.7 (0.47) 4.1(0.57) 4.4 (0.49) 13.1(1.24) 4.2(0.62) 3.9(0.65) 3.6(0.60) 11.7(1.68) 24.9(2.77)
Writing 1

) 5.7(0.79) 5.2(0.95) 5.3(0.80) 16.1(2.39) 5.3(0.74) 4.9(0.73) 4.7(0.74) 14.9(2.07) 31.0(4.23)
Correction
Writing 2 4.4 (0.66) 4.0(0.63) 4.1(0.57) 12.5(1.63) 4.2(0.57) 3.9(0.69) 3.9(0.64) 11.9(1.76) 24.4(3.23)
Writing 2

. 5.6 (1.00) 5.2(0.79) 5.1 (0.70) 15.8(2.31) 5.4 (0.83) 4.9(0.77) 4.9(0.73) 15.2(2.27) 31.0(4.45)
Correction
Writing 3 4.7 (0.49) 4.2(0.50) 4.4(0.46) 13.3(1.15) 4.5(0.54) 4.0(0.56) 4.0(0.65) 12.5(1.56) 25.8 (2.43)
Writing 3

. 5.8 (0.86) 5.2(0.73) 5.2 (0.75) 16.3(2.22) 5.2(0.71) 4.9(0.66) 4.9(0.67) 15.0(1.90) 31.3(3.89)
Correction
Writing 4  4.8(0.52) 4.5(0.63) 4.7(0.56) 14.0(1.52) 45(0.71) 4.3(0.72) 4.2(0.61) 13.0(1.88) 27.0(3.23)
Writing 4

. 5.8(1.01) 5.4(0.89) 5.6 (0.84) 16.8(2.62) 5.6(0.98) 5.2(0.75) 5.2(0.84) 16.0(2.42) 32.8(4.83)
Correction
Post-test 5.9(1.19) 5.4(0.98) 5.3 (0.85) 16.7 (2.91) 55(1.06) 5.0(0.84) 5.1(0.86) 15.7(2.64) 32.4(5.41)
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Addendum 7

7. TRANSCRIPTIONS OF SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS (6)

7.1  Transcript for Harry: Highest scoring student — Experimental group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E
Positive about verbal f'back  +V

Negative about verbal f'back XV

Neutral about verbal f’'back V)

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includ#tkitranscript.

Exchanges Comments

Teacher So, Harry, I'd like to know how long you have beend The interviewer begins
learning English with relationship building
conversation to put the
students at ease.

Harry | have been learning English for thirteen years.

Teacher What do you think of your English level at this
stage? You have learnt English for quite a long
time, what do you think of your language
proficiency of this stage?

Harry | think | can speak fluent English and write withou +E

many grammatical mistakes. 0 Student seems to be quite
confident with his
language proficiency

0 Focus on mistakes rather
than communication

Teacher So which do you think is the most difficult skitiat
you have to learn?

Harry I think writing is the most difficult skill.

Teacher Why do you think so?
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Harry

It's because it takes so long time to improve thel

writing skill. | have to read more and write mo
to do so, this skill can never be easily improved!

e

Identifies link between
reading and writing.

Teacher

Tell me about how you have been taught writing.

Harry

When studying

textbooks, and the exercises mainly focused
grammar.
based on good grammar.
us to play computer games, or games such
scrabble, to let us learn more vocabularies beca

Sometimes, they ca

They always told us good writing was

in the secondary school, thgW)
teachers always wanted us to do many exercises ohE

omnl

led
as
use

vocabularies are important elements in an essay.

Therefore, it is very interesting to learn writing
the secondary schools.

Link between good
grammar and good
writing.

Teacher

When teachers asked you to do an essay in the ¢
room, how did you feel?

lass

Harry

| didn't like to do writing during English lessons

when studying in the lower forms because | thought

it was boring and time-consuming, | could n
improve writing within a short time.

XE

Teacher

You didn't like writing when studying in the lower

forms, so how did you improve your English lat
then?

Harry

When studying in the higher forms, | frequent

read newspapers and learnt a lot
vocabularies. Afterwards, | tried to use th
vocabularies | had learnt in writing and foun
that writing was very interesting, so | didn't ha

to write anymore.

ofld
e

d
tell

y +E

Link between extended
vocabulary and good
writing.

Self motivated learner

Teacher

How about now when you do an essay of 5
words, do you think it is difficult?

Harry

Not very difficult now.

+E

Teacher

Do you have any problems you have to write suc
long essay?

ha

Harry

First, | think it is difficult to proofread the emgto
ensure it has no grammatical mistakes. Secon
may write something that is not relevant to t
topic. Third, | may wrongly use vocabularies
the essay. And the most important is that | can

write smoothly and quickly.

d, |
he

Identifies range of aspects
of writing: relevance,

coherence & vocabulary.
No mention of grammatr.

Teacher

What would help you write better essays?
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Harry | think | need to organise the essay quickly beeausl Focus on meaning, not
it costs me so long time to think about the corgent form.
Teacher So how about each time when you receive your
essay after the teacher has marked your work, how
do you feel?
Harry If the teacher gives me a good mark, I'll feel very(W)
happy. However, if |1 get negative comments, I Good marks: happy; low
may escape from the reality and just ignore the marks: escape from reality
whole thing.
Teacher What kinds of changes might you make after you
get the feedback?
Harry I will rewrite it. 0 Not able to articulate
specific changes
Teacher With what kinds of changes?
Harry I will try to make it different. 0 Not able to articulate
specific changes
Teacher How about the kinds of feedback the teachers may
give you? What kinds of feedback do you usually
receive?
Harry The teachers usually give me written feedbackXW
They just tell me what | should improve, and never] Identifies praise as
praise me! important; but not present
in written feedback.
Teacher No teachers have ever praised you?
Harry Not many teachers ever praised me before. XW
They just pointed out the problems | must solve. | 0 Reinforces lack of praise.
Teacher Do the teachers give you both verbal feedback and
written feedback?
Harry Yes, they often give me written feedback. (W)

O Indicates yes, but
elaborates that this is
written feedback.

Teacher Do they have time to see you one by one?
Harry Not often, because the teachers would have to givie Expresses doubt that
all the students feedback verbally. teachers could/would offer
individual verbal
feedback.
Teacher So which feedback do you receive most?
Harry Written feedback.
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Teacher

Do you think the written feedback is useful?

Harry

| think the comments written by teachers nev
point out all mistakes.

sentences.

Maybe there is not muchl
space on the paper, teachers cannot write many written feedback: unable

erXW
Indicates inadequacy of

to identify all mistakes.
0 Focus on ‘mistakes’in

feedback; feedback and

identification of errors

Teacher

So what do you change in your writing after yc
get the feedback?

Harry

For corrections, | may check dictionary myself and(W)

go to the libraries to find reference books. AndO Number of strategies at hi
sometimes | may search the internet to find model
essays so that | can copy some good sentences frdin Does not address the

the essays for the corrections.

o7

disposal for re-writing.

‘what’ of change, just the
how.

Teacher

Instead of asking teachers the next day?

Harry

| think teachers may not have time to help me so
the problems. And | can do it myself.

Ilvél Perceived inappropriacy o
demanding more
individual attention from
teacher.

O Independent learner.

Teacher

Do you often seek help from your classmates if y
have problems?

ou

Harry

Not at all.
correct or not.

They are often not sure if they a

re(W)

[0 Does not access peer
support. High proficiency
students may not be secufe
in the abilities of other
students to help them.

Teacher

Do you find that the written feedback helps you
a better job next time when you have to write?

Ho

Harry

| think more improvement will be shown if th
teachers verbally remind me what problems | ha

to solve. However, improvement does not or

depend on verbal feedback from teachers, | have to improvement.
find more information myself on internet or from

library so as to improve my writing skills.

+V
wvé] Also indicates a high level
ly of self-responsibility for

(%

Teacher

What suggestions could you make for a teac
who wants to improve the feedback on writing
help students more?

ner
to
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Harry

| would like my teacher to go through the pap
with me, but | know it can’t happen. They are tc
busy. | know. More examples are helpful. | lik
when | see lots of examples. | do this myself too.

er+V

o[l Suggests a high level of

e one-to-one interaction; nof
just problems, but going
through the whole paper.

Teacher

When could the teacher show you the examples?

Harry

Before we write is best, but also in the feedba
Showing me what | could do.

ck(W)

O Wants more feedback,
modeling, but does not
indicate if this is written or
verbal.

Teacher

And what do you mean when you say ‘go througkt

Harry

My teacher can say, ‘This bit is good. This bit
not good.” | can ask for ideas. | can ask t
teacher to explain and show me an example.

is+V
nell Indicates need to know
what is being done well.
O Need for specific feedbacl
and modelling.
O Implies verbal interaction
if the teacher is to explain.,

Summary

Harry is able to make good use of the written festtkhe receives, although he makes
a case for verbal feedback as well, and does rioaky say anything positive about
the written feedback he receives, rather pointglefitiencies. A noticeable feature
of his interview is his degree of self-directionhish makes it possible for him to
work with whatever feedback the teacher providéte tends to devote more time in

this interview to describing his own writing habésd processes than he does on the

End of Transcript

actual feedback.

Even with this high degree of self-regulation am@ation, he would appreciate more

teacher input on his work in progress, as evidermediis final comments.
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than being focused on verbal or written — althobighmplies verbal — his emphasis is
in the process of writing more so than the produkfe would like input as he is writing.

This in itself is an endorsement of conferencing,ib a larger sense than just feedback.

Overall

*  Endorses written feedback, although he would ke input.

* Positive attitude about verbal feedback is ex@ess

*  High motivation is already evident for this stutiaa manifested in his high level
of self-regulation. His motivation and success larked, although which one

leads to which is a circular argument.

Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back 0 Positive about writing English 4
Negative about written f'back 3 Negative about writing English 1
Neutral about written f'back 6 Neutral about writing English 0

Positive about verbal f'back 3

Negative about verbal f'/back 0

Neutral about verbal f’back 0
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7.2  Transcript for Carrie: Mean scoring student — Experimental group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E
Positive about verbal f'back  +V

Negative about verbal f'back XV

Neutral about verbal f’'back )

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

Exchanges Comments

Teacher How do you feel when you have a writing task to
do?

Carrie | don’t think about it much. We have to do writing
so | do it.

m

Teacher Ok. Carrie, can you tell me how you feel each time
when you essay is returned to you?

Carrie Um ... | think | mainly will have some negative XW
feeling because | will always get a poor mark.[l Feeling bad about writing
And the comment always could be some poor because she always
comments to point out some mistakes for my obtains low marks and
assignment. receives poor comments
from the teacher.

Teacher So, can you learn from the comment of the teacher?

Carrie | just can know what the mistake | made in myXw
assignment is but | don’t know how to improve anddd Doesn't know how to
how poor my assignment is. correct the mistakes

pointed out by the
teacher; a sense of
helplessness prevails
because she doesn’t knoyw
how poor her writing is
nor does she know how t¢
make improvement to he
writing.

