WAYBIMIIHHAAZNBOUNALUV LIV U B HAN 19 VBN

Ay ~ U = o =
ﬂNﬂf’)ﬂ1§!ﬂlﬂu6ﬂ9\‘luﬂﬂﬂ‘]eﬂulﬂﬂﬁxﬂﬂf’;ﬂllﬂﬂ‘]en

a A =
HINATIVAANT NIFS

a

a a A o \ = = (% A a 2 o
Inentinusiluaurisvesmsinmmurangasilsyanfalmansquiiadia
NVIMHIDINGHANY
unIngnaemalulaggsins

Umsanu 2550



THE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF TEACHER
WRITTEN FEEDBACK ON THAI COLLEGE

STUDENT WRITING

Chittima Kaweera

A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for
the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in English Language Studies
Suranaree University of Technology

Academic Year 2007



THE EFFECTSOF DIFFERENT TYPES OF TEACHER
WRITTEN FEEDBACK ON THAI COLLEGE

STUDENT WRITING

Suranaree University of Technology has approved this thesis submitted in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Thesis Examining Committee

Assoc. Prof. Songphorn Thajaroensuk

Chairperson

Asst. Prof. Dr. Siriluck Usaha

Member (Thesis Advisor)

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Kanit Khaimook

Member

Dr. Banjert Chongapiratanakul

Member

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Watana Padgate

Member

(Prof. Dr. Pairote Sattayatham ) (Assoc. Prof. Dr. Prapavadee Suebsonthi)

Vice Rector for Academic Affairs Dean of Institute of Social Technology



Iau1 MAsy | wavesms InnadzRoundunuuidourting1ee vesngniinens
Weuveuindny lneszauganfny) (THE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF
TEACHER WRITTEN FEEDBACK ON THAI COLLEGE STUDENT WRITING)

t4 9

s (=R . Y1 4 an o
219159511 HYIWAITANTI0158 AT.ATANYA QAN 244 WM.

E)

Y E4
v AA v

Aa v J 4 (Y] a 1
m3atenseiliiaglseasdiednywavesns Iinags Roundunuliourilanie
% Y 1 Y Y [ 1 dy Y 9
yoang ouldun mildwaazRounauasiiion (feedback on content) tazM1s IiNadzHoU
nauAe3UILUNIYY (feedback on form) ¥91/5zNOUAIY LUUATY (direct feedback) HUVFHA
(coded feedback) ttaztiuu 11iis9e (uncoded feedback) NRoAMNNVYDINTITOU ANUYNADY
4 = A 9 9 Y] 09}/ A a [ Y 1
i hensaluazanuevesmslouiio lsnagz Rounaunawsiia nguilszns laun
= a [ o d'd a = Y
UNANHITUDNAIITINGY 91UU 81 AunFouluseImmadeusian lasldisnsaon
Y] 4 a [ a
HUVRIUATZUIUMTAIY AaoATLeznal 16 dUMY & UMIINGRIUITAIT INSUVANZIE
UnAneIguoYaN 3 FUAABULUANTOY (Narration) LUVUTIOWANN (Description) LAY
=) = . a v 9 1 v 9 Y
uuuSeuney  (Comparison/Contrast) Fiaaz 3 Waveuaz luuaazivelszneuaiens
=1 1 A l d' 1 d' 1 d' 1 d‘ =1 Yo 9 Y] 1
@Wou 3 919 A3 1N 15199 2 uazsned 3 Taglunng 5199 1 indAnu IdsunaazNounduae
dy ~ [ = 1 ~ = Yo 9 @ 1 2 9
iovuiesednufey uazlusin 2 nAnw lasumaazioundudogluuunmy Furiu
HJoranalumsdeoun 5 Usznn As MAnse1 druaumediiuy Anhviuny MR uag
9 1 ~ dy = Yo 9 % v Y A
TassasadszTon $1991 2 & inAnwieg lasunaaztounduuuuasslunniadon 1 veams
= 1 a v Y d‘ = Yo Y [ o v 9 d' =
Aeouugazsia luiden 2 Wndnu lasunaaztounduuuusia uazluiven 3 uuu il
s MINAAOUMINAUINWMITeuvRindnelsznoudremslsousunanagaums
= 1 v A ~ = ~ 3 o 9 ~ = [
UM UIATHAUT oY MINSTeuneuNUIeY Nviua 9 ¥ tazmsnfSeumens
~ A A v o = 9 J a =)
2 uag 3 1NF99UIANMTHAUINMMTWeULTERVAY (1) thanmsUsuuNanIseu
4 [ a v
U3 TOEFL (TOEFL writing scoring guide) Lﬁmﬂﬂmmwmmmiﬁau (2) MTAATIEHDNT
Y Aa = A o Y J v o A o
myanasvesdoranma lumslowneiannugndoans hensel waz (3) matiuduieda
< Aa a ° '
ANwEVEIMIleY ManudeyaselSualduuuasuniwiuau 3 ga wuvaeunIwgAN
A 2 9 2 v =X A A o Y 7 9 =
1 emnudeyaiiugiuvenindn el 2 iedisiamsldnagnslumsaud lvaudeu
.« . . d’ Lﬂ' 9 a 9 9
(Revision strategies) ttazyah 3 tad1sdrvaaaa ANl anvauly vazilym lumsldma
] 1 a <3 a [ d v o
azfounduusazyia manudoyasenunmisznoudls msdumpalindnedou 12
AUBINTZAVANUAWITAN N IBIBINYBUANATNN Y
=I ~ 1 v A Y [ = 1 =\
NaMsITeUNeUAZUUNEBUNDULALHALT IULFAS IR UMTWAUINT VO U193

¢
tu“luﬁ’msﬂmmwmmmi@au mmgmﬁ'emw%mmm HAZANNGNIVOINTIVU

9

Had



A A a - o 24 ~ ' A 2 2
Won)TouMeuNUAEUIT 9 FUNDYAUNMNYDINMIVIUNUNALUUUYDIN WA UNNTU 11
Qy Y d' = =) 1 d' 19 A =
Nurugamey TaodenlToumeusnn 2 uag 3 wunveranaialumadeuanadlagmnig
[l Q' d’ 9 Y [ % = % o o =R =
pgguile lmaazNoundunuuase uuusva vazuuy lulswamudidy TnAnyuveus)
Y Y Y Y
Yuod 1 ltlsdAYNNADIATIUIY 5 FUNINNINUA 9 FU
a dY a = A Yo A kY 9
HamsAnIIEHTeRanaIalumssunuwInngalunslsmnaniuals Taseaiig
szlon  Mnsen  dru@uimesiiy  uazdnhmhuuenudidy  dnanueausoud lu
Y a ) Y £ 9 ) Aa 1 a 9 o o o Y
Yorana1auuuLd 1u'l@ (treatable category) &4 laundinsen druauihemiuuazdnim
9 Y v Y Y a Y " A o A
ww Idgndesnnniimsud luderanarauununla1u1d (untreatable category) AofHanaz
3 . .
Tassadatlse Ton sindnunldnagnimsud lumsi@euinnigeaiieldwa
9 [ = o 9 @ o w = ~ AdA
aznounduuuy Tl auABUUUTHE HAaZUUUATIAUAINY nANYINNARANAADNT

% =~} ' @
Tdwaazfounduvesaguaznsud lwaudsuvesauos nazmiuiims Idwaazoundu

Y
Lﬁwﬂumsaaumamuﬂﬂﬂsizumsuﬁ’”lmmsmaﬁmmﬁﬂyzmn%u

A1U1IFINH1OINY Y aeile¥elnAny

a = A A s (=
1n5ANET 2550 190D 19156NUTAY

A A A (R 1
AMeNFD019150NUTNBIT I



CHITTIMA KAWEERA : THE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPESF
TEACHER WRITTEN FEEDBACK ON THAI COLLEGE STUDENT
WRITING. THESIS ADVISOR : ASST. PROF. SIRILUCK U$#,

Ph.D., 244 PP.

TEACHER WRITTEN FEEDBACK/ ERROR CORRECTION/ REVISIO

This study aimed to investigate the effects excher written feedback on
content and on form, namely content, direct, coded] uncoded feedback on the
student writing quality, grammatical accuracy, awding fluency. The feedback was
given to 81 EFL major students enrolled in a 16kveeocess approach writing
course in a Thai university. The students wroteagiaphs of three different genres
(narration, description, and comparison/contrasthioe topics, three topics and three
drafts for each genre. For every first draft (DrRft each student was given feedback
on content only and for the second draft (Draftedback on form, focusing on five
error categories, i.e., verb, noun ending, articl®ng word, and sentence structure.
The first topic of each genre received direct featth the second coded feedback, and
the third uncoded feedback. Using the given feeklbdte students revised their
writing. The pre- and post-tests of paragraph ngitand a total of 1,458 second drafts
(Draft 2) and final drafts (Draft 3) were compareing three methods of measurement
to see improvement. The students’ writing qualigswneasured against the TOEFL
writing scoring guide, error rate reduction meahfive error categories were used to
measure grammatical accuracy, and word count wasl &8 determine writing

fluency. Three separate questionnaires were algml ue obtain the students’



v

background information, their revision strategielsew utilizing different feedback
types, and their attitudes towards, comprehensipnattention to, and problems
regarding these feedback. In-depth interviews with students with different
proficiency levels were conducted.

A comparison of the pre- and post-test scores tedea significant
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accwyraand writing fluency. Of all
nine writing assignments, overall there was anease in the writing quality scores in
the last writing assignment. Drafts 2 and 3 ofvaliting assignments in all genres
compared, it was found that overall the error ratese reduced significantly on
revision, the most after direct feedback followed dnded and uncoded feedback,
respectively. Draft 3 was longer than Draft 2 inn&he writing assignments, five with
a statistically significant improvement, showingtug fluency.

Wrong word errors were most frequently made among Eerror types,
followed by sentence structure, verb, noun endiagesl articles, respectively. The
students were more successful in correcting errotise “treatable” category (verbs,
noun endings, and articles) than the “untreataldee (wrong word and sentence
structure). Revision strategies were employed rineqtiently after uncoded feedback,
followed by coded, and direct feedback, respedtiv@lhe students had positive
attitudes towards all feedback types and revisitrey found teacher feedback, course

content, and the revising activity helped them iowertheir writing.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

1.1 Rationale of the study

Before the 1970s the teaching of writing in L2 painity focused on language
practice in order to help students write corre@hd learn new vocabulary items
(Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998; Johns, 1990; Raims,1;1%ilva, 1990). Thus,
grammatical rules were carefully taught and ermrextion was focused during this
period. Then, teachers of writing English as a sdclanguage (L2) and language
theorists, who have stressed the importance of miamerror correction and accuracy,
have undergone a shift in their emphasis. In th&49under the influence of native-
English speaking theorists, there was a major shifthe paradigm to a process
approach in which the writers themselves had tesiroot the texts. Both L1 and L2
students were encouraged to construct texts bysfiegon a process of discovering
ideas, drafting, revising and editing. (Arapoff,689 Lawrence, 1973; Zamel, 1982).
Then, in the middle of the 1980s, teachers of Bhghs second language (ESL)
emphasized the approach and philosophy associatiegrcess writing (Reid, 1993).
This approach, according to Elbow (1989), made esited concentrate on ideas,
regardless of mechanics, grammar and organizait,was assumed that if students
focused primarily on topics they had chosen thewmeseind they were empowered to
make decisions about the shaping and polishindgheif own texts, “final products

would improve as a natural consequence of a mdighéened process” (Ferris 2002,



p. 5). For this reason, both teachers and studeuatsl it more stimulating and less
tedious to focus on ideas than on accuracy, assaltref which instruction in
composition entered a period of benign neglecrire and grammar teaching.

As the process approach played a major role inLthavriting class, some
writing theorists began to be concerned about dgect of issues of accuracy and its
effects on students, especially L2 writers. Accogdio Eskey (1983 as cited in Ferris,
2002, p. 4), “...as the ability to correct errors is crucial in maettings and that
students’ accuracy will not magically improve aW iself,” the language-based
approach should not be left until the last stagevating in order to avoid students’
fossilization of errors. Also, Ellis (1997) notess§ilization of learners’ grammar does
not occur in L1 acquisition, but is unique in Ljacsition. Other scholars (e.g., Silva,
1988; Leki, 1990; Zhang, 1995) also emphasize linatations in the linguistic
knowledge of L2 writers is different from that ofl lwriters in important ways. The
differences may include linguistic proficiency amtuition about language, learning
experiences and classroom expectations, a sermadwnce and writer, preferences
for ways of organizing texts, writing processes anderstanding of text uses as well
as the social value of different text types (Sii/893). Hyland (2003) also notes,

"...the most immediately obvious factor that distiisinies many

second language writers is the difficulty they haveadequately

expressing themselves in English. These writere&jly have a

different linguistic knowledge base from natbmeglish speakers,

So while most of us have the grammar of the langualgen we

begin to write in our L1, L2 writers often carrthe burden of

learning to write and learning English at the saime” (p. 34).

A fair amount of studies suggest L2 writing is getllg shorter, less cohesive,

less fluent, and contains more errors (e.g., Pur¥888 as cited in Hyland, 2003;

Ferris, 2003). According to Reid (1993), errorsivknt from other variables besides



first language interference are generally influenty overgeneralization and the
level of difficulty. Thus, making errors is a prebh which occurs as an inevitable part
of EFL student writing. According to Lalande (198@¢spite the fact that the students
have studied certain rules of grammar, “some stisdesxhibit remarkable
consistency:. they commit the same types of efrora one essay to the next”

(p. 140). It is fair to say that this sort of unidalsle consistency can frustrate both
students and teachers alike.

Like other EFL students, Thai EFL students havestimae problems. In a Thai
classroom, errors found in English written commahan are apparent among
college students. According to Smyth (2001), ongomeeason is the significant
differences between the two languages. The diftagnare punctuation (no
punctuation marks in Thai) and grammar (i.e., aanés, tenses and aspects, articles,
adjectives and adverbs, nouns and pronouns). Anotlagor problem found in an
English written task by Thai students is negatramdference of their mother tongue,
Thai, into the target language (Ubol, 1980). Aseaultt, it is common for Thai
students who have been studying English for oweryéars not to be able to carry on
a simple conversation or to write a short passagkouwt making several serious
grammatical errors (Wongsbhindu, 1997).

Based on insights from SLA research which have rs¢v@ractical
implications for teachers of L2 writers, Ferris Q2) suggests that teacher feedback
tailored to students’ linguistic knowledge and exgrece is one of the suggested
techniques to solve this problem. That is to makeents learn from their errors in
order to avoid future errors and also to improwarthvriting skills. Some scholars of

writing (e.g., Leki, 1992; Raimes, 1983) believattko give feedback is one of the



important methods of helping student writers to riowe their written work. Reid
(1993) states, "...it must help students to imprdwartwriting by communicating
feedback detailed enough to allow students to tacttommit to change in their
writing..." (p. 218). To explain how feedback can wdiute to better writing,
Sommer (1982) states,

“Comments create the motive for doing somethinéedtint in the

next draft: thoughtful comments create the motige revising.

Without comments from their teachers or from thpaers, student

writers will revise in a consistently narrow andegictable way.

Without comments from readers, students assumehatwriting

has communicated their meaning and perceive no foeedvising

the substance of their text” (p. 149).

According to Radeki and Swales (1988) and Leki {39€ is important for
teachers to provide their feedback since studiestuaent attitudes towards feedback
have found that many students do want the errotiseim writing to be corrected and
that they may be frustrated if this does not happen

It can be concluded from many scholars’ and rebesst agreement that
feedback is essential and has a positive effedtotent writing. Thus, feedback on
writing can be selected as a means of helping stade make revisions and it can
also help students improve their writing skills.

On the other hand, there is a contradiction inicoldly providing feedback.
Truscott (1996) contends that feedback is uselessbdth students and teachers
because it is time consuming and might cause maggtive effects. He also points
out that probably influenced by process approathésaching writing, feedback has
a short-term rather than a long-term improvemeth. believes that the improvement

is not concerned with improvements in the accudcsubsequent writing, but in the

linguistic accuracy of one written product. Howewespite this belief, Truscott also



notes that EFL student writers cannot make progiesrrecting skills if no one
points out their errors. Although the results frpravious studies on teacher feedback
are varied as to whether feedback can help EFlewgrivrite effectively, it is clear
that if no one points out L2 students’ errors, thely not be able to make progress in
their editing skills.

Caught between the swing of the pendulum, teaahszed to be aware of the
issues surrounding the methods of giving writteedfmck. These include the fact that
there are different types of errors found in EFlitiwg as well as different types of
written feedback (e.g. direct feedback, coded faeklband uncoded feedback). Also,
EFL students come to class with different Englisbfipiency levels. Thus, teachers
need to find out which are the appropriate feedliggés for the treatment of specific
types of error and which are appropriate for stislen different levels. In order to
provide a better understanding of these issuesptégent study aimed to find out
what the effects of different types of written fbadk from teachers on students’
writing of different genres were and what stratedleey used in revising their written
work. In addition, the present study considers ghedents’ perspectives: their
attitudes towards, their comprehension of, thetersaion to, and their problems
regarding teacher feedback

Compared to the number of research studies om eoroection conducted in
English speaking countries, in Thailand where Egis used as a foreign language,
the number has been relatively small. In other worghile most of the previous
research work on error correction research has Istatied with ESL and EFL
learners who studied English in the United Statese( 2004; Ferris, 2001) or in

countries where English is used as a first langu@gg. Australia) or an official



language (e.g. Hong Kong), much less has been ctewion EFL learners in a real
EFL context (e.g. Japan, Thailand). Also, a faioant of research on feedback types
in L2 writing has been carried out and it is wanttting that the few reported studies
on teacher feedback have focused on having theerstsidlo something with their
errors besides simply receiving different typededdback. This focus becomes an
important issue because one of the problems inigiray feedback comes from
students' lack of attention to the feedback, natendtow useful it is. It can be seen
that some previous studies surveyed students' rprefes for error correction in
college level writing classes (Cohen, 1987; Leld91; Ferris, 1995; Lee, 2004), or
investigated the effects of different feedback syp& grammatical improvement in
students' writing (Rob, Rod and Shortreed, 198@an and Walley, 1990; Padgate
1999; Fazio 2001; Hyland, 2003). So far, few attentyave been made to investigate
strategies for dealing with the feedback or to ywreluch techniques combined with
different types of feedback. As such, although Hemeficial aspects of teacher
feedback for EFL student writing are obvious, dittt known about how the students
use the different types of feedback.

The present study was distinct from previously eomted research in the
following important ways. First, some studies enyplb different types of feedback
without any technique to draw students' attentmmhe teacher feedback. However,
many scholars in L2 writing (e.g., Lalande, 1982Zh€n, 1990; Ferris, 2002; Lee,
2003) suggest that learners who have systematioagipes for dealing with feedback
may well remember the feedback more successfuly those who did not. Ferris
(2005) suggests that further research on erroecton should examine the effects of

different feedback strategies and combinationdrateygies. It is, therefore, important



for researchers and teachers of writing to idensifpes in error correction, feedback
strategies, and techniques for assisting studentselp themselves through various
types of research design. Thus, this study ingatdd how students utilized teacher
feedback in conjunction with their strategies fewising their written work.

Second, some previous studies (e.g., Kepner, o@ilasuth, 2000) analyzed
the data by combining the scores of all subjeatssacvarious errors types to measure
language development. This present study diffemgadi the total number of errors
from the reoccurrence of the students’ errors i peeces of writing. It aimed to see
whether the rate of errors appearing in subsequetihg would be the same number
as those appearing in the previous ones.

Third, according to Ferris (2004), several studledande, 1982; Robb, Ross,
& Shortreed, 1986; Kepner, 1991) are often citedussful guidelines for future
research designs on error correction. It can he thait the existing research referred
to above shares the following major characterigifcan effective research design: the
research should be longitudinal (at least a 10-weedérter), have a respectable
number of subjects (at least 60), and examine E&dents rather than ESL students
who live in a country that uses English as thet fimaguage. Thus, this study took
account of these characteristics in order to gaimsaight into “the state-of-the-art in
error correction research” (Ferris, 2004, p. 50)e present study was a longitudinal
study (over a 16-week semester), had a respeatableers of subjects (total 81), and
examined EFL students who were Thai students stgdiginglish writing in a Thai
university.

Fourth, in a recent review of numerous studieseacthers’ responses in the

ESL and the EFL context, Goldstein (2001) callsfutare researchers to pay more



attention to students’ reactions to their teachersponses. Kubota (2001) states that
while a considerable number of studies have beatedaout on the effectiveness of
error correction, the literature on students’ siyas specifically employed for error
correction is scarce and has not attracted so mattehtion. Two recent studies by
Ferris (1995) and Kubota (2001) report benefictehtegies used by ESL and EFL
students in error correction in the American anuhdase contexts. The present study
was different from these studies in two ways. Birdterris’s study (1995) used a
guestionnaire to survey students’ correction sgiagin general without assigning
them to deal with any specific feedback types, wasrthe present study elicited the
students’ actual strategies after they utilizedfedént types of teacher written
feedback. Secondly, Kubota (2001) investigated stuelents’ strategies in dealing
with only one method of teacher feedback, erroremtion coding system or coded
feedback, while the present study examined theeststreactions to four feedback
types: content, direct, coded, and uncoded feddbac

Fifth, a number of research studies have investth#te effects of providing
differential feedback on EFL students’ journal vagt (Hipple, 1985; Kepner, 1991;
Fazio, 2001), or on one selected genre i.e., angolphy (Chandler, 2003). The
present investigation focused on utilizing diffedrdaedback types in a real EFL
writing class in which the students were assigredvtite three different genres,
namely narrative, descriptive, and comparison andrast. It also aimed to examine
the differences in the improvement in writing gbgligrammatical accuracy, and
writing fluency for each of the respective genres.

Finally, the present study specifically investightae students' perspectives:

their attitudes towards, their comprehension a#jrthttention to, and their problems



regarding different types of teacher written feaod-or these reasons, it was hoped
that the results of this study would help in addiegv information to fill some gaps in
the existing body of knowledge about the effectéeefilback on the improvement of

EFL writing, particularly in a real EFL context.

1.2 The purposes of the study

The present study focused on three main areatlyfitse effects of different
types of teacher written feedback on the improverémwriting quality, grammatical
accuracy, and writing fluency; secondly, the remsistrategies employed by the
students when utilizing different types of feedhaeind thirdly, the students’
perspectives: their attitudes towards, their coim@nsion of, their attention to, and
their problems regarding different types of teachetten feedback. The purposes of
the study were threefold:

1. To investigate the effects of students’ utilgidifferent types of teacher
written feedback on thenprovement of writing quality, grammatical accuyraand
writing fluency.

2. To examine the students’ revision strategies ihzutg different types of
teacher written feedback,

3. To examinethe students' perspectives: their attitude towahasy,
comprehension of, their attention to, and theibpems regarding different types of

teacher written feedback.
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1.3 Resear ch questions

The study focused on the following research questio

1. What were the effects of different types of teacketten feedback on the
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accurgand writing
fluency?

2. What were the students’ revision strategies inzirigy different types of
teacher written feedback?

3. What were the students’ perspectives: thétude towards, their
comprehension of, their attention to, andrtpeblems regarding

different types of teacher written feedback?

1.4 Scope and limitations of the study

1. This study was limited to second-year undergatglstudents studying in a
paragraph writing course at Naresuan UniversityyaBaCampus, Thailand in the
academic year 2006.

2. This study focused on the effects of four ddfe types of teacher written
feedback on students’ writing. The types of writteedback used in the study were
(1) content feedback on the students’ first draff; direct feedback; (3) coded
feedback; and (4) uncoded feedback on their sedmafts.

3. The study attempted to determine how writteedback from a teacher
followed by the students’ revisions helped secoedryundergraduate students at
Naresuan University, Payao Campus improve theitingri quality, grammatical

accuracy, and writing fluency in their written work
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4. The study examined the students’ writing perfamoes by focusing on
writing quality as measured by the TOEFL writingpsog guide (cited in Weigle,
2002, p. 113), on grammatical accuracy in five gates, namely noun endings,
articles, wrong words, verbs, and sentence strecttnors, and on writing fluency as
measured by word counts.

5. The present study investigated the effects &erdint types of written
feedback on the improvement of writing with regaodthree different genres of

paragraph writing namely, narrative, descriptived aomparison and contrast.

1.5 The operational definitions of terms

While research on the treatment of errors in ngitcontinues to be explored
within L2 writing studies, a number of similar arelated terms referring to feedback
and error correction are used. In order to undedsthe terms used in the present
study clearly, definitions of terminology are adsied in this section.

Error referred to the learners’ production of an incorferm which deviates
from the target language. According to Gass anithk (1994 as cited in Padgate,
1999), this term means “the incorrect formghat learners produce or the deviation
from a standard criterion” (p. 27). In this studw error referred to an incorrect form
which deviated from standard English grammar. Brroould be identified by
comparing what learners produced with what seeradsketnormal or correct in the
target language which corresponded to them (EIR97).The term “error” in this
study focused on five error categories, namelynnendings, articles, wrong words,

verbs, and sentence structures.
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Teacher written feedback referred to the written responses provided after
reading students’ written work. The responses wargted to comments on
grammatical errors and the content of the studewntsten work.

Different types of teacher feedback referred to the different strategies in
providing feedback. In this study teacher feedba@s divided according to the
degrees of explicitness of error correction. Theeee four different types of teacher
feedback used in the study: (1) content feedbaZk,d{rect feedback, (3) coded
feedback, and (4) uncoded feedback.

1. Content feedback, the content feedback used in the present study wa

based on that used by Bates, Lane, and Lange (B9@BAshwell (2000)
in which the content feedback was aimed principatlynultiple sentence
level issues such as organization, paragraphinggsion, and relevance.
The comments given to the students were persodadind referred to the
students’ texts. They offered guidance or directidmrere necessary and
concentrated on two or three problems only. Thetipescomments were
generally mixed with guidance and criticism.

2. Direct feedback, in the literature on error correction, the tédinect’

feedback could also refer to direct correction (@her, 2003), corrective

feedback (Lalande, 1982), form-focused feedbackré¢ction) (Fazio,
2001) and overt correction (Lee, 2004). Accordiog-erris (2002), direct
feedback referred to the teacher providing a “atrh@guistic form” for

students (e.g. word, morpheme, phrase, rewrittetesee, deleted

word [s] or morpheme [s]) (p. 19).
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3. Coded feedback, coded feedback was a kind of indirect feedbaekr(s;

2002) and could refer to error identification (L&®04) which occurred
when the teacher explicitly indicated that erroasl lbeen committed and
provided a brief explanation without any correctiand left it to the

student to correct by him/herself. In the presemwidyy a code sheet
containing codes of error types, their definitioasd examples of errors
was provided when the teacher gave coded feedbéable tstudents.

4. Uncoded feedback, as opposed to coded feedback, uncoded feedback

could refer to error location (Ferris, 2002). le thresent study, the teacher
simply located an error by circling it, underlining (Lee, 2004),
highlighting it, or putting a checkmark in the margFerris, 2002). This
feedback was more complicated in that studentsctad their errors by

identifying them and then they had to figure outvrio correct them.

1.6 The significance of the study

It is obvious in an EFL context that teacher wntteeedback plays an
important role in a writing class. Teachers prowtiedents with written feedback by
giving comments, correcting errors, marking or aading types of errors or
sometimes by only locating them. Despite its benaglitional, written feedback has
some advantages. According to Arndt (1993, as dmedPadgate, 1999), written
feedback is less forgettable, which may be suitbd&FL learners who have limited
language proficiency. The learners can go backraad the comments as often as
they want. Moreover, it is less embarrassing andenfece-saving than conferencing

feedback, particularly if the comments are negativeould be beneficial to find out
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how teacher written feedback could be most effetfivused to help Thai EFL
students write more effectively.
According to Thamraksa (1998), one of the potemgrablems found in the

EFL writing class is student diversity. Studentsehdifferent educational experiences,
ages, needs, characteristics, and most importantixed language ability. For
example, some students are very intelligent anuh lgaickly, while some students are
always slower than others and they cannot alwagspgthe meaning of the language.
Thus, teachers of writing need to be aware of #seids involved in the various
methods of giving written feedback. These issuestlae result of the different types
of errors found in EFL writing and the differenpgs of written feedback (e.g. direct
feedback, coded feedback, and uncoded feedbackh giv the students and also
because of the students’ different levels of preficy. Thus, teachers need to find out
the effects of these feedback methods on the stsidenting. In order to provide a
better understanding of these issues, the presedy simed to find out what the
effects of different types of teacher written feadb on the students’ writing, their
revision strategies employed in revising their terit work. Also the present study
investigated students’ attitudes toward, their caghpnsion of, their attention to, and
their problems regarding the feedbattkwas expected that this study might provide
an insight into how the students responded to éaehter feedback. This was mainly
related to the language learning process whichdcbal of potential value for EFL
teachers. If those teacher feedback methods amiaestrategies which were crucial
for language learning could be identified, it migitbve possible to provide more
fruitful information for both teachers and studetdsuse them effectively in a real

EFL context.
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In conclusion, Chapter | presents background toptiesent study. It begins
with the rational of the study, describing why tsieidy was needed, the related
research gaps to be investigated, followed by tinpgses of the study, research
guestions, scope and limitations, operational dedims of terms, and finally the
significance of the study. Chapter Il reviews rethtiterature on the writing process

and teacher written feedback.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

This study examined the effects of different typéseacher written feedback
on the improvement of EFL student writing qualigrammatical accuracy, and
writing fluency. This chapter aims to provide aticel review of the related theory
and literature which includes theoretical backgbua the writing process-based
approach and revision in the writing process, feellon students’ writing, forms of
teacher feedback, the different degrees of exp8sg of error correction, effects of
teacher feedback, recommended pattern of contdowid by form feedback, and
students’ language learning strategies in dealiitly t#acher feedback. Finally it ends

with students’ perspectives, practices and problegarding error feedback.