Teacher Tell me about the feedback that you get.

Carrie Yes, each paper has the written feedback from theW X
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teacher. But they are also mainly very gene
comment such as poor organization of ideas, p
conjunction the  paragraphs, t
grammatical mistakes. But just some gene

ideas | think.

between

rall Written comments are to(
oor general.
he
ral

Teacher

So what kind of feedback would be helpful for you?

Carrie

| think the verbal feedback from the teacher isenor +V
effective for me, because through the verbal
feedback, the teacher can give some specific
explanation for the mistakes to the students. And
clarify each mistake to the student more cleatly.
And there will have more interactive explanation

between teacher and student.

Teacher

So you like the chance to get more detail from the

teacher?

Carrie

Yes, and | think it helps me for my content becau

for the other aspects such as the spelling anBxtensive outline of benefits:
grammar mistake, | think | can improve it by O
myself such as ... in the society, there may be manyl

books to teach us how the grammar can
improved.  But,

have a very effective way to improve.
through the teacher-student feedback, the teac
can explain directly and guide the student
improve their ideas and organize their ide
themselves. | think this is very important fc

students. And | think the verbal feedback is ve

useful to build up a trustful relationship betwee

teacher and students, because if the teacher t
more to the students in the leisure time through

feedback, | think the relationship can be built

gradually. And then after the relationship hasbe
built up, the students can express their ideas

express their problems without any feelings

embarrassment. | think this is very important f
students.

for the content and how fo0
organise our ideas, the books, those books cannot
But

se+V

Content of writing
Teacher-student
relationship building
Scope for questions in
stress-free environment

be

her

Teacher

Is there anything you don't like about conferences*

37

Carrie

| only like it if | like the teacher.

V)

0 Good relationship
identified as a factor in
making conferencing
successful.
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Teacher

Now you have been given verbal feedback for yc
writing for a few sessions instead of receiving t
written feedback for the teacher.

ur

Carrie

Hm ...

Teacher

Which do you prefer?

Carrie

| think verbal feedback will help me improve m
English. First, | think, through this teacher-snt
feedback session, a closer relationship is b
because | have more chance to communicate v
my English teacher. Before those sessions, | n
have felt embarrassed to express my problem an
ask my teacher to give me some suggestions.

now | will feel more willing to express my
problem to my English teacher and ask her to g
me some suggestions to improve my Englis
Second, | think it will provide me some positiv
reinforcement because in these teacher-stuc
feedback sessions, the teacher provides a way
how to improve and how to correct my probler
and | think this advice gives me and helps r

develop some confidence in improving my English.

| think this will be a drive to motivate myself t
improve my English.

y +V

O Repeats relationship
Jilt  building aspect

vith  Safe/supportive

hay environment within

d to which to ask questions
But

ve
sh.

ent

Teacher

A drive to motivate yourself? Can you explain?

Carrie

Um ... I will think of the ideas and suggestions, a
after 1 will know which part | need to improve,

will try to improve myself by reading some book
some newspapers, and some materials ak
English and improve my English myself.

nd+V

| O Links conferencing to

5, overall motivation to

out direct own learning
(genuine?)

Teacher

Ok. So instead of just relying on the teacher, y
take the initiative to learn English yourself besau
you have both interest and confidence.

Carrie

Ah, yes.

Teacher

Can you tell me what you think about writte
feedback?

>

Carrie

| think, in the reality, | think the teacher is lga
have not enough time to give every student w
verbal feedback. So if only give the writte
feedback, they may provide general ideas &
general comments to student about which part
English skill they need to improve. Bu

XwW
itil Comments too general tg
n lead to effective redraft.
indl Expresses skepticism thgt

of teachers have time to givg
t individual attention in

disadvantage of the written feedback is t

ne conferences.
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comment is really sometimes very general. T
student may not have the idea about how
improve this part of weaknesses. So | think ti
may be the disadvantage of written feedba
(Short pause) | have a vocabulary notebook an
jot down vocabulary | am not familiar with and
look up the meaning of unfamiliar words in th
dictionary at home.

hd] Independent learning
to strategies

s

ck.

d |

I
e

Teacher

So if you are given a choice between writte
feedback and verbal feedback, which do y
prefer?

>n0 Answer implied earlier,
ou but not given directly.

Carrie

| will prefer verbal feedback if the teacher canido
Because the verbal feedback can give some m
clear explanations about
students. In the more face to face feedback fr
the teacher, the student can know how to improv
by asking suggestions from the teacher. T
teacher can give some guidance to students ho
improve their English. And for example about tt
poor organisation of the ideas, the teacher
discuss a piece of paper, the piece of essay v
student, and teach them how to improve and how
organize the ideas in a better way. | think tkis
more effective in improving English.

the weaknesses

+V
ofé Clear explanations
dfl Chance to ask questions
oml Again qualified by
e it skepticism about
he teachers’ being able to
vto doit
e
san
vith
to

Teacher

How will you do corrections if you don’t have
enough information in your feedback?

Carrie

| do my best. If | don’t have corrections from th
teacher, | will leave it.

e

Teacher

Would you ask the teacher for help?

Carrie

If the teacher is near me, maybe | will as
Usually no.

Teacher

Does your teacher accumulate students’ mista
and tell the whole class to discuss the problems?

kes

Carrie

No, the teacher doesn't do that.

Teacher

Can you give suggestions to teachers to h
students perform better in writing?

elp

Carrie

The teacher should try to mark in greater detdlil.

understand that teachers have lots of paper to mafk Need for more

but they should try to focus on the weaknesses
individual students.

(W)

of detail/more
individualized comment
in written feedback.
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u

Teacher So written feedback is beneficial to you?
Carrie Verbal feedback is better for me. However, [+V
understand teachers are very busy. They wontl Reiterates the advantage
have the time to provide individual feedback to  of verbal feedback.
students. So more detail in written feedback id] Reiterates skepticism at
helpful. individual attention from
the teacher.

O Doesn't answer if written
feedback is helpful;
qualifies with what it
should be like.

Teacher Do you think that your interest and motivation in
learning English can be enhanced with the
improvement in your writing ability?

Carrie | am sure that this will be the case because livece
the encouragement that | can do something, | will
have greater incentive to learn English.

End of Transcript
Summary

Carrie demonstrates a fairly intense desire to havbal feedback from the writing

teacher, referring to the chance to get more iddiai feedback and also to build a

stronger relationship with the teacher.

Amongatieantages for verbal feedback she

claims that the individual attention from the temchan better motivate her to learn

English. Throughout the interview, she seems tguie negative about receiving just

written feedback from the teacher, mainly becabsddedback tends to be too general

to be helpful.

At the same time she is realidtiowt what she sees as the unlikelihood

that teachers will have or will make time to givkestudents individual feedback.
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Overall

Written feedback seems only able to provide sonmeige comments, failing to

* provide specific explanations about writing issyessitive attitude about verbal

feedback is expressed;

» focuses heavily on relationship aspect of confaren

Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back 0 Positive about writing English 0
Negative about written f'back 4 Negative about writing English 0
Neutral about written f’back 1 Neutral about writing English 1

Positive about verbal f'back 6

Negative about verbal f’'back 0

Neutral about verbal f’back 1

30



7.3  Transcript for Sam: Lowest scoring student — Experimental group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E
Positive about verbal f'back  +V

Negative about verbal f'back XV

Neutral about verbal f’'back )

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

Exchanges Comments

Teacher Sam, how do you feel about writing in English.

Sam It is difficult, and a bit boring. XE

Teacher What do you feel each time when your essay is
returned to you?

Sam Um...my feeling? Um.. my feeling is... | think | XE
it is not so good. OK.

Teacher Can you tell me why?

Sam It is because although | can know some of theXxW
mistakes from the composition such as some of theél Needs explanation for
grammatical mistakes or the structural mistakes, | mistake, not just
still don’t know why | get wrong in those mistakes. identification of it.

Teacher So what sorts of comments does your teacher often
give you about your writing?

Sam Just very little. For example, there are somgW)

comments on the grammatical mistakes such as tHé Finds comments scant.
vocabulary or the structural mistakes only.0 Mostly form focused;
Sometimes there are some comments about the some attention to content
feeling about the composition from the teacher such (organization).

as some of the logical mistakes.

Teacher How about... does the teacher usually use the
marking code? For example, codes o
spelling mistakes which tell you that you have
spelling mistakes.

Sam Yes. Butitis not very clear and | feel confused.; XW
O Trouble interpreting codes
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Teacher Ok. Why do you feel confused?
Sam Because there are so much signposts for eackw
mistake. So sometimes | can't understand and Overwhelmed by the
maybe there are so many symbols about each number of codes around 3
mistake. So it is very unclear. single mistake.
Teacher Ok. You find it is very confusing because therel] Interviewer tries to
are many mistakes, all marked with a code. determine reason for
confusion.
Sam Yes. Sometimes | don't know what the teacherXw
talking about! 0 Seems not to understand
the codes themselves.
Teacher Ok. So each time when you receive your writing,
what is your most important concern? Is it the
mark or comment?
Sam Mark sure! (W)
Teacher Ok. Can you explain why?
Sam Because | think it is rather a joke because whan yoXW
receive your composition, you should Lk O Not clear to interviewer
aware of the marks. But also, you should know why this is a joke.
about what mistakes you have. But it is notd Reiterates lack of
enough to let me understand more about what | am understanding about
wrong or what | am right when writing my essay. mistakes.
Teacher So which do you prefer then, written feedback ior
verbal feedback?
Sam | think both of them are useful. But for me, | lwi] +W
rather choose the verbal feedback. +V
O Both written & verbal
feedback are useful.
Teacher So you say that both are useful or both kinds of
feedback are useful. Can you tell me why you
think written feedback is useful? In what ways?
Sam In the basic ways. Because in the comment, mostwW
of the teachers will write about what mistakes youd Useful, but not complete.
have in the grammatical ways such as structural,
sentence structure, grammar etc. So | think it is
still useful but not enough.
Teacher So can you tell me why verbal feedback is a better
way of giving you feedback?
Sam It is very important because at least | can ask, an+V

there is a chance for me to talk to the teachegm

O Focus on interaction &
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at least | can ask, listen and | can learn.

ch&celarification.

Teacher

Why do you think that teacher and stude
interactions are so important to you?

| think there are many reasons about it. But t
most important way is that because through
teacher-student the
motivate and encourage me to do English writing
a better way. So | think it is very important.

conference, teachers

herV

O Links interaction with
can motivation.

n

Teacher

The teacher can encourage you by showing Y
how to improve your essay or to give ya
encouragement?

ou

Both. Because in my view, learning English is ve
important because at least you should learn &
make good use of the skills and knowledge wh
you study English or when you write you
composition, so this is the basic way. But if yc
don't have any motivation or interest in writin
English, you will not like or tend to learn thes
skills. So the motivation and interest are mc
important or these are the first steps in learn
English.

ryd ldentifies motivation as
and  central to writing/learning
en English.

r

u

Teacher

Motivation? Why do you think that motivation i
most important?