2.2 Theoretical background to the writing process-ased approach

and revision in the writing process

As the present study focused on the provisioneatctier feedback which
mainly related to the writing process, this sectmms to review some of the
theoretical background of the writing process apphoand revision on which the
present study was based. This review includes apaeadigm shift to the teaching of
the writing process approach, the related modetb®fwriting process approach

proposed by Flower and Hayes (1981), Berriter aratdamalia (1987), and White
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and Arndt’'s framework (1991), and revision in thetiwg process approach.

2.2.1 A new paradigm shift to writing process apprach

In the late 1970s and the 1980s, a number of dpwedats in both
composition studies and second language studiespteal second language teachers
of writing to consider factors other than the pmpee of texts themselves and this
interest began to shift from textual features ®‘“@rocess of writing itself” (Matsuda,
2003, p. 108). Rather than taking the view of wgtias reproduction of previously
learned syntactic or discourse structures, theluéwoo of the process-based approach
emphasizes the view of writing as a process of ldpiugg organization as well as
meaning. Hairston (1982 cited in Reid, 1993) lalikis revolution in the notion of
teaching of writing as “a new paradigm” (p. 1). Th#owing list presents 12 features
of this paradigm.

1. It focuses on the writing process; instructotgnivene in
students’ writing during the process.

2. It teaches strategies for invention and discgver
instructors help students to generate content aswbwver
purpose.

3. It is based on rhetoric: audience, purpose,cuadsion
figure prominently in the assignment of writingkas

4. Instructors evaluate the written product by heell it
fulfills the writer's intentions and meets the aemtie’s
needs.

5. It views writing as a recursive rather than aedir
process; the activities of pre-writing, writing,canevision
overlap and intertwine.

6. It is holistic, viewing writing as an activithat involves
the intuitive and non-rational as well as the nadio
faculties.

7. It emphasizes that writing iIs a way of learniagd
developing as well as a communication skill.

8. It includes a variety of writing modes, expressas well
as expository.

9. It is informed by other disciplines, especiatlygnitive
psychology and linguistics.

10. It views writing as a disciplined creative sit}i that
can be analyzed and described.
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11. It is based on linguistic research and reseanth
composing processes.

12. It stresses the principle that teachers ofingrishould
be people who write (p. 2).

It is apparent from this paradigm that writingogesses cannot be fully
described by a neat paradigm. This is also assestethmel (1982) who states that
the writing process is an approach to incorporatéing skills which occurs in the
recursive nature of the composing process frontithe that English language skills
start developing. Silva (1990) translates this apph into the context of language
classroom as stating,

. this approach focuses on the need for providiag
positive, encouraging, and collaborative workshop
environment within which students, with ample tiraed
minimal interference, can work through their casipg
processes. The teacher’'s role is to help stadeetvelop
viable strategies for getting started (findintppics,
generating ideas and information, focusing, aptanning
structure and procedure), for drafting (encguma
multiple  drafts), for revising (adding, defej
modifying, and rearranging ideas), and for editin
(attending to vocabulary, sentence, grammar and
mechanics) (p. 15).

Reid (1993) also values the writing process andhasiges the focus of this
approach to process teaching on how the procaesdai®ed to how writers approach
tasks by problem-solving method in areas such deace, purpose, and the situation
for writing. Focusing on this approach, Hyland (2p@urther emphasizes that writers
are independent producers of texts and furtheremdds the issue of what teachers

should do to help learners perform writing taskide also defines this approach

stating:
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the numerous incarnations of this perspective are
consistent in recognizing basic cognitive procesass
central to writing activity and in stressing theedeto
develop students’ abilities to plan, define a rhetd
problem, propose, and evaluate solutions (p. 10).

As such, in attempting to process this approacthéactual situation of a
writing class, this section reviews three relatendeis of the writing process which
can be implemented in a process-based approadngwitiss. These include Flower
and Hayes’ (1981) Model, Bereiter and Scardamal(ig@87) Model, and White and
Arndt's (1991) Framework

2.2.2 Flower and Hayes’ (1981) Model

With regards to this influential model, it can lated that this writing process
model established by Flower and Hayes (1981) isntbst widely accepted by L2
teachers of writing (Hyland, 2003). According tonze&l (1983), this model is
considered as a “non-linear, exploratory, and geiher process whereby writers
discover and reformulate their ideas as they attéonagpproximate meaning” (p. 165).
The model comprises three important parts. The fiest is the task environment
which includes the text produced and the writingigtenent. The second part is the
writer's long term memory which includes knowledgjethe topic, the audience, and
the sources based on literature research anddredsiriting plans. The third part is
the composing process which comprises three magest planning, translating
thought into text, and reviewing/ revising. For tpnning stage, there are three
subcomponents of generating ideas, organizingnmétion, and setting goals. In the
planning stage, the writers collect the informatielated to the task in their long term

memory. Then, the information is carefully orgawizeccording to the goal that has

been set. After that, at the second stage, tramglathe ideas generated in the
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planning stage are translated into written languagehe paper. Finally, in the last
stage, the paper is evaluated and revised. As thervus producing a final draft, this
procedure may influence his/her writing processra time in the act of writing.

Figure 2.1 shows the procedure of Flower and HMadel.

Task Environment

Writing Assignment Text
Topic Produced
Audience
So Far
A

Writer’s Long Y Y
[erm Memory Planning Translating Revising/
) Reviewing
Knowledge of ()
—— [} (3]
Topics € ™ Organizin
. ‘ e Reading
Knowledge of —Pp = —P -
Audience E Goal
Stored Writing ” s diti
Plans ‘ —y Sctting

Knowledge of ‘ ‘ ‘
Sources based on
literature search

Muonitor

Figure 2.1 Flower and Hayes’ (1981) Model

In attempting to provide a more concrete picturetio§ writing process,
Flower and Hayeglentify four features of composing stating

1. Writing consists of distinctive processes (plagn
translating, and reviewing).

2. The processes of writing are hierarchically arged and
embedded in other processes (processes are re&ursiv
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3. Writing is a goal-directed process (global fffeeting an
audience and local that guides the act of writing).

4. Writers continually create new goals and subsyoal

(p. 167).

This model considers writing as dynamic and regerprocesses of
developing and editing text within various consttai Accordingly, writers do not
write in a linear fashion, meaning that they do typically write by planning first,
then drafting, and finally revising and they cailiz¢ many constraints in order to
satisfy the demands of the writing task, the auzBeland their personal goals. This
theoretical basis is considered very helpful fae gresent study in designing an
effective process for the students to complete tasks in the writing cycle.

2.2.3 Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) Model

Different from Flower and Hayes’ (1981) Model hayia single model of
planning, translating, and revising process forsalidents of writing, Bereiter and
Scardamalig1987, cited in Hyland, 2003) argue that at least process models are
needed to account for the differences in the cewriyl of processing writing for
skilled and novice writers who employed differentting processes. They describe
that novice writers use a model labeled knowledgjexy characterized as being
simple and linear in nature. By contrast, more exp@iters use a knowledge-
transforming model, which is more sophisticatedits involvement of complex
problem-solving processes.

The knowledge-telling model, the mode of novice tevd, involves the
construction of a representation of an assignnfetigwed by the location of topic
and genre identifiers which require less planning eevising. This model accounts

for solving the fundamental problem in writing, hdveginning writers generate
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information from assignments, topics, and genreslyeand effectively in their minds.
If the information collected is appropriate to tiogic, it should be written down and
used. The purpose of this model is just simplyetb the writers what they should
know about a particular topic, not shedding lightamy writing task which demands
the complex composing process.

The knowledge-transforming model for skilled writas different from the
first model because it has two problem-solving spaone pertains to content and the
other is rhetorical. In the content space, “proldeand beliefs are resolved through
operations of hypothesizing and inferring. In tihetorical space, knowledge states
are representations of expression production, wnctudes both texts and goals”
(Cameron and Moshenk, 1996, p. 1). Thus, in thiegss of writing, not only more
complex writing tasks are involved, but also thilett writers themselves are needed
to utilize their acquired knowledge to solve thelpem created by the components of
writing at anytime, such as the problems of contgmteration, audience expectation,
genre form, and linguistic style.

In short, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) propbsedevelopmental view of
writing, with two models; less skilled writers opég at the level of knowledge-telling
(as in simple narrative), while more skilled wrgeare involved in knowledge-
transforming (as in expository writing). These misdaovide a helpful notion in the
teaching of writing in which students’ individualfférences are considered as one of
the significant factors for designing the complgxf the writing task on which the
present study was based. Therefore, the scope girésent study also was to take the
students’ individual differences (in English pradiecy levels: high, moderate, and

low) into consideration for designing their writitasks.
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2.2.4 White and Arndt's (1991) Framework

White and Arnds (1991) frameworkoffers teachers a frameworkhose
process involves many useful activities for the posing process. This includes
generating ideas, focusing, structuring, draftangyj reviewing which can be recursive.
Furneaux (2008) describes each stage in this framkeas a very useful technique for
the composing process. For activities to genedad, he recommends brainstorming,
which helps writers tap their long-term memory atedine the topic of writing by
answering the question “What can | say on thisd®pin focusing, writers learn how
to set their overall purpose in writing. The adtas for dealing with organizing and
reorganizing text to present ideas in a way thatteptable to readers are considered
in the stage of structuring activity. These acigt include experimenting with
different types of text after reading various diffiet sorts of examples. Drafting is a
transition stage from writer-based thought intodezebased text. Multiple drafts are
produced, each influenced by feedback from a teaat@/or peers. Activities such as
reformulation and the use of checklists in guidiegdback can develop essential
evaluating skills. The feedback used should foniiglly on content and organization
followed by comments on language in a later difftally, re-viewing is an activity
to recheck the text and review the overall papertiie@ completion of the revised

version. Figure 2.2 presents the framework propbyed/hite and Ardnt (1991).
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‘atructuring

Cenerating
ideas Eva:uziing

(White and Arndt, 1991, p. 11)

Figure 2.2White and Ardnt’s (1991) framework

According to Furneaux (2008), this framework creat@eaningful and
purposeful writing tasks that develop writers’ Ekibver several drafts. Collaboration
between student writers and teachers is also éalsdifite writing cycle in the present
study was, therefore, designed based on this framketecause it concentrated on
students’ thinking, translating ideas to draft, gomdducing subsequent drafts by
utilizing teacher feedback as a guideline to hietprt revise their writing.

2.2.5 Revision in the writing process approach

Based on the theories of the writing process amproaentioned earlier, it is
clear that the process of writing comprises thnepartant stages: planning, drafting,
and revising. The following reviews the key ternevision,” which plays a crucial
role in a writing process.

Revision is commonly regarded as a central andngas@art of the writing
process (Lowenthal, 1980; Scardamalia and Bereit®86; Fitzgerald, 1987;

Kunlasuth, 2000). Stallard (1974) views revisi@ancarrecting, changing, adding to
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or deleting text from the original written draftoM (1979) defines revision as it is

not just the lexicographic and syntactic infeliegtiof written prose,
It also includes (1) changing the meaning lod text in
response to a realization that the original ineshcheaning
is somehow faulty or false or weak. ..2) @dding or
substituting meaning to clarify the oridlgaintended
meaning or following more closely the intendedh or
genre of the text...; (3) making gramnat&entences
more readable by deleting, reordering, andcatess. . . ;
as well as (4) correcting errors of dictidranscription
and syntax that nearly obscure intended mnegamrn that
are otherwise unacceptable in the grapholect (aited
Fitzgerald 1987, p. 483).

Sommers (1980) states thavision enables writers to muddle through and
organize what they know in order to find a lineasfjument, to learn anew, and to
discover what was not known befofeeid (1993) also defines revision as a stage of
monitoring and identifying a writer's own weakness@d strengths in writing.

As mentioned above, revision can be viewed as aderoprocess than editing
for errors. According to Williams (2004), revisias a problem-oriented process in
which the writer must come to realize that there parts of a draft that could be
better. Although it might be possible that thislisdion does not always lead to
improvement in the text, it is important in thaetstudent learns to detect a problem
as the first step. Terms used in this problem-tegiperspective vary, but the process
is generally seen as having three stages as fallows

1. Detection/eval uation/comparison

Detection may be initiated by writers, as they camsgheir developing text to

their meta-knowledge or to their vision of how thegnt the text to evolve, which

often occurs when they realize that their intergibave changed. Detection may also
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be initiated by someone other than the writer: scher, a peer, or, in the case of a
writing center, a tutor.

2. Diagnosig/identification:

The writer must then decide what the problem ibaw the text, or section of
text, can be improved. This may be done simultasigowith detection. The problem
may be anywhere from surface level to the levgblahning. Not all writers will be
able to articulate what the problem is. Again, &evmay do this alone or with help
from someone else.

3. Operation/execution/correction:

Finally, the writer must evaluate alternatives dadde on the best course for
revision. How effectively a writer does this wikpkend on many factors, but it is likely that
“success at the first two steps is a prerequisiteuccess at this later stage” (Bartlett, 1982;
Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Van Gelderen, 19&ddn Williams 2004, p. 174Thus it
can be seen that revision requires an ability beesa problem and “to test a number of
solutions for the same problem, to accept failmek inadequacy as a necessary part of the
learning process” (Newkirk, 1981, p. 60). This desiates a complex process of
cognition and decision which underlines the prooésavision (Sun, 1989).