Uy

If you don’t want to do that thing, you will notdm
about the skills of that thing such as Englishydé
meet the teacher, the teacher explains more and
their knowledge or opinions about your compositi
such as structure, grammar, vocabulary, logi
order of your English. You can listen why yo
will have these mistakes and listen more about
student’s response. So you understand, and
more about the motivation and thought abc

O Interaction between

teacher and student is

tel important as it provides

bn  teachers with a better

cal understanding of the

u needs of the students; the

the reasons why they made

feel mistakes

ut

English from students.

End of Transcript
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Summary

He thinks that both verbal and written feedbackwaeful to him. However, he has
reservations about written feedback as he is awérthe limitations of teachers
providing students with only written feedback. kHenks merely giving him the
written feedback with the marking codes may nobbmuch help to him because he
has no chance to ask the teacher questions alsowtiting and to seek explanations for
the mistakes he made. He feels confused with seeotierror codes because he does
not really understand what each code actually meaths thinks interaction with the
teacher and receiving praise from the teacher @meato-one basis can help him
because the teacher can give him words of encom&geand arouse his interest in

learning English.

Overall

*  Acknowledges written feedback as useful, but degaate by itself.

*  Strong point of view about not understanding wntteedback.

* Positive attitude about verbal feedback is exgess

* Makes a strong link between interaction with teacnd motivation

to learn English.
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Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back
Negative about written f’back
Neutral about written f’back
Positive about verbal f’back
Negative about verbal f'back

Neutral about verbal f’back

Positive about writing English 0

Negative about writing English 2

Neutral about writing English 0
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7.4  Transcript for Alice: Highest scoring student — Control group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E

Positive about verbal f'back  +V
Negative about verbal f'back XV
Neutral about verbal f’'back )

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

at a stage put in a lot of effort in learning Esgli
and after that | find that it is more relaxing &ain

English. When | was in primary 4 and 5, | spen
lot of time revising English. After this time, ha
able to cope with the demands of the subject u

ta

ntil

secondary 5. Now it is much harder.

Exchanges Comments
Teacher How many years have you been learning English? 0 The interviewer begins
with relationship building
conversation to put the
students at ease.
Alice About fifteen to sixteen years.
Teacher How many languages do you learn at school?
Alice | started learning Putonghua when | was in primary
4. | mainly learn English and Chinese throughout
all these years.
Teacher Which language do you prefer to learn?
Alice | like English but | like to listen to westernersda
not local people who have local accent.
Teacher Which language do you think is more difficult to
learn, English or Chinese?
Alice English, it is because English is not my mother
tongue. Therefore, | feel that English is more
difficult to learn.
Teacher Is it rewarding for you to learn English?
Alice Not really. | don’t work hard enough. But | did
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Teacher

Do you like reading books?

Alice

| seldom read English books.
books.

| do not like to read

Teacher

Do you think your English proficiency ha
improved after having studied in secondary 6 fo
few months?

("2}

Alice

My impression towards the Use of English Exa
focuses very much on skills.

vocabulary which are quite difficult and which
have never come across, and the level of difficu
is a lot more than in Form 5 and there is a big ¢
between these two levels.

When | refer to the
reading materials in the data file, | often enceunt

m

—

y
ap

Teacher

If you are asked to read English news articlehén
South China Morning Post and Young Post, do y
have difficulty in reading them?

{
ou

Alice

| won't be able to understand every word in t
article, but | should have no problems understand
the articles in general.

e
in

Teacher:

That's quite good. Let's talk about your writin
now. How do you feel when you get your writin
returned to you?

Alice

Very surprisingly, | don't usually get high mark:
and | don't know the reasons why | made mistak
Some of my classmates are very weak in Engl
but good at other subjects and they have to caict
with their English. | am unlike them, | think | ca
pass English but | am unable to get high marks.
feel very much at a loss.

s O Perception of poor marks

es. but highest score in

ish control group.

WKW

n [0 Disappointment

D Feedback = mistakes
identified

O Unaware of underlying
reasons for poor
performance

Teacher

At aloss? You mean...?

Alice

Disappointed. Yes, disappointed, and | don’t knc
if | can do better. | think this is just my skill.

WXW

O Reiterates
disappointment.

O Low expectation for
improvement.

Teacher

When the essay is returned to you, what kind
responses will be on your work?

of

Alice

The teacher will highlight the mistakes. The

(W)
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teacher will inform us of the basic grammatic
mistakes and will comment on the content last,
example, telling me to give more of my persor
opinion but not in detail.

al0 Feedback is usually error
for correction, but with some
al attention to content.
O ‘Last’: significant in
student’s perception of
teacher’s priority

Teacher

How does your teacher show you your mistakes?

Alice

Mostly they are underlined or marked. There &
marks which mean your spelling is wrong, or t
punctuation is wrong. Something like that. Or

circle on the word.

arg\W)
el Emphasis on error
a identification.

(W)

but not helping the studen|
to correct every mistake.

O Correction codes are usedl

1

Teacher

Does your teacher show you on the paper how
correct your mistakes?

to

Alice

Sometimes.

(W)

Teacher

What kind of response would you like to get fro
your teacher that you think would be really uset
to you?

Alice

The best response should be to pinpoint
individual problems. Since the beginning of tt
academic year, about five to six essays have ajre
been written. The teacher should pinpoi

weaknesses of individual students. Some stude

may be weak in grammar and some in vocabulary.

The meaning is not clear
e as written feedback on
papers is individually
based, but this was not
followed up, to avoid an
appearance of being
defensive which would
put the students on her
guard.

O Student identifies form,
not content, as the focus
for feedback & the focus
of individuals’ needs.

2nts

Teacher

Do you like to have direct verbal feedback from the

teacher?

Alice

| think it is good to have direct verbal feedback+V

from the teacher because it is difficult to sol

individual problems in class because students fare o

mixed ability.

el] Verbal feedback allows

abilities.

O Individual attention is
clearly an issue for this
student.

teachers to cater for mixedl
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Teacher What changes do you make to your paper after you
get your feedback?

Alice | go over the essay and if | don’t know how to doXW
the corrections, | will just leave it and will neeek | [0 Written comment
help from the teacher. inadequate for doing all

corrections.

O No other strategies for
getting assistance.

Teacher Does the teacher comment on your organization,
fluency, connection, coherence and make you do
corrections on those?

Alice No, the teacher will mainly focus on the O Feedback = identification
grammatical mistakes. of grammar mistakes

Teacher Does the comment of the teacher help you to make
improvement in terms of your writing ability?

Alice I will remember after reading the written feedback+W
of the teacher.

Teacher You said earlier that you hadn't made much
progress. | wonder why, if the feedback helps you
remember your mistakes?

Alice This has something to do with the fact that we dd1 Seems to be relying on
not write often enough. First of all, | do not ¢ak past learning, not new
the initiative to do writing on my own. learning.

There is the lack of sufficient practice. The sgtc [ Forgets written commentg
reason is by the time | do my next piece of writing  after a while, which

it is already quite a while after the written contradicts earlier
comments were given to me. | have a concept statement that she

which | have acquired before studying secondary 5 remembers from written
and will easily forget the advice of the teacheewh comments.

| am told to do writing after a period of time.

Teacher How often do you approach your teacher to ask for
explanations about your mistakes?

Alice I will ask my teacher whenever | have problems |0 Example of a high
don’t understand in my writing. proficiency student being

willing to approach the
teacher for help.

O This contradicts her
earlier claim that she
would not ask the teacher

Teacher Can you give suggestions to teachers to hglp

students perform better in writing?
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Alice

The teacher should try to mark in greater detdlil.

understand that teachers have lots of paper to mafk Expects more written
but they should try to focus on the weaknesses

individual students.

+W

of feedback to be even morg

effective.

O She returns to the theme ¢

individualising teaching
and feedback.

Teacher

Apart from providing written feedback, do yo
think that individual verbal feedback is benefidial
you?

Alice

Of course, this should be better because | can
the teacher for explanation if | do not know how
correct the mistakes in my writing.
may also have a better understanding of
weaknesses and help me more to improve

writing, and arouse my interest in learning English

The teacher

askv/
tod Acknowledges the
possibility of asking for
help in verbal interaction.
Perceived inappropriacy
of demanding more
individual attention from

teacher

my
my]

Teacher

How does this arouse your interest in learni
English?

ng

Alice

| think | can enjoy a great sense of successyihis

help to build up my confidence in learning English.(0 Positive about the role of
Also, the support from my teacher is very important
because | need the encouragement from the teacher learning/use.

to make me keep on trying to do well in writin
good English

+E

writing in her English

g O Needs encouragement.

Summary

Alice associates feedback on writing with attentiorform rather than content.
expresses a strong interest in individual attenfitwrherself and peers, and again this
individualisation is expressed in terms of spedibien-related problems with writing.
She does not follow up the lead about items ofimgitrelating to content and

organisational areas of writing with any expressidra desire for feedback on these

End of Transcript
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aspects of writing. In fact, her suggestion foproved feedback is to get more of the

same; this is in spite of some stated drawbacks wiitten feedback:

She doesn’t understand the problems behind hervgiing performances.

Written feedback does not always help her withiexirons.

She forgets the written comments after a time.

She is discouraged & disappointed by her feedback.

When directly asked, she is supportive of the motwd verbal feedback, for two

reasons:

*  She can ask for explanations, which she is na @bfet from written feedback.

*  She recognizes this format as a tool for givind secteiving individual attention.

Overall

*  Endorses written feedback, in spite of some oidkatified shortcomings.

* Positive attitude about verbal feedback is exgess

* Improvement in writing ability can enhance thisidgnts’ interest in learning

English.
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Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back
Negative about written f’back
Neutral about written f’back
Positive about verbal f’back
Negative about verbal f'back

Neutral about verbal f’back

Positive about writing English 1

Negative about writing English 0

Neutral about writing English 0
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7.5  Transcript for Ricky: Mean scoring student — Control group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E

Positive about verbal f'back  +V
Negative about verbal f'back XV
Neutral about verbal f’'back )

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

a

Exchanges Comments
Teacher How many years have you been studying English il The interviewer begins
this school? with relationship building
conversation to put the
students at ease.
Ricky About six months.
Teacher Which banding of school did you attend before
joining this school, Ricky?
Ricky Band 1.
Teacher Which subject do you like most in school?
Ricky Even though | have learned English for so many]l Emphasis on grammar as
years and | still have problems with grammar.  source of problem with theg
| find that | still like learning English. language (because of a
teaching emphasis on
grammar? — outside the
scope of the research, so
not explored)
Teacher How many languages do you study in school?
Ricky English and Chinese.
Teacher Which is the language you find most difficult to
learn?
Ricky English.
Teacher Since you like English, why is your written English
not good?
Ricky | did not do revision and learn from my mistakes. [0 Focus on error correction
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as an important part of
language learning.