However, Kunlasuth (2000) states in research oh &fting that teachers cannot
expect student writers to make revisions by thewmesebecause they do not know
what their problems are. In order to make revigiwore successfully, “the students
need some sources of input from a superior sys{pmB). The present studigking

revision as a vital stage of the writing procesastased on the assumption of the
provision of input for EFL students that feedbaglconsidered one kind of input that

is equivalent to a superior system leading to remis
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2. 3 Feedback on students’ writing

Traditionally, in a writing cycle, students compotheir work and receive
responses which can vary in the forms of commemgtks, or corrections. As
mentioned in the previous section, by focusing e writing process, feedback can
be considered as an input used to respond to doymation related to the text
produced. Feedback on EFL writing means adviceicisin or information about
how good students’ writing is or what errors arethe students’ writing. It can be
provided by writers themselves, peers, teachensnowvative computer programs.

Self-directed feedbackrefers to an activity whereby students edit their
writing by themselves. The students can, for exampbnsult a grammar reference
book or a dictionary. It aims to develop the studeability to read their own writing
and to examine it critically so as to learn howirtgorove it. This is appropriate for
students who have a high level of language profaydbecause it can encourage them
to develop a self-monitoring technique that neesisnach knowledge as possible to
define their errors and to correct them (Ferrif)20However, in an EFL context,
this type of feedback is not appropriate for EFudsint writers who have a limited
knowledge of English.

Peer-directed feedbackefers to an activity in which students read asgkas
other students’ writing (Hyland, 2003). It is nabguctive just to expect students to
exchange and actually mark each other's papersy tdma either to say that the
composition is very good or they mark everythingomg. However, one of the
disadvantages of this type of feedback is thatsitquite similar to self-directed
feedback. In the case of group work with student®se language proficiency is

especially limited, it is undoubtedly more diffit@ibr them to benefit from their peers.



28

Computer-directed feedback or computer assisted laguage learning
(CALL) uses innovative computer programs which arereasingly assuming the
teachers’ role and function of identifying the lears errors and providing
appropriate feedback. Error correction and feedltesle been considered to have an
impact on second language acquisition; thus, thmalubty of the computer to
generate immediate feedback has contributed tentmncement as a learning tool
(Brandle, 1995). Nevertheless, these programs ¢apnovide feedback on all
categories of errors, especially idiosyncratic ernaf EFL students.

Teacher feedbackrefers to an activity during which a teacher editgdents’ writing
by correcting errors, writing comments, and givthg paper a grade if needed. This
type of feedback seems to be the most traditiorethad for responding to student
writing and can still be observed in many L2 witiolasses (Hyland and Hyland,
2006). Despite its being traditional, feedback frtime teacher is preferred by L2
student writers. According to Leki (1991), Zhang®4%), and Ferris and Roberts
(2001), L2 student writers found teacher feedbagkifscantly more preferable than
either peer or self-directed feedback.

It is apparent that for an EFL context where aamj of EFL students have
limited knowledge of English language, feedbackfri@acher might be considered a
suitable output for them who produced “idiosyn@atrrors (Ferris, 2003, p. 19).
Therefore, the present study aimed at studyingessuwrrounding this method for

improving students’ writing skills.
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2.4 Forms of teacher feedback

Feedback provided by teachers can be in two fooosferencing feedback
and written feedback. According to Reid (1993)nferencing feedbackis a face-to-
face conversation between teachers and student&ndHy(2003) contends that
although L2 student writers receive individual atéen and are able to fully discuss
their writing product face-to-face with their insttors, they are not always in a good
position to make the most of this. He states:

Conferences differ considerably from the typidaksroom
situation, and some students may lack the experjenc
interactive abilities, or aural comprehension skitl benefit.
Some learners have cultural inhibitions about emgpg
informally with authority figures, let alone questing
them and this can result in students passivelyrparating
the teacher’s suggestions into their work withdwuight,

leading to the (a) kind of ‘appropriation’ of semds’ texts
(p. 192).

According to Charles (1990), although conferencisgcertainly one ideal
form of feedback, it is not actually a real solatidle states “...the problem for most
students in most institutions is that the timeimpty not available for this kind of
individual editorial discussion” (p. 287), hencecan be noted that in the case of too
many students in a class, writing conferences arte adlvised. In other words,
conferencing, especially taken in an EFL contexemghthere are too many students
enrolled in a class and when students in this coritave limited interaction as well
as listening comprehension skills, cannot be camel as a means of effective
feedback.

Different from conferencing and being traditional itiis, written feedback

has some advantages that can be matched in andeféxt. Written feedback can be
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provided through comments, praises, and suggestiortase of errors related to the
surface level, the errors can be corrected, maokeddicated by teachers. Despite its
being traditional, written feedback is less forgkle, which may be suitable for L2
learners who have limited language proficiency @&rril993). The learners can go
back and read the comments as often as they wamedMer, it is less embarrassing
and more face-saving than conferencing feedbadtkicpkarly if the comments are
negative.

It can be seen that when written feedback is pexvidly a teacher, it seems to
be the most appropriate method of all feedbacksypehelping students to produce
better writing in an EFL context where studentsehavimited knowledge of English

writing.

2.5 The different degrees of explicitness of errazorrection

According to Ferris (2002), teacher written feedbaan be divided into two
types:direct feedback an activity during which a teacher provides wentfeedback
in corrected forms directly anddirect feedback, an activity during which a teacher
provides hints, advice, and suggestions in wordsamnwell as in visual forms, such
as underlines and codes of error types. The difterdbetween these two feedback
types is the explicitness of the correction for®sme researchers (Semke, 1984 cited
in Padgate, 1999; Ferris, 2001) question the effettovert error correction. Others
suggest that indirect feedback (i.e., symbols, spdemarginal feedback) can be used
as an alternative to give written corrective feeaxbarhe teacher may circle or
underline the mistakes and write the symbol inrtregin. Alternatively, they may

choose to only write the symbol in the margin wathoircling or underlining and the
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students are required to find the errors and cothexn by themselves. The approach
using indirect feedback cues may be useful inithatolves the learners taking more
responsibility for their own learning. Ferris andeddicock (1998) conclude after
reviewing many studies that indirect ways of prawidgrammatical feedback, such as
locating the errors and requiring the studentsawect their errors by themselves,
seem to be more effective in improving overall aacy than explicit error
corrections.

To provide a better understanding of this issue,ptesent study focused on
the provision of teacher written feedback with elifint degrees of explicitness,
namely direct, coded, and uncoded feedback. Thesaback are ranged from the
most explicit to the least explicit error correctid=igure 2.3 presents a conceptual
framework of the treatment of errors in the prestaty using three different types of

teacher written feedback. Teacher responses aneptitied here.

1. Most explicit correction HZ. Less explicit correctioH 3. Least explicit correction

Writing quality
Grammatical accuracy
Writing fluency

Figure 2.3 A conceptual framework of the treatment of eriarthe present study
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2.5.1 The most explicit correction (Direct feedback

It is suggested that a good proportion of erroramdtted by L2 writers are in
“untreatable category,” meaning that there is ne ta which students can turn to
correct an error when it is pointed out to themcdaxding to Ferris (2002), the most
common errors of this category are word choicestdwiorms, and awkward or
“unidiomatic sentence structure” (p. 23). In sucpaaticular case of L2 writing, it
might be more helpful for the teacher to suggediffarent word or a restatement of
the sentence (i.e., direct correction) than to igrthe errors or simply underline or
mark the word or sentence. Although direct coroectinay be easier for the teacher
and may please the students because it requiresefiat from them to rewrite a
paper, a danger of this method is that finally eshid may simply copy the teacher’s
corrections rather than doing their own editingu3hdirect feedback should be used

with great care and only under the specific circiamses (Reid 1994).

Example of direct feedback

talkative
| don’t like Supha because she-is-speak-nen stop

2.5.2 Less explicit correction (Coded feedback)

To quote Ferris (2002), this type of feedback ptatere responsibility on the
student writers to figure out types of their errdks the nature of this feedback is to
provide information about errors, the students leann and know the types of their
errors from this feedback, so that they can cabnugheir own prior knowledge or use
other sources of information, such as grammar eafss books and dictionaries to

help understand, remember the rules, and correutetrors.
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Example of coded feedback
%

| came to the university. At that time | drivery fast.

2.5.3 The least explicit correction (Uncoded feedlo&)

Uncoded feedback provides the least explicit ctioec and in this case
teachers require the maximum effort on the pathefstudents to figure out both the
types of their errors and how to correct them. Timight be very beneficial for
students to employ more problem-solving strategideen revising their errors
(Lalande, 1982). However, this feedback type shbelghrovided to students who are
advanced enough to make use from it (Ferris, 208&ording to Kubota (2003), this
is due to the fact that when the learners’ proficieincreases, their ability to make
the appropriate grammatical judgments improves.

Example of uncoded feedback

| came to the university. At that time | drivery fast.

2.6 Effects of teacher feedback

There is a wide body of research into teacher faekllon student writing in
the second and foreign language classroom whiclbbes conducted from various
perspectives, one of which has been to look intoetifiects of manipulating the types
of feedback given by teachers. Some studies in dhega examined the effects of
different types of corrective feedback (LalandeB2;9Robb, Ross, & Shortreed,
1986), while others compared different types or loimations of form and content
feedback (Semke, 1984; Fathman and Whalley, 19%pnkr, 1991; Lee, 1997;
Chandler, 2003; Hyland, 2003; Bitchener, Young, &ameron, 2005). Thus, this
section reviews the literature on the effects @fiedent types of teacher feedback on

students’ writing.
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Lalande (1982) proposed one of the theoreticaligatons in the professional
literature on error correction in which the compatiseof an effective strategy for the
development of writing skills consists Gbmprehensive error correction, Systematic
marking of compositions and Guided learning and problem-solving. In this study, a
total of 60 students were divided into an experitakeand a control group. For the
first group, the teacher corrected all studentsirer in the second group, the teacher
gave correction codes and the students were rehtaraote the types of errors they
had made and then rewrite their compositions ugieggiven feedback. It was found
that the second group, who had to work on the erleemselves, produced fewer
errors by the end of the semester. The resultshisf $tudy indicated that the
combination of error-awareness and problem-solexghniques had a significant
effect on the development of writing skills withthe context of the experiment.
Specifically, the techniques designed for, impleteen and tested in this
investigation effectively prevented students fronaking more grammatical and
orthographical errors.

Robb, Ross, and Shortreed (1986) contrasted fouhade of providing
feedback on errors in the written work of 134 Jasancollege EFL freshmen. They
showed a keen interest in the degrees of saliermédpd to the writer in the revision
process and investigated the relative merits afestiand direct feedback. The students
were divided into four groups. The first group tiged direct correction covering all
categories of lexical, syntactic, and stylisticoesr Substantive errors in content or
organization were not corrected. Once the papers wturned, the students in this
group needed only to copy their original composgioThe coded feedback group was

given an abbreviated code system in which the tgbe=rors were indicated on the
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students’ papers. The students in this group rewiseir compositions by using a guide
to discover the meaning of the instructor's markamgtheir papers. For the uncoded
feedback group, only the locations of errors wemkad over with a yellow text-
marking pen. The uncoded feedback differed fronctiaed feedback in the salience of
the marking as only the locations of errors wereked but no further information was
provided. The marginal feedback group was giveridhst salient method and received
information about the number of errors per line;, tothing else. The results of their
research did not support the efficacy of directexion and suggested that “less time-
consuming methods of directing student attentiosutdéace errors may suffice” (p. 91).
This result led the researchers to discourage rigtipe of direct correction of surface
errors, since highly detailed feedback on sentésed mechanics might not be worth
the teacher’s time and effort.

The effectiveness of teacher feedback focusingpon and content was also
studied by Fathman and Walley (1990). The studyrexed the effects of different
feedback types on accuracy and content writingZoétfidents from mixed language
backgrounds, primarily Asian and Hispanic. The saty of this study were 72
students in intermediate ESL college compositi@sss at an American university.
These students were from different first languagekrounds but possessed similar
levels of English language proficiency. The studemére randomly divided into four
groups and were assigned to write a compositioch Eaoup received one of the
following types of feedback: (1) no feedback; (2amgmar feedback, where all
grammar errors were underlined, but correct formeyewnot given; (3) content
feedback, where positive comments or short gersergdestions were given; and (4)

grammar-content feedback. After receiving the feettlon their writing, the students
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were required to make revisions of their originaimpositions. The grammar scores
(the number of grammar errors) were used to meastaeracy, whereas the writing
content was measured by the content scores basémlistic scoring. The results
showed that all groups improved significantly imntant; however, the number of
grammar errors significantly decreased in only groups: the grammar feedback and
grammar-content feedback groups. Moreover, it wasd that the no-feedback group
wrote longer in the rewrites. Fathman and Whalleglaned that this reflected the
effect of teacher error treatment on length or gtyanf writing, although length was
not an indication of quality of writing. They conded that both form and content
feedback, whether when given alone or simultangoyslsitively affected rewriting
and that focused on grammar did not negativelycatfee content of writing.

It can be seen that Fathman and Whalley’s studys#® only one type of
indirect feedback (all grammar errors were undedjnbut correct forms were not
given) with an absence of studying the differenoethe degrees of salient or explicit
correction (i.e., coded feedback, marginal feedpaltkis also noted that this study
showed the students’ improvement in accuracy betvessignments or in the short-
run, not in the long term. In other words, the agsk focuses on improvement
measured by comparing the students’ original comipas with their rewrites
ignoring their long-term improvement.