O Inadequacy of written
feedback, to improve this
students writing over time

Teacher Do you like reading English books?
Ricky I do not like reading both English and Chinese
books.
Teacher Let'’s talk about your English writing. Do you like
writing in English?
Ricky Not much. | don’t do well so | don't like it. XE
Teacher So, how about each time when your teacher returns
your essay to you, how do you feel?
Ricky Sometimes | will feel disappointed. XwW
O Disappointment
O Feedback = mistakes
identified
O Unaware of underlying
reasons for poor
performance
Teacher Why do you feel disappointed?
Ricky It is because when | receive my essay, | will wande XW
why the mark is so low or why the writing has soJ Disappointment with
many mistakes. | don't understand why the result; poor result without
teacher underlined so many of my mistakes. really understanding why
When each piece of writing is returned to me even
with writing which | thought | had done pretty wel
the same kind of feedback was given to me
underlining the mistakes in my writing- red all
over.
Teacher So, your teacher often gives you some written
feedback for your writing. Do you think it is
useful?
Ricky | think it is useful but not enough. +W
O Focus on mistakes: error
correction in feedback
Teacher Useful in what sense?
Ricky Although some feedback is quite short indeed;+W

some is quite clear by pointing out what problem

had in may essay, but the feedback is not detajled pointing out problems in
enough as they will only point out the main

s [0 Feedback useful for

the essay.
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problems in the essay and will not guide you
correct the problems.

Teacher When you get your writing back from your teacher,
are there things you would like to get from the
teacher?

Ricky Apart from learning grammar, | would like to know XW
if there are better ways of expressing ideas in thél A learning need not
writing that was returned to me, for example, how currently being met.
to write concisely or beautifully? O Arequest for attention to

more than grammar. This
is still form, but is more
than just accuracy.

O Also implied desire to
learn grammar, but not
grammar alone.

Teacher Are marks important to you?

Ricky They do. If | make many grammatical mistakes[] Focus on marks rather
my marks will naturally be low and it is a major than writing per se.
concern to me. O Link between grammar

and writing marks.

Teacher Will your teacher help you to rewrite certain
sentences?

Ricky Depending on the type of mistakes made.

Teacher Give me an example of something the teacher
would help you rewrite.

Ricky Maybe if | get the tense wrong, or if | put words i (W)
the wrong order. O Current focus on error

correction/grammatr.

Teacher How would you expect the writing to be marked?

Ricky Focus more on content and provide guidance as W
how to develop the content of the piece of writing: [0 Implied inadequacy in

kind of written feedback

0 Wants attention to conten
not just form.

Teacher If you have a chance to talk to the teacher what
would you like to suggest to your teacher to help
her understand how you expect the piece of writing
to be marked.

Ricky | would like to tell the teacher that it is alrigtd | +W

underline the grammatical mistakes but detail

ed] Happy with underlining ag

explanation is expected. | also want my teache

to aform of written feedback
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tell me how to improve on the content of myXW

writing.  If the content of the piece of writing i
irrelevant to the topic, | want the teacher to ®sjg

to me how to correct my essay so as to make iV

relevant to the topic | was asked to write on.

5 O Inadequacy of written

feedback alone.

O Need for explanations,
verbal as he only wants
underlining on the paper.

0 Wants focus on content a
well as form.

Teacher

Perhaps you can talk to your school teacher about

your needs?

Ricky

But many (said his name in plural) prefer theXw

teachers to help them with grammar (an attitude
helplessness is shown).

ofl Accepts his needs may n(g
be met.

O Seems to be sacrificing hi
needs to the assumed
needs of other students tg
get feedback on grammar

O Identifies grammar as
central to English
learning.

—

"z

Teacher

What changes do you make to your writing after
is returned to you?

it

Ricky

I will just correct the mistakes underlined and[

usually leave the content alone. | will then askr
classmates for help if | don't know how to corre
the mistakes I've made.

Focus solely on error

n correction/no content

ctd Can't independently
correct based on feedbac

O Access peers rather than

teacher for assistance

Teacher

Why don’t you ask your teacher?

Ricky

Well, maybe students can teach each other or le
from each other. Because teachers are often
busy and it will be impossible for them to cater f
the needs of so many students.

aff Peer support

efy Perceived inappropriacy
3) of demanding more from
teacher

Teacher

If your classmates cannot help you with yo
correction, what would you do?

Ricky

There is no problem because the classmate sit
next to me is very good at English. He does
refer to the dictionary all the time. He thinksst
a waste of time. You seldom ask your teacher h
to do your corrections or unless you are pushed.

ting
il

Peer support
Teacher is last resort for
help

Teacher

In the recent six months, how many times have y

ou
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asked your English teacher?

Ricky

A few times.

Teacher

What would make the feedback on your writir
more effective for you?

g

Ricky

For grammar, simply underline the mistakes.

also want my teacher to tell me how to improve o]
If the content of the

the content of my writing.
piece of writing is irrelevant to the topic, | wahie

teacher to suggest to me how to correct my essay so

as to make it relevant to the topic | was asked
When the teacher talks to me | w
understand how to do it.

write on.

+W
Implies he wants
continued written
feedback; No codes, no
explanations — just
to underlining.
I XwW
O Butit's not enough.
+V
O Verbal input assists
understanding in relation
to content.

Teacher

When you are able to improve your writing ability,

do you think you will have more interest in leair;
English?

Ricky

That's for sure. If | can write English, | will kable

to speak the language. Then | can use Englist

communicate with foreigners and I'll do more with O

the English language. After all English is so hiita

Hong Kong.

O Links writing and

1to speaking

Expressing

communicative goal in

language learning, which

is hinted at above in

references to content

+E

O Positive about the role of
writing in his English
learning/use.

Teacher

If you have the chance to choose, would you pre
written feedback or individual verbal explaining?

fer

Ricky

| think both are very important.
can give an instant effect, but verbal feedback
something like a bonus. When | want to furth
learn from my mistakes, | can ask my teacher
further information. I'd prefer one-to-one guidan
because | can have interaction with the teacher
the teachers can help me with the problems th

have with my writing.

Written feedback+W

i$] Instant feedback

er+V

fof] the student’s preference

> for verbal feedback

and because it provides the

at | opportunity for
teacher-student interactio
& understanding of

mistakes.
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Teacher So the interaction can help you?

Yes, and | think verbal feedback can help improvetV

the structure of my essay. This is difficult in O Identifies more positives:
writing comments. And | will know my teacher 00 Verbal feedback for
cares for me. structural help

O Evidence of teacher care

Teacher Thanks very much for answering my questions.

End of Transcript

Summary

He thinks purely providing written feedback is iegdate to meet his needs because if
the teacher just underlines his mistakes, he makmaw of the reasons why he made
mistakes, and he would like an explanation abcaitiistakes. This is a clear request
for extended explanations. However, he considedifficult or unrealistic to get
individual help from the teacher because the tadchg to attend to so many students
and does not have time to give individual attentiorstudents. Later the student
seems to suggest that it is fine for the teachantterline his grammatical mistakes but
he would like the teacher to discuss with him wiatan do to improve the content of
his writing. He would like the writing teacherteach him how to improve the content
of his writing and tell him what he can do to make content relevant to the topic and
to write more expressively. Either way, there @ppdo be a need for this student to

interact with the teacher about his work, not jostely on basic error correction.

In the absence of feedback on content, his rewriticuses purely on error correction,
and only on those errors that are identified by tdecher. He relies heavily on a

classmate for assistance in making these correctidhis interesting to wonder if his
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request for simply underlining errors on the wagtimight change if he were seated

beside a less obliging and less competent classmate

Overall

*  Preference for verbal feedback is expressed.

* Improvement in writing ability can enhance thisidgnts’ interest in learning

English.

*  Skeptical about possibility of getting individustention.

Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back 5 Positive about writing English 1
Negative about written f'back 7 Negative about writing English 1
Neutral about written f’back 1 Neutral about writing English 0

Positive about verbal f'back 4

Negative about verbal f'/back 0

Neutral about verbal f’back 0
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7.6  Transcript for Betty: Lowest scoring student — Control group

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W
Negative about written f’'back XW
Neutral about written f’lback (W)
Positive about verbal f'back  +V
Negative about verbal f'back XV
Neutral about verbal f’'back )

Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about writing English XE

Neutral about writing English

E

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$é¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

Exchanges

Comments

Teacher

Betty, first of all, | would like to know how long
have you been learning English?

Betty

Except pre-school education, it should be 13 years,

started from primary school.

Teacher

So... you have learned English for quite a number

of years, right?

Betty

Yes.

Teacher

Now, what do you think of your language ability?

Are you good at the language?

Betty

| think | am not good at speaking English, because

... | think English is not an easy language to lea
| have to remember a lot of rules such as the fis
tenses and preposition. Apart from this, ma

words have different meanings at different times.

| really find this very difficult to follow. Theffere
| always misunderstand or have no ideas about w
a passage want to tell us.

hat

Teacher

| think lots of people have the same problems when

they learn English. So let’s talk about the ski
when you learn English. Which is most difficu
for you?

Is

—

Betty

For example, how to do the opening and how to end

an essay, topic sentence, elaboration?

Teacher

Actually, there are four skills. Have you ever ltka
of the four skills? Reading? Speaking?

=
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Betty

Ooh ... reading, speaking listening and writin
Which is most difficult? | think is speaking.

Teacher

Speaking?

Betty

Yes. Because when | speak English, | have a v
short time to think what | am going to talk. Bt
when an essay | can organise the passage
longer time.

ery
it

Teacher

So do you think there is any connection betwe
writing and speaking?

en

Betty

Yes, of course. | think if | write well, then | sple
well.

Teacher

Why do you think so?

Betty

Writing just like speaking, because the organizati
is the same and the sentence forming is also
same.

(e}

the

Teacher

That is the sentence structure is very similar.

Betty

Yes.

Teacher

So if you are good at writing, then you can thirik
good sentences for you to communicate. Rig
How do you find writing?

Betty

If I have to write an essay in Chinese, | will hane
problem. But every time | write English essay,
can't do the essay as good as Chinese es
Because | have difficulties in forming a senten
logically. Therefore when | want to say somethir
but | don’'t know how to express this in Englis
fluently. So | talk about the other things. That
why my essay lacks coherency.

XE
IO
say.

Very articulate about
difficulties.

Teacher

Tell me about the teaching of English writing
your schools.