Padgate (1999) examined the effects of differeeédback types on
grammatical improvement in the journal writing dfdi EFL college students. This
guasi-experimental study investigated the effedtfoor different written feedback
types (content, remodeling, metalinguistic, andexive) on grammatical accuracy,

syntactic complexity, and writing fluency in theujoal writing of EFL students. It
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also examined the relationship between gramma#acalracy and the factors of
attention to, comprehension of, and attitudes tdw/deedback and writing. The
subjects were 69 Thai second year students enrolldtie Oral English Practice
course at a Thai university. In this study, gramoahtaccuracy was limited to five
verb categories (tense/ aspect, subject-verb agmeroopula be, verb form, and
passive voice). Accuracy was assessed by two nesgdhe passage correction (PC)
test and the students’ journal writings. Syntacienplexity was measured by six
criteria, and writing fluency was measured by thienber of words per journal. The
data on the subjects’ attention to, comprehensfoaral attitudes towards feedback
and writing were sought through a questionnairemiat the end of the experiment.
Concerning grammatical accuracy, the results shotvat three groups performed
significantly better on the PC post-test. Howevesne did significantly better on
journal writing. While the corrective group maimtad its accuracy level, the other
four groups produced significantly more mistakesswome verb categories. No
feedback types resulted in significant differenicesyntactic complexity and writing
fluency both within and between groups. Grammati@acuracy correlated
significantly with attitudes towards feedback whiewas measured by journal writing,
but correlated with attention to and comprehensioieedback when it was measured
by the PC test. The results suggested that exgheih feedback might have a
potential role in helping students to maintain thevel of grammatical accuracy. The
researcher concluded that written feedback, whed asone in the absence of other
form-focused activities, might not be powerful egbuto result in grammatical

improvement.
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Another study comparing different methods of giviegcher feedback was
coducted by Ashwell (2000). Four different patteafigeacher feedback were given
to EFL students producing a first draft (Draft 4)second draft (Draft 2), and a final
version (Draft 3) of a single composition. The pattusually recommended within a
process writing approach of content feedback orftOrdollowed by form feedback
on Draft 2 was compared with the reverse pattaratreer pattern in which form and
content feedback were mixed at both stages, amhtaot pattern of zero feedback. It
was found that the recommended pattern of feeddatkot produce significantly
different results from the other two patterns inichhfeedback was given in terms of
gains in formal accuracy or in terms of contentreagains between Drafts 1 and 3
and all groups receiving feedback made gains im&maccuracy. A post-hoc analysis
of changes made by students revealed that stucheigist rely heavily on form
feedback and that content feedback had only a rmteleffect on revision.

Also, Fazio (2001) conducted a classroom-basedrempstal study which
examined the effect of differential feedback, nanugrrections, commentaries, and a
combination of the two on the journal writing acaty of minority- and majority-
language students being educated in the same adassiJournal writing samples
were collected from 112 students (46 minority-laaxgel and 66 majority-language)
over a period of four months in four Grade 5 clasers where the language of
instruction was French. The two student groups wanelomly assigned to feedback
conditions, and feedback to writing was providectke. For both groups, the results
indicated no significant difference in accuracy tlméeedback conditions. The overall
findings revealed that minority-language and Frestidents did not experience a

significant change in their accuracy in grammatispélling as a consequence of
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receiving corrections, commentaries, or a comhmmatf the two conditions in their
journal writings. With regards to these resultshould be noted that someone other
than the familiar classroom teacher was providhey feedback, and this might have
an effect on the manner in which the students eeatd their feedback. In addition,
grammatical spelling was a challenging aspect Wad not easily and significantly
improved over the span of a few months.

Chandler (2003) conducted a recent research shatydealt with the effects
of various kinds of teacher feedback on both rewisind subsequent writing. It aimed
to investigate the students’ correction of gramoatiand lexical errors between
assignments in subsequent writing over one semdsterstudy was also designed to
examine what the best method to correct studentsingg was. The study aimed to
examine the following items: (1) the improvemenaaturacy in each assignment; (2)
the improvement in accuracy over 10 weeks betwkerexperimental group (which
corrected their errors between assignments) andcahéol group (which did not
correct their errors). The outcomes measured w@enumber of errors per 100
words on both revision and on subsequent writireptérs before revision (accuracy);
(b) holistic ratings of overall writing quality ahe first draft of both the first and the
last chapters of each student’s autobiographyiife® students reported spending
writing each chapter (fluency); (d) immediate studesponses to each feedback type,
including the time they took to make correctiond éma questionnaire comparing the
four types at the end of the semester; and (eighrcomparison of time spent by the
teacher in giving each method of feedback, bothaiiy and over two drafts. The
results of the study revealed that both correcaod simple underlining of errors

were significantly superior to describing the typéerrors, even with underlining, for
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reducing long-term errors. Direct correction wastlder producing accurate revisions,
and students preferred it because it was the temtelseasiest way for them as well as
the fastest way for teachers over several draftsti@ other hand, the students felt
that they learned more from self-correction, amdpde underlining of errors took less
teacher time on the first draft. However, it is thonoting that this study made an
effort to fill all gaps of using teacher feedbablt it failed to see if the feedback can
prevent students’ replication of the same type robre in their subsequent writing
assignments.

Hyland (2003) explored the relationship betweerheafeedback and student
revision in two writing classes by adopting a catedy and looking at all the
feedback given to six students over a completeseourhe data was gained by think
aloud protocols, teachers’ and students’ intervjeavel student texts. The research
investigated the effects of teacher written feedbat the revisions and products of
the ESL writers on a full-time 14-week English peafncy program course at a
university in New Zealand. It examined the extemtwhich teachers focused on
formal language concerns when they gave feedbagklat of students’ use of this
feedback in their revisions. Two classes were oleskrand the written data consisted
of student writings (drafts and final versions)damlated feedback. Each piece of
writing was first examined to identify all the segi@ written interventions made by
the teacher on each student text. Any comment,riinishg or correction made on the
student text by the teacher was considered as ttemwrintervention. Each written
intervention was then categorized as a feedbackt pmd the total number of
feedback points for each piece of writing was dalkad. The students in this study

reported that when they revised, they dealt witthaasue as it appeared on their texts
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and did not differentiate between different typédemdback. The teacher protocols
revealed that teachers gave feedback on both ngeanohform-related issues as they
occurred and did not consider them separately.ak also found that both teachers
used a set of codes for showing form-related prob)ebut they often supplemented
this with comments in the margin, complete cormewj and generalized comments at
the end of the essay. The range of interventiongedafrom simple circling or
underlining of mistakes to complete correctionsenbrs and more than half of the
feedback focused on form. The findings showed tie students were quite
successful in carrying out the revisions after neng teacher feedback. Interviews
and discussions with the students showed thataat kvo of the participants used
spouses or friends as informants to help them eetl®ir assignments. It was
suggested that despite the teachers’ beliefs aadhiteg approaches, language
accuracy was a very important focus for their femttb

Also, Bitchener, Young, and Cameron (2005) invesdd whether the type of
feedback (direct, explicit written feedback anddstut—researcher 5 minute individual
conferences; direct, explicit written feedback omp corrective feedback) given to
53 adult migrant students on three types of eppogpositions, the past simple tense,
and the definite article) resulted in improved aacy in new pieces of writing over a
12-week period. Unlike most error correction stsdie date that have focused on
more advanced learners in academic settings, ttudyscomprised 53 post-
intermediate ESOL (migrant) learners who had ouobt pntered a post-intermediate
ESOL program. They were predominantly mainland €&enadult migrants, but
participants from a number of other countries wals represented, including Sri

Lanka, Romania, Iran, Turkey, Serbia, Russia, Kohmedonesia, Taiwan, Japan, and
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India. Ages ranged from early twenties to lataed#f but the majority were in their
late twenties and early thirties. Most had arrivedNew Zealand over the last two
years as permanent residents and had brought i tsome form of tertiary
gualification. For one semester (16 weeks), theNovieed a competency-based
curriculum, the aim of which was to improve theanamunicative skills in the four
macro-skills (reading, writing, speaking, and Istey) for the purpose of resettlement
and to introduce them to aspects of New ZealaniBo®@s part of their course, they
had to achieve one out of two writing competeneragh were similar to, but not the
same as, the tasks set for the research. The cadesks, therefore, provided practice
with feedback for these assessments. The studydfausignificant effect for the
combination of written and conference feedback acueacy levels in the use of the
past simple tense and the definite article in neggs of writing, but no overall effect
on accuracy improvement for feedback types whentlihee error categories were
considered as a single group. Significant variaimnaccuracy across the four pieces
of writing support earlier SLA discoveries that learners, in the process of acquiring
new linguistic forms, may perform them with accyran one occasion, but fail to do
so on other similar occasions. The study also fahatthe type of feedback provided
had a significant effect on the accuracy with whicé participants used the separate
linguistic categories in new pieces of writing. Tpmvision of full, explicit written
feedback, together with individual conference fesd) resulted in significantly
greater accuracy when the past simple tense andefivate article were used in new
pieces of writing. However, this was not the caséh whe use of prepositions.
Whereas the use of the past simple tense and firetelarticle are determined by

sets of rules, those concerning the use of prepositare more idiosyncratic,
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explained the researchers. QuotiRgrris (1999), they further elaborated tlhée
former are more readily “treatable” than the éattlt is clear from the study that the
two more “treatable” categories (the past simf@ase and the definite article) were
amenable to the combination of written and orahfecence) feedback. This result
was not particularly surprising as one would temcexpect that three opportunities
(2-4 times) for discussing the errors, clarifyitng trules, and illustrating them with
additional examples on a one-to-one level woulg Hearners notice the difference
between their errors and the corrections they vedeiNoticing such differences is
now widely accepted in the SLA literature as crudm uptake and long-term
acquisition (Gass, 1997; Schmidt, 1990, 1994). 8wygarison, participants in group
two, who received only written feedback, were nieeg the opportunity to discuss
their corrected errors and those in the controligre@ere not given any written or oral
feedback on the targeted linguistic features. Tiuelysalso found that the overall
accuracy of the participants varied significanttyass the four writing times. In other
words, there was not a linear and upward pattennmpfovement from one time to
another. This, too, was not surprising as earéisearch has shown that L2 learners, in
the process of learning new linguistic forms, mayf@grm them with accuracy on one
occasion but fail to do so on other, similar ocegasi (Ellis, 1994; Lightbown and
Spada, 1999; Pienemann, 1989). The study also eedmvhether there was an effect
from the interaction of time and type of feedbagksignificant effect on accuracy
levels for the use of prepositions, but not so i use of the past simple tense and
the definite article was found. The group that nem@ both written and conference
feedback performed differently from the other twougps in their use of prepositions

across the four tasks. This was not the case in tlse of the past simple tense and
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the definite article, where performance patternsew@milar for the three types of
feedback.

The research reviewed above yields different tephes used with teacher
feedback and also different results on what theress of feedback and the effects of
different feedback types should be. Clearly, theeaech reviewed has not yielded a
definitive conclusion about feedback in L2 writintherefore, the present study was
an attempt to provide a better understanding of glrevision of teacher written
feedback and its effects on student writing ana dts fill a gap in the existing
research on error correction. In sum, there iscavipg body of research into the
effects of teacher feedback on student writinghe second and foreign language
classroom which has been conducted from variousppetives. The present study
aimed to investigate the effects of teacher writesdback with the different degree
of explicitness of error correction which might pide an evidence of how students

make use of the feedback in order to improve thaiing skills.

2.7 Recommended pattern of content followed by forrfeedback

This section aims to explore the recommended fpattecontent followed by
form feedback which was mainly used in the writprgcess approach in the present
study. Also, some theoretical bases and assumpgiengstablished here in order to
provide a better understanding of the design ofvthiéng cycle used in the present
study.

As “much remains to be known about the design angdlamentation of
response to student writing” (Reid, 1993, p. 2286Jl,aalthough the result of the

effects of teacher feedback of any forms is inaasigk, it is generally accepted that
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student writers need and deserve responses toaheirg during the process, both to
the form and to the content of their writing (Smit®91).

Advocates of a process writing approach to secanguage writing pedagogy
have provided various implications about the usefathods by which teachers can
provide students with helpful feedback on theirdstuts’ writing. One of these
implications is that teachers should focus on aunte preliminary drafts before
switching to focus on form in later drafts. Accordito Ashwell (2000) by focusing
on content followed by form, “...the teacher can emage revision (making large-
scale changes to content) on early drafts befotpinge the student with editing
(making small-scale changes to form) on the fimaftt (p. 227).

In focusing on the provision of content followeg form feedback, Zamel
(1985) underlines that teacher feedback is in thelés of revision” (p. 95) and
“...meaning-level issues are to be addressed fifst"96). Also, she suggests that
content feedback should be given separately fram feedback in order to “...avoid
confusing students about what they should attendttany particular stage of the
process.” (p. 82.). According to Ashwell (2000) wialows Zamel’ s (1985)
proposal, if there are to be at least two stageékdarfeedback process, there should be
at least two drafts: first draft (Draft 1) and ged draft (Draft 2) plus a final version
(Draft 3) in the writing process. There can, of is&@) be more than two drafts in the
writing process, in which case meaning-focusedlfaeld and form-focused feedback
can be given more than once, but a two-draft ghel-ersion scenario would seem
to be the minimum envisaged in the proposal.

Thus, in order to implement the provision of teacwritten feedback in a real

process-based approach writing class, the writipgjecin the present study was
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designed based on the recommended pattern of ¢dotewed by form feedback.

Figure 2.4 illustrates the writing cycle in the ggat study.

Student’s Draft 1 | TF on Content Student’s Draft 2 > TFonForm | Final Draft
| |
1 T 1
[ ! |
[} ! |
4 Direct |&-- h 4
Student’s revision i | Student’s revision
1
Coded |« --|
1
1
TF = Teacher feedback Uncoded | <-4

Figure 2.4 A writing cycle in the present study

With regards to Figure 2.4, in a process-basqatoggh writing class in the
present study content feedback was given to thaéests in their first drafts. Then
form feedback was provided in their second drafis.the present study aimed to
compare the effects of each type of form feedbé#lulee different feedback types
were then given to the students at different tinTésese three forms of feedback on

form included direct, coded, and uncoded feedback.

2.8 Students’ language learning strategies in dealy with teacher

feedback

As one of the research purposes was to investsgatkents’ revision strategies,
it is important to review the theoretical basissoime language learning strategies
which mainly relate to writing strategies employada writing process approach. In
order to draw a picture of how language can bentghthrough the writing process

approach, this section aims to review the theaktiasis of language learning
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strategies which includes favored language learsirgjegies, effective strategies for
development of writing skills, and some relatedrhature.

2.8.1 Favored language learning strategies and reion strategies for

development of writing skills

Apart from treatment of errors and teacher feedlvaskarch, the literature on
students’ associated writing strategies in deaklit feedback are also focused on. In
the present study, an investigation of the revistmategies employed by students
with different levels of English proficiency wasenof the research purposes.

According to O’'Malley and Chamot (1990), Petric &atl (2003), revision
strategies were defined as actions or behaviourscoously carried out by writers in
the process of revision in order to make their imgitmore efficient after receiving
teacher feedback. As revision strategy stems framguage learning strategies, the
theoretical basis of these strategies are addrdssedin order to provide a better
understanding of the characteristics of each gjyatehich might be related to the
actual strategies the students employed in theeptesudy. Thus, some theoretical
background of second language learning strategi@sevision strategies which relate
to the development of writing skills are preseritethis section.