>

Betty

| think it lacks of response to students individyal
| think this is very important.
student’s ability is different.
show improvement in a shorter time, while tt
others may need longer time on improving the
writing. | remember that when | was in Form
and 5, some of my classmates’ English were g
good and the teacher paid more attention to th
students. The students with poor English we
neglected. As a result, those students’ Engligh
better, but my English showed improvement ve

Because eve
Some students m

+V

ryO
ay
1el]
2ir
40
lite
ese

o)

=

e
go
ry

Highlights importance of
individual attention.

Links high personal
attention to improvement.
Implicit support for verbal
feedback.
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slowly.

Teacher

When you try to recall the things back, when you'i
the secondary, from Form 1 to From 5, how di

your teacher teach you writing? What did they a
you to do? For example, when you were giver
topic, what did the teachers tell you to do?

Betty

Sometimes they asked us to write a story ... | j
make use of what Chinese teacher teach us
method of writing a well-organised essay, but
English, | can't do this very well.

ust]  Hints at the second

the language focus on writing

in  as a means of learning
language not writing per
se — but this is not a focus
and so is not pursued.

Teacher

How do you feel when you are asked to do a pie
of writing for the teachers?

2ce

Betty

Actually, no special feeling, because | just tr@at
job that I must do.
seriously, otherwise, | can't get improved.

Of course, | will do tha

it 0 Approach to writing.

Teacher

How about when your teacher returns your essay
you? How would you feel each time when yc
receive your work back?

to
u

Betty

No special feeling too, but I'm very care about t

mark, because | think higher mark means my

English is better.

e

Teacher

How about the comments given back from t
teacher? What kind of comments do you receiv

ne
2?

Betty

Written feedback which mainly tells me about my (W)

mistakes and weakness.

Teacher

And is this helpful for you.

Betty

Sometimes. Sometimes | don’t understand t

teacher.

he-W
XW
O Useful, but not always.

Teacher

What do you do if you don’t understand?

Betty

| would try to ask the teacher, but | found thas tf
is not very useful because there are too me
classmates in a class. So that the teacher ¢

explain my mistakes very clearly.

O Unclear if she means th
any  explanations are not clea

an't or the teacher has no timq.

14

Teacher

You mean you don’t understand when the teac
tells you?

hell  Attempt to clarify

Betty

She doesn’t have time to tell me.
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Teacher

Which do you think is more useful to you
Written feedback or verbal feedback?

~NJ

Betty Verbal feedback is better. +V
Teacher Why do you think verbal feedback is better than
written feedback?
Betty Verbal feedback can give us more explanation of-V
our mistakes. This cannot be done by writtend Outlines benefits,
feedback. It is difficult to write in some sentesc including greater
Verbal feedback can tell us more. It is easier.to motivation
understand. Then we will be more interestediin
learning English.
Teacher So you think your teacher can give you help when
you talk? Can your teacher help with written
comments?
Betty When we talk | will ask her many questions about+V
writing. O Focus on interactive
benefit
Teacher About writing? For example?
Betty For example the use of tenses, because | always/
make mistakes of about using the wrong tenses. . [0 Possibility to clarify
ongoing problems
Teacher How about when the teacher asks you to go hame
to do your corrections without explaining your
mistakes to you, how are you going to do that?
Betty | think it is very hard to do because | don't XW
understand why | was wrong. Maybe | will ask my O Written feedback lacks
classmates for help. explanations
Teacher Do you think your classmates can help you with the
problems?
Betty Sometimes, we discuss our problems in groups and Peer support
explain others’ mistakes.
Teacher Do they help you most of the time or only
sometimes?
Betty Sometimes. 0 Random peer support
Teacher Do you think that improvement in writing ability
can better enhance your interest in learning
English?
Betty | think this can certainly help to build up my O Motivation to learn is

confidence in learning English. If | can get goc

d  related to student
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marks in my writing, | will be interested to read performance in writing.
more and will be more willing to turn to my teacher
for help if | have any problems with my writing.

I

Teacher Do you have any questions you would like to ask

Betty No.

Teacher Thank you very much for spending your time for
the interview.

End of Transcript

Summary

Betty considers marks an indication of the improgatrn her language proficiency.
She thinks that written feedback fails to provider with the help for her to do
corrections. Turning to her peers for help is ab@®d as one of the alternatives to
solve her problem, although this is sporadic. I&sea desire to make improvement in
writing as this will help to build up her confidemand motivate her to put more effort
in learning English. She is always ready to torhdr teacher for help with her writing

if necessary.

Overall

*  Written feedback lacks the detailed explanatianrsfeds.

o Demonstrates a desire for individual attentiomfrteacher.

* Positive attitude about verbal feedback is exgess

* Links interactive teacher input to improved wrgiability and motivate her to

learn English.

54



Tally for comments

Positive about written f'back
Negative about written f’back
Neutral about written f’back
Positive about verbal f’back
Negative about verbal f'back

Neutral about verbal f’back

Positive about writing English 0
Negative about writing English 1

Neutral about writing English 0
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Addendum 8

8. WRITING TOPICSFOR FOLLOW-UPTEACHER-STUDENT

CONFERENCING

8.1  Writingtopicfor follow up group writing Task 1

You are a school prefect. You have to be on duty during recess and lunch-time three
times aweek. Recently you have witnessed some students breaking the school rules.
Write a letter to the school principal describing the seriousness of the problems and

suggesting ways to solve these problems.

8.2 Writingtopicfor follow up group writing Task 2

Imagine you are a young teacher. Write a letter to your friend, Chris, in Australia,
describing at |east three disturbing things which happened during your lesson and how
you are going to prevent such problems from happening in your lessons again. Describe

your feelings during the lesson.
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Addendum 9

0.

0.

SAMPLE ESSAYSFROM FOLLOW-UP GROUPWRITING TASKS

1 Samplefrom Task 1

Dear principal,

| am one of the school prefects. | have to be wty during recess and lunch time three
times a week. Recently, | have witnessed somesstshreaking the school rules.

During the recess, | noticed that some studen&s ettter classrooms in order to chat with thgir

friends and play some games fro relaxing. Howetés,very disturb when many others are
trying to work. In addition, I discovered that sewf them may bring forbidden things to
school, such as magazines, comics, mobile phortesaan. These things will affect their
learning performance. And the school rules isatioiv they to do so.

Sometimes after the recess bell rings, some stsidéhitwalking around in the classroom an(ﬂi
or

keep talking, their behaviour makes very noisytteecs. Besides, they may run in the corri
which is easily lead to accidents take place.

In order to slove the above problems, | suggeststiu@ents must be follow prefects’
instruction. When prefects notice that some offrtlage breaking the school rules, they sho

hld

allow collect student card, report to teachersgind time a penalty. School should enforce the

rules strictly. Also teachers need to consider Hmvpenalty might be reformed to prevent
students breaking the school rules again. | rereeithiat one day’s lunch time, there were
bullying happened. One of the students was plalyioks by others, also made his desk ve
dirty and laught at him. Also, students are somesi fighting since argue with each other.

Yy

On the other side, after students have lunch,hiéynake the classroom smelly because of fot

probably handle the litters. It is not suitableiesnment for learning.

To tackle these problem, school should hold somkeife course to teach them get along with

classmates. And they should have responsibilitgfsuring that environment is favorable.

| hope these suggestions can improve quality adaldife and problems can be resolved as
soon as possible.

Yours sincerely

Flora
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9.2

Samplefrom Task 2

Dear Chris,

How are you? | am writing this letter to you besaliwant to describe three disturbing
things which happened during my lesson and howgling to prevent such problems
from happening in my lessons again. | want thatgan give me some suggestion for
these things.

Firstly, let me talk you what happen during my &esgaow. One day, | found that some
students are asleep during my lesson. Of coudsm’'t wantit. So | at once slapped thein
desk in order to let them get up. Although theyndisleep again, they didn’t like me, |
feel very terrible by this thing. Now, | don’'t kwowhat can | do.

Addition that, sometimes the students are losbotrol. They talked loudly. A lot of
students cannot listen my sound. Itis very aifector different student. But they seem
not to know that. They were also talking. | trimdny ways to stop this situation. For
example, staying after school and calling theiepar But there is not success. However
| want my students to learn somethings and mairtkesiaw of class. Do you have some
idea to you as so to solve this problem.

Finaly, | also have one problem. As you know, ndsyg the teacher usually have much
many works to do. For example for me, | am noyenbrk in school, but also study in

night. Itis very difficult to balance my life. dw, | never have own time to do somethings
which | want. | feel very hard. So | hope you talik me what can | do.

Your sincerely,
Candy
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Appendix 10
10. TRANSCRIPTIONS OF FOLLOW-UP GROUPINTERVIEWS

10.1 Interview 1

The meaning of codes

Positive about written f’back +W Positive about writing English  +E
Negative about written f’'back XW Negative about writing English XE
Neutral about written f’back (W) Neutral about writing English  E
Positive about verbal f'back  +V

Negative about verbal f'back XV

Neutral about verbal f’'back V)

N.B. The common introduction in which the purpo$e¢he interview was given, and

student permissions gained, has not been includdteitranscript.

Exchanges Comments

Teacher How do you usually feel after receiving
your writing from the teacher?

Candy I did not want to read back my writing XE
because there are often many mistakes andl Unwilling to read back her writing;
| find it unacceptable to make mistakes | the negativity seems to be directed
should not have made. towards herself; not meeting her

own expectations.

Teacher How do you feel when you get praise?

Candy I have never thought of receiving praise | XW
from the teacher. The amount of 0 No confidence in herself, based on
correction is often more than the work done  the corrections: length of writing
by me. ratio; no expectation of praise; a

caution for teachers about the
impact of the sheer number of
corrections for some students.

Teacher How about you, Flora? How do you feel
when you get feedback?

Flora | agree with Candy because there are manxXw

red marks in the writing after being O Work heavily marked, many
corrected. | often make spelling mistakes  spelling and grammatical mistakeg
I should not have made and there are also  in her work; again, negativity is
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many grammatical mistakes.

directed towards self.

Teacher Does this affect your confidence in learning
English?

Flora Yes, at that moment. But after a few days XW
| often feel fine. O Affects confidence, albeit

temporarily; question: long term
impact of repeated episodes of
feeling low confidence.

Teacher How about you Candy? How do you feel
when you get feedback?

Candy | don’t want to do any more writing XE
because | need to write so many words for &1 Low confidence for writing.
piece of writing and | don't think | have the
ability to do so.

Teacher What'’s your reaction when you're asked to
write?

Candy Actually | feel a bit scared. 1do notwant XE
to do any writing. O No confidence for writing.

Teacher How about you Tom? How do you feel
when you get feedback?

Tom When | was asked to write about 200 words[l Tom reacts to Cindy’s previous
for the certificate level, | could cope but question rather than that asked.
now | have to write 500 words, | can only However, length of writing tasks
write 400 words. | have no confidence | can  is clearly an issue for this student.
write 500 words.

Teacher How would you describe your feeling when O Interviewer restates question.
you receive your writing feedback from
your teacher?

Tom | feel fine. +W

0 Tom seems to be quite confident,
at least untroubled with his work

Teacher Great. That sounds like you feel confident
about writing.

Sudents | (Laughter...) O Showing acknowledgment

Teacher What type of feedback, written or verbal,
do you usually receive from your teacher?

Flora Actually, the teacher will usually ask you [ Neutral comment; teacher assume

if you have any question.
the teacher will not take the initiative in
explaining problematic points to the

Unless they ask,

students’ understanding unless the
speak out
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students.

Flora The teacher usually underlines mistakes, (W)
for example, using the code ‘v’ to indicate [0 Explaining how writing is marked.
the use of wrong verbs.
Tom The teacher types out the common errors (W)
of students and asks students in the class [0 Explaining how writing is marked.
to correct the errors.
Teacher Does your teacher always ask students to
do corrections together?
Candy My teacher will extract common (W)
grammatical errors from students’ writing: [0 Explaining error correction
as a whole and a model essay will be practices.
provided for the students afterwards.
Teacher Does the feedback you get help you with
your writing?
Flora After receiving the teacher feedback +W
| find that the essay reads more fluently. | O Explaining how the marking of
I understand the feedback of the teacher. teacher can help to improve her
writing.
Tom Generally speaking, | understand. +W
0 Expressing understanding of the
teacher’s written feedback.
Teacher So the feedback from the teacher helps
you?
Flora It depends whether students are eager ta gW)
over the mistakes they made in the writing [0 Identifies students attitude as
and to learn from their mistakes. significant in feedback process.
Teacher When the teacher proofreads to correct
the mistakes in your writing, does that
help you?
Tom Mostly | think it is not bad, but sometimes, +W
the teacher only underlines the mistakes | [0 Feedback is helpful
made in the writing and | do not understandXW
the reason why. O Inadequacy of process is identified:
just underlining the mistakes
without explanation.
Teacher (Indicating Candy and Flora) Do you
actually know how to do your corrections?
Do you understand what to do?
Flora The teacher simply asks us to copy the (W)
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corrected essay once.

Candy When | am asked to do the corrections, | (W)
usually just copy the corrections made by
the teacher.
Teacher You just copy? No thinking, just copying?
Candy Yes, | think so. Even though | copy the | XW
corrected essay once, | still continue to 0 Student’s comment indicates that
make similar mistakes in the next piece cf little learning follows the feedback
writing. and correction process.
Teacher Flora, what do you do about corrections?
Flora | copy too. (W)
Teacher How about you, Tom? What do you do
about corrections?
Tom | do the same. | simply follow the (W)
corrections of the teacher.
Teacher What do you learn from doing the
corrections?
Candy I think if we copy the essay once, we will} +W
have a deeper impression and this is betterl] Copying the essay once can help
than not doing anything. reinforce memory; contradicts her
earlier comment that she keeps
making the same mistakes.
Teacher Do you still do re-correction after doing the
first corrections?
Tom Yes. (W)
Teacher Just now you said that the teacher talks
about and corrects the common errors made
by the class. What do you do if you have a
mistake that has not been discussed and
you are required to do corrections?
Flora This will not happen to me because the | +W

teacher usually helps me correct all the
mistakes. The only problem is that studer
are not careful enough in copying teache
correction and misspell the words.

ts
r's

0 This student seems to imply that te

teacher has fulfilled his/her
responsibility in helping students t¢
correct their mistakes, but the
reason for students’ failure to
benefit from the teacher feedback
seems to arise from their
carelessness in copying teacher’s
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correction and overlooking spelling
mistakes.

Candy The teacher will make us do re-correction (W)
by copying the wrong sentence in the O Explaining how to do re-correction
correction one more time.
Tom Sometimes | do not know the reasons why IXW
made mistakes in my writing, so there is: [ Student seems to know the problem
still the chance for me making mistakes in with the use of written feedback: thp
my corrections. student fails to benefit from the
written feedback because of the lagk
of explanation in teacher’s written
feedback.
Teacher Does your teacher talk to you, one-to-one,
about your writing?
Candy We hardly have the chance to receive XwW
individual teacher feedback because 0 The student acknowledges the fact
teachers prefer to help students correct all  that written feedback from teacher
their mistakes in their writing rather than is inadequate to meet the needs o
providing them with individual feedback. individual needs and is doubtful of
Most of the students just simply copy the the usefulness of students merely
corrected essay once. The teacher will not asked to copy the corrected essay
spend time discussing with the students the once. In other words, the student
mistakes they made in the writing. seems to suggest that more
interaction of the students with the
teacher on a one-to-one basis is
needed.
Flora My situation is more or less like Candy. XW
Students are expected to take the initiative 0 This student identifies the
in asking teachers if they have questions inadequacy of just providing
about their piece of writing. It is because students with written feedback to
there are many students in one class and it  students, that is, students are
is almost impossible for teachers to give expected to take the initiative in
attention to individual students. asking questions in view of the
number of students the teacher has
to attend to.
Tom If students do not take the initiative in XwW
asking questions, the teacher will not 0 This student seems to suggest that
teach students individually. teachers should take a more activé
role in responding to the individual
problems of students with their
writing.
Teacher Would it help if the teacher provided you

with feedback on a one-to-one basis?
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Tom If I have time, it is good for teachers to +V
provide me with feedback on a one-to-one 0 The student acknowledges the
basis. In reality, teachers may find it benefit of receiving individual
difficult to spend time on every student. attention from the teacher but doeg
not think this will happen in view of
the number of students the teachey
has to attend to.
Teacher Do you want teachers to provide you witt
feedback on a one to one basis?
Tom Yes, | would like to. +V
O Likes the idea of receiving
individual attention from the
teacher.
Teacher How about you, Flora? Do you want
teachers to provide you with feedback
on a one to one basis?
Flora Yes. +V
0 Seems positive about the possibility
of receiving feedback from the
teacher on a one-to-one basis.
Teacher Candy, do you want teachers to provide you
with feedback on a one to one basis?
Candy It's good because students can have a +V
clearer understanding of the mistakes they 0 This student seems to suggest that
made in their writing. Students can ask written feedback is not as helpful gs
the teacher questions and the teacher can  the verbal feedback in view of the
immediately respond to the questions interactive nature of verbal
raised. Students may easily forget the feedback.
written comments of the teachers and they
will put aside their essay.
Teacher If teachers in Hong Kong give individual
feedback to students, how will students
benefit?
Flora After the teacher explains, students tend to+V
remember better. O Advantage of verbal feedback is
highlighted — students can
remember better.
Candy Apart from pointing out the problems +V

in the piece of writing being discussed,
the teacher may even point out students’
individual problems in writing.

O The benefits of verbal feedback ar|
highlighted - more attention to
students’ individual problems.

D
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Students can remember the reasons for t

is

(%)

Tom herV
corrections. 0 The advantage of verbal feedback
highlighted : can help students
remember the reasons why they
made mistakes.
Teacher How did the verbal feedback provided fo
you just now help you with your writing?
Candy Before starting to write | need to think of | +V
the ideas for each paragraph | want to writell Explaining how verbal feedback h3
but not write down anything | can think of. helped her — organize her ideas
Otherwise the ideas can be very confusing  before putting them on paper.
in the essay, for example, jumping one
point to the next point. No one tell me
before.

Teacher The conference helped you with this? O The previous response identified 4
problem, but did not directly say
that the conference helped. The
interviewer pursues further.

Candy In the essay | have just written, | should . +V

have mentioned all the problems and then [0 She explains how verbal feedback
given suggestions to solve the problems. has helped her — she realised that
But when | have finished mentioning the she should organise her ideas wel
solutions to the problems, | realised that before she started to write.
did not have enough ideas for the solution,
so | simply jumped back to mention one
more problem. We talked about this in the
conference. It helped me.
Teacher I hope this helps you with the Advanced
Level Use of English Examination. How
about you, Flora? What did you think
about the conference?
Flora | realise that | need to be careful in V)
understanding the topic and to find out O Identifies what was learned in the
what ideas should be included under this conference.
topic.
Teacher You talked about this in the conference.
Flora There is the need for the writer to +V

understand the situation, but | just ignore
the situation and just wrote according to
what | thought should be included in the
essay. | just wrote according to what |

d 0 Explains how she has benefited
from the verbal feedback she has
received from the teacher.

wanted without understanding the
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situation. | understand now. | can do
better.

Teacher Did the conference help? O The interviewer is still trying to get
this student to state a connection
between this writing issue and the
conference. So far itis only
implied.

Flora Yes. | have to think about why I'm writing (V)

and who will read it. O Identifies what was learned in the
conference.
Teacher How about you, Tom? Can you tell me
how the verbal feedback provided for you
just now helped with the content of your
writing?

Tom I mentioned only two points in my essay. | | +V, XW
couldn’t think of the third point and due tc [0 He mentions how he has benefiteq
the shortage of time, | could only write two from the conference; he should ha
points. This is good for me to know. | included three points in his essay
didn’'t know with written mark. instead of just two.

Teacher So does verbal feedback help you with

this?
Tom It can help me to think of what ideas | V)
should include in my essay. Sometimes | [0 ldentifies what was learned in the
think of ideas which are irrelevant to the conference.
topic and some ideas are even unreasonable
and illogical that should not be included in
the essay.
Teacher That's good to remember for the Advanced
Level English exam. Can you tell me how
the verbal feedback provided for you just
now can help you with the language for
your writing?
Candy | realise | have to be careful with the use of(V)
adjectives and verbs. O Identifies what was learned in the
conference.
Flora I think I am not good at grammar and | V)
don’t know when | should use a particular [0 Identifies what was learned in the
tense. conference.

Teacher How about you Tom?

Tom I have been using ‘first of all’ followed by, +V

O ldentifies conference as source of

‘second’ for many years without realizing

66

e



that this pattern was wrong. Now | realis
I should start off using ‘firstly’ before | car
use ‘secondly’. The conference helped r
improve my grammar.

e

new understanding

o7

Teacher Any others grammar examples?
Tom | realise that | should not useing form after +V
infinitive “I go to stopping their smoking”.: [0 Identifies conference as source of
new understanding.
Teacher You have tried written and verbal feedback.
Which do you prefer?
Flora Verbal. If feedback is conducted on a +V
one-to-one basis, you can understand the [0 ldentifies conferences as a source
problems you have and think of solutions for individual help and problem
to solve them. Teachers can also discuss  solving.
with the students the other problematic
areas they have in their class work or
other English writing.
Teacher How about you Candy? Which do you
prefer?
Candy If feedback is provided on a one-to-one = +V
basis, teachers can guide students to think[1 Advantages of verbal feedback arq
of the reasons why they made mistakes. again highlighted: it can provide
teachers with the opportunity to
guide students to understand the
reasons for their mistakes in
writing.
Teacher Can you give an example?
Candy During conferencing, teachers can guide: +V, XW
the students to think of the reasons why [0 A comparison with the use of verbal
they made mistakes whereas written and written feedback is given: the
feedback usually points out the mistakes interaction in a conference can
with an underline. prompt students to identify reason
for making mistakes and this is
absent in written feedback.
Teacher Are you saying that you find it useful when O Interviewer seeks clarification.
you are asked to explain the reason for
making the mistakes?
Candy Yes, this can deepen the memory. | have +V

to think about it myself.