According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), secondglaage acquisition
(SLA) entails active and dynamic processes thathmairoadly grouped into three
categories: metacognitive strategies, cognitiveatstries, and social/affective
strategies. O’'Malley and Chamot (1990) also no#t favored strategies for writing
tasks are metacognitive (organizational planning/f-reonitoring, and self-
evaluation) and cognitive strategies (resourcingndlation, deduction, substitution,

elaboration, and summarizing). According to Elli®©%7), in developing students’
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interlanguage, different kinds of learners proddid&erent kinds of language errors
which reflect different learning strategies. Asreation of errors and revision can be
defined as a learning task for students, someegtlstrategies for students’ correction
of their errors and revision of their written tegt® summarized as follows:

1. repetition: to repeat a chunk of language (a word or
phrase) in the course of performing a language task

2. resourcing to use available reference sources of
information about the target language, including
dictionaries, textbooks, and prior work

3. grouping: to order, classify, or label material used in a
language task based on common attributes; recalling
information based on grouping previously done,

4. note-taking to write down key words and concepts in
abbreviated verbal, graphic, or numerical form $sist in
the performance of a language task,

5. deduction/inductiornt to consciously apply learned or
self-developed rules to produce or understand dnget
language,

6. substitution: to select alternative approaches, revised
plans, or different words or phrases to accomplish
language task,

7. elaboration to relate new information to prior
knowledge, to relate different parts of new infotima to
each other, to make meaningful personal assocstion
information presented,

8. summarization to make a mental or written summary
of language and information presented in a task,

9. translation: to render ideas from one language to
another in a relatively verbatim manner,

10. transfer. to wuse previously acquired linguistic
knowledge to facilitate a language task,

11. inferencing to use available information to guess the
meanings or usage of unfamiliar language itemsceesal
with a language task, to predict outcomes, oiirfilnissing
information,

12. questioning for clarification: to ask for explanation,
verification, rephrasing, or examples about theemaif

13. cooperation to work together with peers to solve a
problem, pool information on oral or written perfaance,
and

14. self-talk to reduce anxiety by using mental techniques
that make one feel competent to do the learnirlg tas

(p. 112)
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With regards to these language learning strategia@s, obvious that these
strategies could be employed by the students wloereating errors and revising
written texts. Also, it should be more productiestudents could employ these
strategies effectively in completing their writtgmoducts. Thus, these theoretical
bases can be established as an example of howagagcan be learned when
completing tasks. Based on this, it should alsopbssible to classify students’
revision strategies employed when utilizing diffaretypes of teacher written
feedback. The present study, therefore, furtherméxed the revision strategies
employed by the students with different levels nfsh proficiency.

Based on the language learning strategies meitiaheve, this section also
aims to explore some categories of writing str&gdhat are related to the revision
strategies. According to Petric and Czarl (2003)writing strategies are defined as
actions or behaviors consciously carried out byessiin order to make their writing
more efficient” (p. 189). The study examined thedshts’ perceptions of the writing
strategies they employed, which may not be the sesrtbe actual strategies applied.
The ideas for constructing a questionnaire totai@ students’ information regarding
their writing strategies derived from their persioggerience as non-native writers in
English, teachers of writing, formal interviews lwistudents, and the literature on
writing as well as questionnaires on similar iss{@sford, 1990). The following list
illustrated revision strategies proposed by Petnd Czarl:

e | read my text aloud.

e | only read what | have written when | have finidhe
the whole paper.

e When | have written the paper, | hand it in without
reading it.

e | leave my writing for a while or for days, then |
come back to edit it.
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e | show my text to somebody, and ask for his or her
opinion.

e | use a dictionary when revising.

e | make changes in vocabulary.

e | make changes in sentence structure.

e | make changes in the structure of the essays.

e | make changes in the content or ideas.

e | focus on one thing at a time when revising (e.g.,
content, structure).

e | drop my first draft and start writing again.

e | check if my essay matches the requirements.

e | leave the text aside for a couple of days and the
can see it in a new perspective.

e | show my text to somebody and ask for his/her
opinion.

e | compare my writing paper with the essays written
by my friends on the same topic.

e | give myself a reward for completing the
assignment.

e | check my mistakes after | get back the paper with
feedback from the teacher, and try to learn from
them.

(p. 211)

Based on the results of this study, the researdtated that the participants
found it difficult to report on their strategiesgeneral, without reference to particular
assignments, course, situations, and other corgkeictors. They also noted that
their qualitative data on constructing the writisigategy questionnaire showed that
although their initial aim was to compose itemsl@gple to both secondary school
and university contexts in order to achieve gregtareralization of the data obtain,
this decision led to a loss of information, as tegponses tended to become relative
and consequently uninformative. They suggestetl ghah findings may provide
insights into issues that have relevance for thewtifers and thus may complement

findings from direct observations of the writingopess.
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Petric and Czarl’s approach is also in line wittMalley and Chamot’s (1990)
conclusion that the individuals’ perceptions andeipretations of their own
experiences can provide explanations for behaviduevision strategy questionnaire
for the present study was adopted from Petric aparlS writing strategy list and
based on O’Malley and Chamot's (1990) theoreticaimework related to revision
strategies to investigate the actual students’sienistrategies, which should reflect
the actual strategies employed in a specific agsegn, task, and not in the general
context.

2.8.2 Effective strategies for the development ofriting skills

It is obvious that apart from error feedback styags, the literature on
error correction has also addressed the signifeaf@rror treatmenrteyond teacher
feedback (Ferris, 2002). It is suggested that teackhould use other techniques that
can be paired with the use of teacher feedbackrigi-et002; Lee, 2001). Cohen
(1990) underlines the importance of techniques dealing with feedback as
“...learners who have systematic approaches for hamdieedback may well
remember the feedback more successfully than thbsedid not” (p. 111). Thus, it is
useful for teachers to use teacher feedback inuocctipn with other techniques to
help students treat their errors (Lee, 2004). Qo(ti862) also contends that simply
correcting students’ errors could not be the mdtceve form of correction. To
make students try to discover the corrected forrtheir errors could be more often
instructive for both teachers and learners.

According to Ellis (1997), making errors may aclydielp learners to learn

when they correct the errors they make. Studemtsections after receiving teacher
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feedback will be beneficial for an EFL context wiestudents guided by teachers

learn from errors that they cannot define by thdwese Wood (1993) also states:

...most students agree they learn much more if tlaee fa
chance to correct their own work. Learning from our
mistakes is the philosophy behind using the caweatode

to aid students in rewriting their compositiongp. 38).

Also, Lalande (1982) underlines the componentdfetve strategies for the
development of writing skills. These componentslude comprehensive error
correction, systematic marking of compositionsdgdtlearning and problem-solving,
and instructional feedback. Lalande also suggéststhe foreign language writing
abilities of students could be “favorably enhantawugh strategies which promote
guided-learning techniques” (p. 140). He conduetecxperiment to test the efficacy
of the techniques on the combined grammatical aridographic correctness of
compositions. The subjects of the study were divioeo control and experimental
groups. The students in the control group partteghan an extensive grammar review
and read numerous short stories. In this group @fsBidents, the essays were
corrected in the traditional manner in which thacteer corrected all errors for the
students and then required them to incorporater th@irections into a rewritten
version. While the students in the experimentaligrased the same texts and were
taught by the same instructional method as therabgitoup, the main difference was
the marking strategies and the associated rewntwitees. The essays of these
students were marked systematically by using aor eorrection code. In addition,
the students were assigned to interpret the codesyrect their mistakes, and then to
rewrite the entire essays in the correct form. fdeo to encourage guided-learning

and problem-solving activities, the students wesleed to solve the problems of their
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own errors. To help solve the problems, they wer@araged to use their grammar
review texts and allowed to consult teachers aet fheers. they were also assigned
to keep a record of the frequency and reoccurref@ror types by referring to the
Error Awareness Sheet. Both groups were requiredite five in-class essays and to
engage in three in-class rewrite or correctionvésds. The results of the study
indicated that the combination of error-awareness problem-solving techniques
had a significantly beneficial effect on the deysient of writing skills within the
context of the experiment. It was concluded tha thchniques designed for,
implemented, and tested in this investigation ¢ffety prevented students from
making more grammatical and orthographic errors.

Kubota (2001), in a study of whether the correcttode system used by EFL
students when revising a writing task was useful $tudents’ self-correction
strategies, provided an insight into how studemtpleyed their strategies in using
indirect feedback (coded feedback). It was founalt the subjects in this group
agreed that the error code system was very usefigly found choosing appropriate
vocabulary most difficult for self-correction. Seakreasons were identified as the
causes of unsuccessful corrections, such as retymgnglish translation, applying
the wrong rules, and inappropriate use of dictimsarThe following list presents
correction strategies used by this group of stuglent

e (Guessing

e Checking in a dictionary

e Applying grammatical knowledge
e Making no attempt

e Sounds right
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e English translation

e Checking in textbooks

e Restructuring sentences

e Noticing their careless mistakes straightaway
e Deleting the sentence

(p. 472)

Based on these strategies, the results of the dtudyd thatChecking in
dictionaries andapplying grammatical knowledge were most frequently used. It was
also found that 48 % of vocabulary errors were exad by using dictionaries,
although this strategy was not necessarily sucgkeddbwever,checking textbooks
and deletion of sentences were not popular strategies, although they weghli
successful when they were employed. It was alsedhttat the students employed
deletion of sentences which was one of the compensation strategies lagidstudents
quite often “resort to reduction rather than elation” for solving problems of their
errors. This was due to the fact that students Igindpleted the sentences that
contained errors, or replaced sophisticated wordbk simpler words. This study
concluded that the students improved correctnegsgeaxpense of their creativity. At
this point it is worth noting that Kubota’'s studiglehot consider the important issue of
whether error correction of this kind has an impactsubsequent student writing or
whether this consciousness-raising can lead tbdudevelopment or not.

Although Hyland (1990) emphasizes that teachersuldhdind ways of
correcting papers which both encourage studente/lwat they have done and lead

them to improve their writing, the mismatch of teitfues can cause many problems
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when students select an inappropriate techniqualdating with teacher feedback.
The present study then aimed to examine the effsudiss of drawing students’
attention to teacher feedback and their use ofyifdzusing on how students use
revision strategies after receiving teacher feeklbac

Ferris and Roberts (2001) studied self-editing tatji@s in dealing with
different degrees of explicitness of teachers’ regorrection. In this experimental
classroom study, they investigated 72 university. Bfdents’ differing abilities to
self-edit their texts across three feedback comwiti 1) errors marked with codes
from five different error categories; 2) errorstive same five categories underlined
but not otherwise marked or labeled; and 3) noldaek at all. The students were
assigned to write an in-class, 50 minuet diagnesgay during the first week of class.
Approximately two weeks after the diagnostic esdagd been written, the students
received their word-processed and marked paperk. Gdey were given a cover
sheet with instructions and were asked to spendtlgx20 minutes self-editing their
essays. The students corrected errors by handthanmdrewrites were immediately
collected by the teachers and given to the reseesciihe results revealed that the
greatest number of errors was observed in the vatdgories, followed by sentence
structure, word choice, noun endings, and articlespectively. Regarding the effects
of error types on the success of their self-edjtingvas observed that all five errors
categories were reasonably amended to studenediglig. For all subjects, the
success ratios ranged from 47% (sentence struciuré)% (articles). This was an
important finding because it suggested that indlifeedback can even help students
to self-edit idiosyncratic errors, such as wordicband sentence structure. It was

also found that both groups who received feedbapkfecantly outperformed the no-
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feedback group on the self-editing task, but theexe no significant differences
between the groups that used codes and no-codssa rasult, Ferris and Roberts
concluded that less explicit feedback seemed to tielse students to self-edit just as
well as corrections coded by error types. In addijtithey also stated that it was
possible to use a consistent system of markingcadahg errors throughout a writing
class and that it should be paired with mini-lessahich built students’ knowledge
base about the error types being marked. The &s&ar believed this might yield
more long-term growth in student accuracy thaniimpl/ underlining or highlighting
errors. They stated that though the results of ghusly suggested that a less explicit
marking technique may be equally effective in thersrun, this strategy may not
give adequate input to produce the reflection anghitive engagement that helped
students to acquire linguistic structures and tluce errors over time. To assess this
issue fairly, they continued a longitudinal studgulMd be needed to carefully examine
classroom instruction and other variables and asseglents’ progress in accuracy
over time.

In conclusion, it is clear from the literature tlia¢re are three important issues
that need to be considered in any further researncthe treatment of errors: 1) is
fossilization unique in L2 learners’ grammar? (&lli1997); 2) should teachers
encourage students to learn from their errors mngierror feedback?; and 3) is it
possible for students to learn from their errorshéy correct them? (Ellis, 1990).
Taking these issues into account, one of the ptestrdy’s purposes was to
investigate the students’ actual strategies employile utilizing different feedback

types, which might be useful for both teacherslaadhers in an EFL context.
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2.9 Students’ perspectives, practices, and problemsgarding error
feedback

Error correction studies have focused mostly oretiwr teachers should
correct errors in student writing and how they dt@o about it. Apart from that, it
has focused on student preferences about, readiorend coping strategies with
teacher feedback (Cohen, 1987; Leki, 1991, Lee320Q@e, 2004). The area of
interest in L2 writing teachers’ perceptions andgtices and students’ beliefs and
attitudes towards teacher feedback has been mastatidressed. Less addressed the
following surveys of student opinions over the pdstade show some significant
issues surrounding the provision of teacher feedbac

Leki (1991) examined the preferences of secondulagg students for error
correction in college-level writing classes by gsia questionnaire. In an effort to
gain an insight into the attitudes of L2 studenitevs towards errors in their writing,
100 students of beginning freshmen writing clasgese surveyed to determine how
concerned these students were with errors in tinding, what these students thought
were the most important features of their writingneed of attention, what students
looked at when they got a paper back from a teaahleat students considered the
best source of help with their written work, andatvthey thought were the best ways
for teachers to correct errors in their written kvofhe findings revealed that when
students were asked how important it was to thehrate as few errors as possible in
their written work, they answered that it was venportant to them. 93 out of 100
respondents felt it was very important to them tfogir teachers to point out their
errors in grammatical forms (verb tenses, subjeetb/agreements, article use, etc).

All students also indicated that they looked ovesirt English teachers’ corrections,
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with the majority doing so either usually or alwapdthough many students had said
that perfect grammar, spelling, vocabulary choa®l punctuation were important,
not as many of them reported that they always ldatagefully at the corrections in
those areas. On the other hand, the number ofrggiddno always looked carefully at
comments on the organization and content of theting was greater than those who
claimed to look carefully at more formal featurdstlgeir writing. The results from
this study showed that students were very muchiasted in avoiding errors in their
written work. Also, it was noted that ignoring theequests for error correction
worked against the students’ motivation. It woub@gs, then, that teachers of writing
must either accept the students’ perceived neeldav@ every error corrected and
accommodate that need, or they must address tre¢arpnces directly by discussing
research evidence about the effectiveness of eoroection.