O

The benefits of verbal feedback ar
again highlighted: prompt students

D

to think over what they had done
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wrong in their writing.

D

(0]

[e

)

it

Teacher How about you?
Tom On a one-to-one basis teachers should alseaV
think of the reasons why students make [0 The benefits of verbal feedback ar
mistakes and why they are unable to again highlighted but with further
interpret the situation properly. If teachers  elaboration: in a conference sessid
can consider students’ failure to respondto  not only the student is prompted tdg
the topic and to write correctly, this will understand the reason for making
better help the students mistakes, the teacher is also able
understand why the student made
mistakes; this interactional nature ¢f
verbal feedback is absent with
written feedback.
Teacher Do you really like English?
Tom So, so. It is because | know very little XE
vocabulary and | can't write long essays. |
do not like reading English books.
Teacher Do you think if you make improvement in
writing ability you might feel better about
learning English?
Tom Yes, certainly because English is an +E
international language and | can learn O The student seems to contradict
more. himself with his previous responsg
about his negative attitude toward
the learning of English: his lack of
vocabulary and inability to write
long essay. With reference to his
response here, it seems to suggesg
that he may be able to adopt a mo
positive attitude in learning English
if he can overcome his two
problems. This is supported by h
subsequent claim that heealizes
he can learn more English becausd
is an international language.
Teacher How about you, Flora
Flora I am interested in learning English but | just +E

don'’t have the confidence to use English
to communicate with native speakers of

English. Agood command of English wi
help with developing of one’s career. | jus

0 She expresses a positive attitude
towards the learning of English an
I she shares the views of other
students in the group of the

—

don'’t have the confidence to use English

=

—

advantages in learning English, by
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for communication purposes except with
my friends. It is because | am afraid the
Westerners may not understand what |
want to convey to them. They will ask th
question “what you are talking about?” |
will feel very embarrassed.

¢}

the response she has given seemj
not to be directly relevant to the
question she is being asked.

Teacher Are you saying you don't really have much [0 The teacher tries to rephrase her
confidence in using English? Fanny, you question and put the question agajn
seemed to have written quite a good essay, | to the student.
find it quite surprising that you don't have
much confidence in using English. Do
you think if you improve in your writing
ability, this will help to increase your
confidence in using English?

Flora Certainly. If you can write well, you can +E
also speak. Therefore, if you can write | [0 The student attempts to respond tp
well this can help you with your spoken the teacher’s question: she
English. 1 hope | will be able to converse acknowledges the fact that
in English with westerners. improvement in writing ability can

help to build up her confidence to
communicate with westerners.

Teacher How about you Candy? Do you think
improvement in writing English can help to
arouse your interest in learning English?

Candy Yes, if you can write you can also speak the+E
language and use English for 0 She shares her view with the
communication purposes. previous student and expresses hér

view that ability to write implies the]
ability to use the language for
communication purposes.

Teacher How do you feel about the conference
today?

Candy | was able to identify my problems in +V
writing but the most important thing is 0 She acknowledges the benefits of
whether | can try to make improvement verbal feedback: a better
based on the suggestions given by the understanding of her own problempg
teacher. but the responsibility of whether she

can make progress is directed
towards herself.

Teacher How about you Flora?

Flora Similar to Candy, conferencing can deepen+V

one’s learning experience because wheniafhl The advantages of verbal feedback
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essay is returned, students will just putthe  are reiterated: to deepen her
essay aside, but if there is a teacher who learning experience.
informs you the type of mistakes, this will
deepen the learning experience.

Teacher How about you Tom?
Tom To reinforce memory. | will remember the +V
mistakes made and when | think back of O The student echoes the view of
today’s experience, | will avoid making other students and reiterates the
similar mistakes in the next piece of advantages of verbal feedback: to
writing. reinforce his memory and help him
avoid making similar mistakes in
his writing.

End of Transcript

Summary of Group interview (1)

All students with their range of standards in Esiglgenerally had negative feelings
towards the feedback they received for their wgitinThey expressed no confidence in
writing 500 words as required by their teacher. e @lierage and the weakest students
commented that they were very frustrated seeingymeth marks on their paper each
time when their writing was returned to them. T$tedents claimed that they
generally had no problem understanding the writeeaback of their teacher and the
teacher had gone through the common errors ofiiss.c One thing worth noticing is
that as students did their corrections, they cotiectorrections of the teacher word by
word without thinking or even understanding thesogawhy they made mistakes in
their writing, and they frankly revealed that thewuld probably make the same
mistakes in the next piece of writing. After expacing the teacher-student
conferencing, students expressed their preferemoaefbal feedback though they were

aware of the time constraint in view of the numbérstudents in the class. Each
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student then took turns to describe what they bached from the conference they had
just had with the teacher, such as receiving guidda help them interpret the topic
correctly and having the chance to ask for explanatof individual problems.
Students claimed that the improvement in theiriagigibility and language proficiency
could help to develop their confidence to use Emglor communication purposes and

to interact with others in English.

Tally for comments

Tom Flora Candy
Positive about written f’back 3 2 1
Negative about written f’back 4 3 4
Neutral about written f’back 2 4 3
Positive about verbal f’back 8 5 8
Negative about verbal f’back 0 0 0
Neutral about verbal f'back 1 3 1
Positive about writing English 1 2 1
Negative about writing English 1 0 3
Neutral about writing English 0 0 0
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10.2 Interview 2

The same codes as in interview 1 were used inrthlysis.

(o

explanations are not given. But the sam
as Flora, | can ask about anything | don'’t
understand.

(0}

Exchanges Comments
Teacher You have just finished another writing task.
How did you feel when you got your paper
back?
Flora I made some silly mistakes and | didn't like
to see that. | should have less red marks.
Teacher So you didn’t make less mistakes this time?
Flora No. | want to be better. But not yet.
Teacher Were you upset to see your paper?
Flora A bit. I don't like silly mistake. But | +V
know | can ask questions and get help. 0 Seems to be implying that the
It's okay for me. conference makes it easier for her
bear error identification.
Teacher You mean you can ask in the conference? [0 Clarifying
Flora Yes. If I don't understand | can ask in the
conference.
Teacher (Looking at Tom and Flora) And how about
you?
Tom | feel fine about it. My paper is okay. +W
I understand the mistakes. |understand [ Repeats same sentiment as in firs
80% to 90% of the marking of the teacher. interview.
0 Understands written feedback
Teacher Candy?
Candy | am the same as Flora. Some silly
mistakes.
Teacher Did you understand all the corrections on
your paper?
Candy Sometimes. Really | only understand 16 +V, XW
to 20% of the teachers’ marking. If O Identifies conference as chance fg
understand | will not make mistakes. clarification.
Teachers often underline the mistakes but O Failure of written feedback to help

with understanding
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Teacher

So if there was no conference you could
fix your paper?

Candy

No, then | only make the corrections the
teacher shows me on the paper.

XwW
O Written feedback does not help hgr
redraft.

Teacher

If there were no conference, would you a
the teacher?

sk

Tom

| don't ask much.

Flora

In the past, it was very embarrassing for r
to ask questions because my classmates
the previous school were very bright and

they seldom asked the teacher questions.

If I asked questions, | would feel very
embarrassed.
because the language proficiency of
students in the school is more or less the

It doesn’'t matter this year

same as mine.

—

Safe and ‘anonymous’ environmerf
in s helpful for medium and low
ability students who are not
confident about asking for
clarification in whole class settingg.

Teacher

It sounds like you are saying that student
don'’t ask questions because they may be
afraid of looking foolish in front of
classmates. Candy, what do you think abc
that?

ut

Candy

I would prefer to be able to ask the teach
in private. Actually | prefer to have
individual attention from the teacher. |
have a better chance of understanding th
reasons for my problems. When | was it
Form 5, | often didn’t understand the
reasons for the mistakes in the writing.

If someone talks to me about it though |
can have someone explain the problems
in my writing and this is a good thing.

ert+V
O The response of this student seenjs
to echo with the response of Flora
the preference of a private place t¢
1 discuss individual problems in
writing

¢}

Teacher

So now you have all had another
experience with conferencing. | wonder
if you can tell me if it was helpful for you.
(Pause) Tom?

Tom

Of course. | asked some questions and
teacher asked me more about the paper
what | was thinking.

thél No comment from other
participants, so the interviewer
offers a follow-up, more probing

question.

Teacher

What did you ask about?
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Tom

| asked how to make my writing better.

Teacher

Hmm. Big question. Did you get a good
answer?

Tom

We talked about how to organize my
paper better. Now | understand how to
organise the ideas and structure the essay.
We talked about writing a paragraphing
that mentions the connection between the
problem followed by the solution. 1 also
have some understanding of the
grammatical items wrongly used.

(Y

+V

O Describes how conferencing has

helped him to understand the
problems in his writing

Teacher

Are you talking about learning how to
make the transition between paragraphs
and connecting paragraphs?

Tom

Yes, how to arrange the ideas, just like
making a dish presentable.

Teacher

So you learned more about organising ycur

ideas. How about you two? How did the
conference help with the content in your
writing?

Candy

For example, in my essay the third point
is irrelevant to the topic just because |
had nothing to say. | was unaware of the
importance of the relevance of the content
of the essay in relation to the topic.
Therefore, | did not realise that | should
mention the solutions to the problems
previously mentioned in the essay and not
asking my friend to offer me suggestions to
solve the problems which occurred in my
lesson.

+V

O Describes how conferencing hd
helped to understand the problen

in her writing.

S
IS

Teacher

How about you Flora?

Flora

Yes. When | was told that | wrote the

second point about homework, | did not
realise that it was unrelated to the topic
until I was told by the teacher that it has
nothing to do with the topic. | had a poir
which was correct but | lacked the
vocabulary to express the idea, therefore
used the wrong word and | lost the point.

—

+V

0 Describes how conferencing hg

helped her to understand
problems in her writing.

th

Teacher

Did the conference help with your language
too?

74



Flora

The use of verbal feedback really helps me+V

with the grammar, for example the use of
tenses. | used to mix up the tenses,
sometimes, | use present and sometimes
| use past tense. And | don’t understanc
the difference. It was pointed by Ms
Leung that when | mentioned the problerr
I should use past tense but when | make

suggestions to solve the problem | can use
| tend to be very confused

present tense.
if | have to express many different ideas
the same time, so learning this helped m
understand how to use the tenses for lots
of different ideas.

O Describes how conferencing hd
helped her to wunderstand tH
problems in her writing.

»

at

U

Teacher

How about you Tom? Did you learn
anything that helped with the language
in your essay?

Tom

The teacher pointed out that the word
after ‘attention’ must be followed by ‘to’.

| thought it sounded fluent if it is followed
by ‘on’.

+V

O Describes how conferencing
helped him to understand
problems in his writing.

th

D

Teacher

How about you Candy?

Candy

I learned how to distinguish between
‘tell’and ‘talk’. Before listening to the
explanation of the teacher, | would not ha
known. 1tend to think in Chinese and the
translate the ideas directly into English a
the expression is not so good.

+V

0 Describes how conferencing h§
helped him to understand th

2n  problems in her writing.

d

/e

D

Teacher

So what do you think about verbal
feedback? Does the feedback help yous:

Candy

| have never received this kind of
individual feedback from the teacher
before unless | approach the teacher
myself after school.

V)

0 Student fails to respond to th
question asked by the interviewe
talking about the past even thoug
she had two conferences.

1]

Teacher

But now you have had two conferences.
What do you think now?

Candy

I think it helps me think more about my
paper. It is better than just underline
mistake.

+V

Flora

For me it is better too. Before The teach
will not give individual attention to student

erXW, +V
s 0 She describes limitations in th
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but students can raise their hand if they have

difficulty in understanding the marking o
the teacher.

Serious.

The teacher will only approach
the student only if the problem is very

regular feedback process.
f O Finds verbal feedback better.

Teacher

Tom?

Tom

I think there are both advantages and
disadvantages in giving either form of

feedback. This depends on the standard [0 Students lack of time for

of students and there are advantages an

disadvantages in each of the methods usedl] Note that conferences and
Teachers can save time if feedback is given

to the whole class. If individual attention
to students, then students may not afford

the time to be able to spend with the teacher

to receive individual feedback from them.

+V, +W
0 Finds good and bad in both,

)| conferences!
interviews occurred after school.

In-class conferences could well beg
perceived differently.

Teacher

So there are advantages and disadvanta
in both. Do you prefer to have individua
feedback in a conference or written
feedback?

ges

Tom

One to one is better for students. If teach
can talk to the students about their writing
is better. But even if verbal feedback
good, students may not have the time
spend with the teacher after school.

ersV

itd Suggests that conferences should
s  preferably be done during class tin{
to

Teacher

Flora, what kind of feedback do you prefe

r?

Flora

| think I can benefit a lot from a conference +V
because apart from pointing out the mistakes

the teacher can also provide you alternat
ways of expressing similar ideas to mal
them sound better.
told me that there was a better way
express the same idea or some words
make the meaning easier to understa

Just now the teacher

They can help you solve your problems

better,

ve
e
has
to
to
nd.

Tom

There is more interaction between teache

and student and discussion can be in greater

depth. | think now I will have a deeper
understanding of the problems | have in n
writing than whole class discussion.

or +V

ny

Teacher

Greater than in written feedback though?
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Tom Maybe. Written is good, but | don't always [0 Note earlier that Tom reported
understand. understanding 80-90% of writtef
comments/marking.
Candy The teacher will be able to pinpoint +V
particular problems to explain to the student..] Candy compares one-on-one
Since | am bad at English | can hardly write ~ conferencing favourably with
a good sentence. So discussing common whole class feedback — although she
errors in class doesn't help me much seems to be exaggerating how pogr
because | don't even know what they'te  her English is.
talking about. | get confused because it’sin
English too and | can't understand the
English.
Teacher Do you have any problems with conferencing?
Tom It's good, but | don't have time to go after +V, XV
school. | have more things to do. O Meeting after school — does ngt
apply to in school conferencing.
Flora | think teachers don’t have time to see us all-V, +V, +W
We are lucky ones now, but not all the time.[0 More reference to the time factof,
Written feedback is okay too. and skepticism about teacherf’
either having or making time fo
this.
0 Thinks being in a conference ik
“lucky”.
Teacher Candy, are there problems for you?
Candy No for me it's better. | understand better +V
when the teacher talks just to me. I'm notO Link with low English standard ang
good at writing. | need help to be better. need for conferencing.
Teacher Do you think you might feel more confident
if verbal feedback is provided for you when
each piece of writing is returned to you?
Flora I think this will help. But I think this help +V
is only one-sided because if | were reallytc [0 Apart from the first sentence, the
develop an interest in learning English, response given by the student is rfot
I must first of all be able to use language ta directly relevant to the questiof
communicate with others and to be being asked.
understood. This is only one way of helping
me to learn, and that is just for writing, but the
most important thing to me is that | must be
able to use the language for communication
purposes, and then | will have confidence and
interest in learning English.
Candy Writing is difficult. | don't like to write XE, +V
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many words, but maybe the teacher can
help me.

0 Expressing optimism about the ro
of conferencing in helping her.

=

is

Teacher Do you still think that getting better at
writing will make you more motivated
to learn English?
Tom Sure. If you don't have the language 0 Builds on response in interview 1.
proficiency to perform a certain task, ther
you don't have the motivation to do the task
well ... Maybe soon | can write longer
essays. | might be more motivated.
Teacher Motivation. So if you learn to do
something better, you feel as if you will be
more motivated? And what then?
Tom | think so. Maybe | will be confident to O It seems that student’s ability to dq
speak to native speakers. something well is a pre-requisite fg
them to be motivated to do
something even better.
Flora If my writing ability is improved, | will try | +E
to use English to write my diary. So when [0 Positive about the role of English
I grow up | can look back and see the level  writing in her life potentially.
of English | could use. It would be like a
record of my growing up.
Candy | will do the same. | will not be scared tc
write anymore.
Teacher So, to finish up now, how did you feel
about the conference you had today?
Jason?
Tom It was helpful. I learned about organising: +V
my paragraphs. | asked some questions.. [0 Reiterates what he has learnt from
I don't usually ask questions. the conference, he has taken the
initiative to ask questions in the
conference which is quite a
breakthrough as he seldom asks H
teacher for explanation if he has
problems with his writing.
Teacher Candy, how did you feel about the
conference today?
Candy I think it can help me. +V
0 Being positive about verbal
feedback provided for him.
Teacher Help you in what way?
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Candy

Write more accurately.

+V
O Elaborate on the response that ha
just been given.

*Z

Teacher. And Flora, how did you feel about the
conference?
Flora | still don’'t know the teacher. | would like +V

it better if my teacher did the conference
| could ask questions and not feel so
embarrassed.

sol] The teacher with whom students &
familiar is the ideal person for
giving verbal feedback to students

[e

End of Transcript

Tally for comments

Tom Flora Candy
Positive about written f'back 2 1 0
Negative about written f’back 0 1 1
Neutral about written f’back 0 0 0
Positive about verbal f’back 7 7 10
Negative about verbal f'back 1 1 0
Neutral about verbal f’back 0 0 1
Positive about writing English 0 1 0
Negative about writing English 0 0 1
Neutral about writing English 0 0 0
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Addendum 11

1. RESEARCHER DIARY NOTESFOR FOLLOW-UP

GROUPINTERVIEWS
111 Group interview 1

11.1.1 Tom (Highest scoring student)

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v

Post conference notes

Tom appeared to be quite confident when he waglagke understood the topic of the
writing. He was able to provide suggestions to enakprovement to his writing. It
was noted that the teacher had to take the iméiah ask him questions before he
responded. This seems to be related to the Chiodsere that students are not
expected to speak before they are asked to do soredter of respect. Teachers are
expected to take a dominant role in deciding whadents should learn. There was
the impression that the conference was a questidraaswer session rather than Tom

taking the initiative to set the agendas for thessm.
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However, Tom took the initiative to ask for clacdtions about the use of tenses when
he was asked if he would like to ask any questiomslation to grammar. He seemed
to be quite pleased after the teacher had explahedifferences between the use of
present perfect tense and the past tense to hims isfalso an indication that students
in Hong Kong are very much error focused and doealty pay attention to the content

of their writing.

11.1.2 Flora (Mean scoring student)

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v

Flora looked very disappointed when she realisatishe had misinterpreted the topic
for the writing she had done. However, when thacher told her that she could
benefit from this writing experience as this conldke her to be more careful with the
interpretation of the topic for writing in the fu) she nodded and smiled. Instead of
adopting an attitude of indifference, Flora wasegdg find out from the teacher why
the content of her writing was irrelevant to theitdbecause she felt supported and was
motivated to do better in her writing the next tim&he contributed readily, and

seemed fairly at ease.
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11.1.3 Candy (Lowest scoring student)

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

1 2 3 4 5
Sudent ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensivereply v

Candy seemed to be very nervous and shy when sieingacher and she put her head
down most of the time and did not dare to lookatteacher. There was little eye contact.
She hesitated quite often before giving resporséset teacher’s questions. Even when
responses were given, they were mostly short asswafter the teacher had provided her
with some leading questions to guide her with hieking, she seemed to be more relaxed

when and was able to provide appropriate answéhetteacher’s questions.

11.2 Group interview 2

11.2.1 Tom

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensive reply v
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Tom seemed confident in his use of English — bdgibed, when he said he could
understand 80-90% of the teacher’s written feedba@nd by his quite confident
manner of talking about his work. Tom was abledoverse in a slightly more relaxed
manner than | remembered from the first interviele was still quite hesitant in
asking questions he had in mind and had not takeshnmitiative in setting the agenda
for discussion at the conference, but he was aldgve extensive replies when he was
asked how he could make improvement to his writsugh as arranging his ideas in a
more systematic and organised way. Although thetp@f discussion were mainly
teacher generated, he took a fair share of talling, listened attentively and seemed

to be satisfied and convinced each time suggestmsslve his problems were given.

11.2.2 Flora

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

1 2 3 4 5
Student ease v
Spontaneity v
Confidence v
Initiative v
Extensivereply v

Flora seemed to be quite confident with her writiagility. Although Flora
demonstrated a great desire to improve her wridibidjity, which she displayed last
time too, and was able to give extensive repliemparison with her performance at
the first conference session, she still failedateetthe initiative to ask questions at the
conference. But there was no doubt about her sidhn for the talking, and she
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looked quite pleased when praised for the thingsdsth well in her writing. She said

she felt embarrassed, but this was not evideng¢iirpbsture or interaction particularly.

11.2.3 Candy

From 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the weakest and 5 the strongest

2 3 4 5

Student ease

Spontaneity

AN NN

Confidence

Initiative v

Extensive reply v

Candy seemed not to have much confidence in leguiglish and it seemed that she
was used to having low marks for his writing. Siygproached the conference
tentatively and still kept staring at the deskest of looking at the teacher during the
conference. There was little sign of any initiatiat first, although after a period of
listening to the teacher’s explanations and stadeking the teacher questions
hesitantly on issues she did not understand, famgke, difference in meaning of
words which looked similar, such as effective/atffes; talk/tell. Overall, responses

were still short and hesitant. She listened attelyt
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