Ferris (1995) studied the assessment of studee&stions to the feedback
they received from their teachers. In this study5 btudents at two levels in a
university ESL composition program responded tar&esy. The results of the survey
indicated that students paid more attention to hee comments and that they
appreciated receiving comments of encouragementhatdoverall, they found their
teachers’ feedback useful in helping them to impréiveir writing. Responses also
showed that students had a variety of problems ndetstanding their teachers’
comments, suggesting that teachers should be mamefut in explaining their
responses to their students’ work. This study shibtirat ESL students of writing
generally took their teachers’ feedback quite seslypand paid a lot of attention to it.

A student writer survey study was also conductgdCbhen (1997) in which

the respondents were asked about the relative sngfrivarious types of feedback.
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Specifically, they were asked whether they receiaed/or preferred to receive
feedback about content, organization, grammar, budeay, and mechanics. The
results revealed that there is a strong and cemsipreference for grammar feedback
on the part of L2 student writers.

Lee (2003) explored the existing error correctioacfices in Hong Kong
secondary school writing classes. The study catisf three sources of data: a
guestionnaire, follow-up telephone interview, amme correction tasks. Altogether
206 teachers completed the questionnaires, and tt@m participated in the follow-
up telephone interview. The error correction tagkse completed by 58 teachers,
while the student survey questionnaires were coteglby 320 students from eight
high schools, and 27 students were randomly seldotdave individual interviews.
The results revealed that the majority of teaclagneed that the purpose of error
feedback was to increase students’ awarenessatgewhile a very small number of
teachers thought that the main purpose of erraecton was to help students locate
errors, to encourage them to reflect on those greord to promote self-learning. The
teacher questionnaire data showed that the ermecatmn strategies teachers used
were mainly direct and indirect coded feedback. tha other hand, hinting at the
location of errors and categorizing were rarelyever used by the teachers. The data
from the student survey showed that the majoritgtatients indicated they wanted
their teachers to provide corrections for all esras this would make it easier for
them to do their corrections. In the data on the afserror codes, although students
said they could not always cope with the codes byegachers, the majority of them
expressed a preference for the use of error cddes.interview data indicated that

students’ preference for error codes was mainlgdas the fact that the codes could
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enable them to understand the types of errorsa¢beymitted. When asked to evaluate
the overall effectiveness of their error correctpyactices in the questionnaire survey,
the majority of teachers thought their practicesulght about some student progress
in writing accuracy. Only a small number of teash#érought their students were
making good progress. Also, the majority of studaghbught they could make some
progress by using the feedback and only a few stsdbought they could make good
progress in grammatical accuracy in writing. Thie@fveness of the teachers’ error
corrections was also ascertained in the error cbore task to find out how well the
teachers fared in correcting errors. Interestinépyr types of error correction were
identified: accurate feedback-location and cormegtiinaccurate feedback-location
and/or correction; unnecessary feedback and/or imganhanges or incorrect
feedback; and omission. For those marked errorf; slightly over half of the
teachers’ error feedback was accurate. Other fekdieas either unnecessary or
incorrect, and some of the unnecessary teachebdekdvas found to be “misleading
because it created errors as a result”. When askether it was the teachers’ job to
locate errors and provide corrections for studemtsther high percentage expressed
their agreement. It was noted that although theyeveavare of the importance of
asking students to take on the responsibility odreiocation and correction, in reality
the teachers were doing the work for the studétsvever, it could be observed that
the limitations of the study were the use of comsece sampling, so the results could
not be generalized. Besides, information aboustreegies the teachers used in error
correction and the accuracy of their corrections wathered from a single task, not
from the teachers’ own students; hence, the wayethehers marked the essays might

deviate from their normal practice. Also, infornaetiabout the effectiveness of error
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correction was based on teachers’ reports and rtsidse|f reports rather than from a
data analysis of students’ writing samples.

In sum, it was apparent from the literature revidat the focus on student
preferences about, reactions to, and coping stestegth teacher feedback (Cohen,
1987; Leki, 1991, Lee, 2003; Lee, 2004) have bleratea of interest in L2 writing,
but they have been much less addressed. This becamef the purposes of the
present study which aimed to investigate the stisdeattitudes towards, their
comprehension of, their attention to, and theibprms regarding different types of
teacher written feedback.

In conclusion, Chapter Il presents the theoretizadkground to the writing
process-based approach and revision in the wrpnrogess, feedback on students’
writing, forms of teacher feedback, the differemgoees of explicitness of error
correction, effects of teacher feedback, the recermtad pattern of content followed
by form feedback, and students’ language learniregegies in dealing with teacher
feedback. Finally, it ends with students’ perspadj practices, and problems
regarding error feedback. Chapter Ill reports tsults of a preliminary study and a

pilot study and describes the research methodology.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the framework of researciadstused in the present
study, which includes (1) preliminary study on tedected errors categories, (2) a
pilot study of a writing cycle, (3) research desidd) participants, (5) teacher
feedback used, (6) data collection, (7) data cbtlagrocedure, (8) data analysis, and

(9) inter-rater and intra-rater reliability.

3.2 A preliminary study on the selected errors catgories

The purpose of the preliminary study was to explbe students’ common
errors found in writing different genres. Furthemsas ensured that the typology of
writing errors was based in line with previous #&sd(Ferris et al, 2000; Chaney,
1999) which were conducted to examine typical erfound in ESL writing. The
classification of error types proposed by theselistiincluded noun ending, article,
wrong word, verb, and sentence structure errorausThhe current study was
conducted to apply these classification schemethéocommon errors found in a
group of Thai EFL students.

The subjects in this preliminary study consisted38fsecond year English

majors in the second semester of the academic2@€dr at the School of Liberal Arts,
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Naresuan University, Payao Campus. All of the stteldhad completed the
Foundation of English I, Foundation of Englishahd Basic Writing.

3.2.1 Procedure

The participants were assigned to write paragrapasleast 100 words on each of
four different topics: My Autobiography, My Hometo, Comparison between Two
Friends, and What Causes Environmental Problem&3eTlopics were classified as
different genres, namely narrative, descriptivengarison/contrast, and cause and effects
in order to see the error rates found in each gdime students had 45 minutes for each
writing and were allowed to consult a dictionarytéxt books and any other sources that
were available in the class. The data collectiok tavo days. The students were assigned
to write on the first two topics on the first daydathe last two on the second day, within 45
minutes each. A total of 352 paragraphs were d¢etleend read by the researcher.

3.2.2 Data Analysis

All errors found in the student writing were anagzo identify error types
using descriptive statistics: frequency countcpetage, and mean.

3.2.3 Results

Tables 3.1 — 3.5 show the number of errors founghich genre and each error

category.

Table 3.1The number of errors found rarrative writing

Error Types No. of errors  Percentage Mean S.D.
Noun ending 68 8.23 0.77 1.15
Article 77 9.32 0.87 1.46
Wrong word 270 32.69 3.06 1.63
Verb 221 26.76 2.51 2.72
Sentence structure 190 23 2.15 1.76

Total 826 100 9.38 5.11
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Table 3.2The number of errors found descriptive writing

Error Types No. of errors  Percentage Mean S.D.
Noun ending 71 8.52 0.80 .85
Article 79 9.48 0.89 1.1
Wrong word 281 33.73 3.19 2.01
Verb 153 18.37 1.73 1.36
Sentence structure 249 29.9 2.82 2
Total 833 100 9.38 4.32

Table 3.3 The number of errors found ac@mparison/contrastwriting

Error Types No. of errors  Percentage Mean S.D.
Noun ending 89 10.08 0.80 1.01
Article 82 9.29 0.89 1.04
Wrong word 255 28.88 3.19 2.22
Verb 265 30.01 1.73 1.68
Sentence structure 192 21.74 2.82 1.53
Total 883 100 9.38 3.57

Table 3.4 The number of errors found @ause and effectvriting

Error Types No. of errors  Percentage Mean S.D.
Noun ending 75 8.87 0.85 1.1
Article 78 9.23 0.88 1.23
Wrong word 272 32.19 3.09 2.11
Verb 225 26.63 2.55 1.45
Sentence structure 195 23.08 2.21 1.61
Total 845 100 9.6 4.45

Table 3.5 The students’ total errors found in all four genres

Noun . Wron Sentence
Genres ending Article Wordg verb structure
Narrative 68 77 270 221 190
Descriptive 71 79 281 153 249
Comparison/contrast 89 82 255 265 192
Cause & effect 75 78 272 225 195
Total 303 316 1,078 864 826

As illustrated in the Tables 3.1 — 3.4, the ovesalbrs among different genres

revealed that overall error rates were highestammarison/contrast (total errors =
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883), followed by cause and effect, descriptived anarrative, respectively (total
errors = 845, 833, and 826, ). Akown in Table 3.5wrong word errors were found
the most followed by verb, sentence structureglartand noun ending, respectively.

The results of the preliminary study showed tha ttcurrence of errors
coincided with the five most frequent error typesifd in a sample of 5,707 errors
analyzed in the texts by 92 second language wr{@haney, 1999 as cited in Ferris
and Roberts, 2001). Accordingly, the present ingasbn adopted these error
categories to analyze the students’ grammaticalracy.

After analyzing written text produced by this groop the students and
consulting with two experts who have several yéaashing writing (the researcher’s
supervisor and an English lecturer at Naresuan eJsity), the researcher was
recommended that the design of the main study dhimalus only on three selected
genres, namely narrative, descriptive, and compaftentrast, which were

considered adequate for the students in this Evelfor a period of 16-week semester.

3.3 A pilot study of a writing cycle

The purpose of the pilot study was to try out #gva of a writing cycle as a
research instrument for this present study. It @sgected that the design would
allow learners to practice writing using a procbased approach in a writing class.
The participants in the pilot study were identidal those participants in the
preliminary study. This pilot study was carried ouer two weeks.

In the first class, the students involved in thigdg were informed of the
purpose of the design, which was aimed at helpegstudents to practice writing

skills. The participants were first introduced‘tle recommended pattern of content
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feedback followed by form feedback” (Ashwell, 20@0232) as a writing cycle by
showing a diagram of the pattern and by explairthmy significance of each stage.
Also, the methods of giving different types of teacwritten feedback (direct, coded,
and uncoded) were introduced. In order to ensuaé tthe students understood the
cycle, the researcher discussed this pattern Wwétstudents and allowed them to ask
guestions. Then they were taught the narrativeingrigenre and its components and
received a worksheet which had a writing modeljrgrer mini-lesson related to the
genre, and exercises for practice writing. In g#@ssion, the students were taught how
to write their daily routine using appropriate ts@imnal words and grammar. They
were also asked to complete the exercises and evex@uraged to ask any question
they had. Afterward, they were assigned to do tieewgiting activity by discussing
with their classmates and the teacher-researcloert diee topic “My routine”.

In the second class, the participants were assigoewrite a 100-word
paragraph of their daily routine within 50 minutd3ictionaries, textbooks, and
worksheets were also allowed. The students’ firaftsl were collected. In the third
class in the following week, the students receiteeir first drafts with teacher
feedback on content. They were then assigned teadheir first draft in class and to
hand in their second draft by the end of the cl&ss.the fourth class meeting, the
students received their second draft with teackedifack on form focused on the
aforementioned five error categories. With regaimishe feedback given, it was
designed to provide all three types of feedbackyetg direct, coded, and uncoded, in
a mixed pattern. In the end, using the given feeklbthe students were assigned to
correct their errors, to revise their work, andhind in their final drafts after 50

minutes. After the experiment, five students weangerviewed to seek useful
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information for developing an in-class writing ogclThe results of the interview with
the five participants revealed the following:

1. All five students reported that the activitgs very useful for their writing.

2. The students reported that the worksheet wvemg important and very
useful for them because they could make use ofwititng model and study the
grammar at home.

3. They found the feedback on content very hetlpécause it pointed out their
weaknesses and how to improve their writing.

4. The students also reported that all typeteather feedback on form were
very useful for correcting their errors becauseythederstood the errors they made
and were able to correct them accordingly. Somelestis suggested that the
researcher should provide them with an error codadbut and exercises for
correcting each type of errors so that they couldp hthemselves at home.
Subsequently, the suggestion was used to desigoisa® and error code sheet for the
main study (for the error code sheet, see AppeAllix

5. All of the students agreed that they preferte write and revise their
writing at home because they had more time to cetapt. As the time was limited,
they could not finish their writing in class becaubey were always too worried. To
reduce students’ anxiety, the participants in tlaénnstudy were allowed to write and
revise their writing as an outside class activity.

In conclusion, this pilot study provided usefulfaommation for the
improvement of the writing cycle, the class schedulriting activities, and teaching

materials, especially the worksheets and the eode handout.
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3.4 Research design used in the present study

The research design used in the present studyawasisi-experimental study
using one intact group with a total of 81 studeshising a 16-week semester. The
research procedure aimed to investigate three maas. First, the present study
aimed to examine the effects of different typedezfcher written feedback on the
improvement of EFL writing quality, grammatical acacy focused on five error
categories (noun ending, article, wrong word, veabd sentence structure), and
writing fluency. The second area was to investighie students’ actual revision
strategies employed when revising their writingigzements after receiving different
feedback types. The third area was to explorestin@ents’ perspectives: their attitude
toward, their comprehension of, their attention to, and theirbpms regarding

teacher feedback.

3.5 Participants

The participants of this study were 81 second y&adents majoring in
English enrolled in Paragraph Writing (205222) ssum the first semester of the
academic year 2006 at Naresuan University, PayaopGs, Thailand, where the
researcher is currently employed. These studente s&lected to participate in the
study because they had completed three basic Braggisrses (Foundation of English
I, Foundation of English Il, and Basic Writing) anttherefore, should be able to
understand and utilize teacher feedback for thewsron. Based on the students’
background information elicited from a questionea@dapted from Padgate (1999,
see Appendix B) , their average grades from theetisourses were used to place them

into high, moderate, and low proficiency levelshsewn in Table 3.6.
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Table 3.6Number of students in each level of English pieficy

No. of students Gender
Average Levels of English (N =81) (N =81)
grades Proficiency No. % Feinale Mille
(N=69) (N=12
0.00 - 1.99 Low 16 19.75 11 5
2.00-2.99 Moderate 41 50.62 37 4
3.00 —4.00 High 24 29.63 21 3

With regards to the students’ demographical infaromagained by using
guestionnaire, the students’ age ranged from 14e20s. They had studied English
for 6-15 years or 12.11 years on average in thedcéystem in Thailand and for
three semesters at the univerisyt before takingd?aph Writing. None of them had
studied in an English speaking country or had atpesence in a school that used
English as a medium of instruction. None attendedEaglish course at any other
language institute in addition to the courses tiveye taking at the university at the
time this research was conducted. Based on theghaokd information regarding
their practice in English writing at a paragraphweleduring high school, the majority
of the students (57.23%) reported that they news éxperience in high school
practicing writing at a paragraph level, while soafighem (22.14%) stated that they
rarely practiced writing, and the rest of the studg20.63%) said they sometimes
practiced writing in high school. When asked hovenfthey practiced writing in the
three college English courses at a paragraph lmfere taking the Paragraph Writing
course, the majority of the students (87.25%) regabthat they sometimes practiced

writing, while the rest of them (12.75) said thdtea did it.
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3.6 Teacher feedback used in the present study

As this present study aimed to examine the impr@rénn students writing
after utilizing different feedback types, four @ifent methods of teacher’s responses
were given to the participants. These feedback odstiwere divided according to
their function of responses: content and form.

In the process approach writing class, contentlifaek was given to the
students in their first drafts, and form feedba@swiven in their second drafts. Three
types of feedback on form used were direct, coded,uncoded feedback, each given
at different times as described below.

3.6.1 Content feedback used in the present study

Content feedbackwas one of the feedback methods used in the fdretety.
The focus of this feedback aimed principally at tiplé-sentence level issues such as
organization, paragraphing, cohesion, and relevéhskwell, 2000). It was also used
to provide comments on content relating to theotiffe components of writing. In
order to give the students useful feedback on contiee feedback used was based on
Bates, Lane, and Lange (1993) as follows:

1. Write personalized comments -maintaining a dialogue between reader
and writer

2. Provide guidance where necessary avoiding advice that is too directive
or prescriptive

3. Make text - specific comments relating to the text rather than general
rules

4. Balance positive and negative comments avoiding discouraging students

with criticism
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In practice, the present study was also in linthwe practices of Ashwell
(2000) in which the comments given in written forms content feedback were
personalized to the needs of the individual. Alsothe comments, students were
addressed by name and the researcher signed heratdhe end. In order to provide
necessary guidance, the comments were focusedaartthree main problems only.
In addition, the content feedback in this study \wasted to refer specifically to the
students’ text and generally mixed positive commmemth guidance or criticism. In
order to be certain that the researcher providesfuyseffective, and consistent
response on content, 8 pieces of the first drafeath topic (10% of total) were
rechecked by two experienced teachers of Englishwever, no attempt was made to
classify the comments by linguistic function (resfirey, suggesting, etc.) and forms
of content feedback as in Ferris et al (1997) asbwell (2000) because this was not
a primary concern of the present study.

3.6.2 Form feedback used in the present study

After receiving content feedback on the first tsathe students were assigned
to revise their writing and to hand in their secaindfts. Then they received feedback
on form focused on five error categories. In thisdg, form feedback consisted of
direct, coded, and uncoded feedback. The typeretidieedback was selected for use
in the present study because when the studentd ceel their errors corrected soon
after writing, “they internalize the correct fornetter.” (Chandler, 2003, p. 291). For
indirect feedback, both coded and uncoded feedhexk used because they afford
opportunities for “guided learning and problem suolv (Lalande, 1982, p. 140) to
take place. Figure 3.1 demonstrates the provisibrifferent types of teacher

feedback used in the present study.
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Figure 3.1 A writing cycle in the present study

3.7 Data collection

3.7.1 The data

The method of data collection of this study wasukad on three main areas.
Firstly, the present study aimed to investigatedfiects of different types of teacher
written feedback on the improvement of the studentging quality, grammatical
accuracy (noun ending, article, wrong word, veri sentence structure), and writing
fluency. The second area was on the students’ lactussion strategies employed
when revising their writing assignments after rece different types of teacher
written feedback. The third area was the studgetspectivesegarding their attitude
toward, their comprehension of, their attention to, and theirbpgms regarding
teacher feedback.

For the first area, pre-and post-tests of paragvagtimg and all nine writing
assignments throughout a 16-week semester werectadl and analyzed to see the
effects of teacher written feedback on the improseimof writing quality,

grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency.
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Regarding the grammatical accuracy, these fiver @ategories corresponded
to the information from previous literature (Feras al., 2000; Ferris and Roberts,

2001). Table 3.7 shows the error codes, typesrofseand their description.

Table 3.7Description of error categories used for feedbaxkanalysis

Code  Types of errors Description
Vv Verb - All errors in verb tense or form, includinelevant
subject-verb agreement
NE Noun ending - Plural or possessive ending immyor unnecessary
Art Article - Article or other determiner incorre@mitted, or
unnecessary. missing or unnecessary or incorrect
used
WW  Wrong word - All specific lexical errors in worhoice or word
form,

including preposition and pronoun errors

- Spelling errors only included if the (apparent)
misspelling resulted in an actual English word.

SS Sentence structure - Errors in sentence/claausedaries (run-ons,

fragment, comma splices), word order, omitted

words or
phrases, unnecessary words or phrases, other
unidiomatic sentence construction.

Source: Ferris and Roberts (2001)

The data related to the students’ revision strategind their perspectives:
their attitude towards, their comprehension ofjrthéention to, and their problems
regarding different types of teacher feedback weikected using two questionnaires.

3.7.2 Instruments for data collection

There were four instruments used in collectingadtthis study.

3.7.2.1Pre-and post-tess$
Both pre-and post-test assessments were use@hoirex the students’
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accuraand writing fluency. The pre-

and post-tests were administered before and dfeeexperiment. The topic assigned
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to the students to write was the same. To choaseottic, the researcher first, asked
five English lecturers to list five topics that wersuitable for writing
comparison/contrast. These topics included lovaiviac in daily life, learning
experience, future career, and college life. THem, students from the pilot study
were asked to choose the topic they liked to walteut. Three out of five students
preferred to write about the comparison/contrasthefr learning experience which
they were familiar with. Accordingly, the topic fahe pre-and post test was
“Learning by Yourself and Learning in Class”. Thée test question, instruction, and
format were constructed based on Weir (1993). Tleeapd post-tests are presented
in Appendix C.

3.7.2.2 Nine writing assignments

All nine writing assignments were used to colldeta on students’
writing quality, grammatical accuracy, and writirffluency. The students were
assigned to write nine writing assignments (attld&¥ words each) as an outside
class activity as one of the course requiremertiesé@ assignments accounted for 30
percent of the overall evaluation. The studentsevassigned to write nine topics of
three different genres namely narrative, descrptand comparison/contrast, three
drafts for each topic.

3.7.2.3 Revision strategy questionnaire

A 4-point Likert Scale questionnaire was usedadbect the students'
information on revision strategies in dealing wiifferent types of teacher written
feedback. The revision strategy questionnaire usdbe present study was adapted

from Kubota (2001) and Petri& Czarl (2003). The questionnaire was read and

commented by five English lecturers who were punga PhD in English Language
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Studies and had experience in teaching Englisisdaeral years. Also it was piloted
with the same five students who participated in tthyic selection process. Then it
was revised based on their comments and suggesibaimed (see Appendix D).

3.7.2.4Attitude questionnaire

A separate attitude questionnaire was used teatdhe students’ data
focused on their perspectives regarding theirualéittowards, their comprehension of,
their attention to, and their problems regardinffedent types of teacher written
feedback. It consisted of two main parts. The foatt collected the data on general
information, e.g., age, sex, writing experience, €he second part collected the data
regarding their perspectives towards teacher feddl@de questionnaire was adapted
from Padgate (1999). Two native English speaker® wiere the researcher’s
supervisors at the University of Dundee, United dg€ilom during a 1-year research
leave were also consulted. Then the questionna@s wevised based on their
comments and suggestions and was piloted with t®nse year English major
students at Naresuan University, Payao CampusAfgeendix E).

3.7.2.5 Semi-structured interview

Semi-structured interview was used to collectdhelents’ qualitative
information on the students’ attitude towards, itle@mprehension of, their attention
to, and their problems regarding different typegdezfcher feedback. Six questions,
which were read and agreed upon by three expedaeegehers of English, one native
speaker and two Thais were used in the interviewotal of 12 students, four from
each of three levels of English proficiency (higigderate, and low), were selected to
participate in the interview sessions. Administeradividually, this inquiry was

focused on the students’ responses to the in-ckmgBg instruction, the writing
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assignments, the usefulness of each feedback &k the revising activity. Each

interview was tape recorded and conducted in Thai.

3.8 Data collection procedure

3.8.1 The experiment

This quasi-experimental study was conducted dueangegularly scheduled
course called Paragraph Writing. The students stutlie lessons and completed the
assigned activities during the 16-week term, whichild be divided into 32 class
meetings, one and a half hours each, twice a wedka classes were arranged due to
the mid-term examinations and some national hofidaccording to the course
schedule, the students received the course syllabdsinformation related to the
course orientation and were assigned to do thdesteduring the first week (class
meetings 1-2). Then during weeks 2-3 (class meetBih), they studied basic
grammar usage, components of a paragraph, andritiegwprocess. For weeks 4-16
(class meetings 7-32), the students studied tiserssabout writing different genres
and completed their assigned activities in a wgitnycle. The students’ writing was

collected during this period. Table 3.8 presengsdfita collection schedule.
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Table 3.8Schedule of the data collection

Class meeting

In-Class Activity

Out of Class Adiyvi

8 Hand in Writing
(Draft 1)
9 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
10 Get DF by teacher Correct errors and hand ift Bra
11 Hand in Writing 2
(Draft 1)

12 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
13 Get CF by teacher Correct errors and hand ift Bra
14 Hand in Writing 3

(Draft 1)
15 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
16 Get UF by teacher Correct errors and hand it Bra
17 Hand in Writing 4

(Draft 1)
18 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
19 Get DF by teacher Correct errors and hand it Bra
20 Hand in Writing 5

(Draft 1)
21 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
22 Get CF by teacher Correct errors and hand ift Bra
23 Hand in Writing 6

(Draft 1)
24 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
25 Get UF by teacher Correct errors and hand ift Bra
26 Hand in Writing 7

(Draft 1)
27 Get CF by teacher Revise and hand in draft 2
28 Get DF by teacher Correct errors and hand it Bra
29 Hand in Writing 8

(Draft 1)
30 Get CtF by teacher Revise and hand in Draft 2
31 Get CF by teacher Correct errors and hand ift Bra
32 Hand in Writing 9

(Draft 1)

Get CF by teacher
Revise and hand in Draft 2

Get UF by teacher
Correct errors and hand in Draft 3

Draft 1 = first draft, Draft 2 = second draft, &3 = final draft

CtF = Content feedback, DF = Direct feedback=CGFoded feedback, UF = Uncoded feedback
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According to the experiment schedule, the studergee assigned to write
three genres three topics each (total 9 papershelnvriting cycle, the students were
assigned to write three drafts for each topict firaft (Draft 1), second draft (Draft 2),
and final draft (Draft 3). They submitted the fidtaft to the teacher and received
content feedback in the next class meeting. Usiegontent feedback to review their
content and organization, they then submitted tbeaft 2 to the teacher for form
feedback. In composing Draft 3, the students useddedback on form for revising
and editing and finally resubmitted their writingthe next class meeting. During the
revising activity, the students were allowed to ssdhgrammar books, dictionaries,
their peers, or any sources they wished for regisiveir papers. Figure 3.2 shows a
diagram of the development of plan for the writolgss using the process approach in

the present study.



Figure 3.2 Development of process based approach plan foitagvclass

» Development of plan for Development of in class Monitoring learner progress
writing cour se writing instruction
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Draft 1 [ Content feedback®| ideas, and organization
v
Final draft Draft 2 in the revised version
7'}
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3.8.2 Task

3.8.2.1 Consideration in writing task design

In the earlier preliminary study, the studentsevassigned to write in
four different genres (narrative, descriptive, camgon/contrast, and cause and
effect). The scope of writing tasks and lessonglaased on the students’ written text,
semi-structured interview, academic setting, cougsals and requirements were
designed. Two experts with several years of tegchirnting (one is the researcher’s
supervisor and the other one is an English lectateNaresuan University) were
consulted, and it was recommended that the manty sthould focus only on three
selected genres, namely narrative, descriptive,cantparison/contrast, for they were
considered adequate for the students at this &wkfor a period of 16 weeks.

With the scope of writing tasks designed, the topwere listed. According to
Wolcotte (1998) and Wiegle (2002), there are twoegal topic categories; personal
and general topics. Wolcotte (1998) stated thasqueal topics help writers become
more engaged in the topic and “may thus perforneb¢than they otherwise would”
(p.92). Wolcott also noted that this topic categdoes not require any specialized
background knowledge and are thus accessible to, host all writers. For general
topics, Weigle further suggested that general (iam-personal topic) topics may be
problematic in that they require writers to writsoat something other than their own
experience in which they may not have the appropreackground knowledge to
write with confidence. Based on these and relatetsiderations in determining the
actual topics or subject matter of writing tasksthbpersonal and general topics were
assigned. For general topics, in order to avoiddager” that writers “may not have

the appropriate background knowledge to write” 9@), the general topics were
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selected by the students in order to ensure theg general enough for all students to
have relevant knowledge.

A list of 7-9 possible topics for each of the thgenres agreed upon by the
researcher and five experienced lecturers of BmglisNaresuan University, Payao
Campus were given to the participants of the stodselect their three most favorite.
The first top three topics of each genre were lignahosen for the writing tasks. Table
3.9 presents the selected topics given to the stad® write and the different

feedback types provided in different occasions.

Table 3.9 The topics selected for students’ writing

" . Feedback

Genres Writing topics provided
Narrative 1. My routine Direct
2. An Unforgettable Childhood Experience Coded

3. My Autobiography Uncoded
Descriptive 1. My Hometown Direct
2. My Favorite Place Coded

3. How to cope with stress Uncoded
Comparison/ 1. ComparisorZontrast between Two Friends Direct
Contrast 2. Life in Secondary School and in University Coded

3. Watching News from TV Program and Reading Uncoded
News from Newspaper

3.8.3 Course

The Paragraph Writing (205222) course was choserollect the students’
writing assignments since the goal of this courses W develop students’ skills in
writing paragraphs of different genres using grammcaldy correct sentences (for
course syllabus, see Appendix F). As one of th@gaes of this study aimed to gain
an insight into the students’ improvement of wgtiafter using different types of

teacher feedback, it was necessary to collect ftata a course that could allow
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teachers to gain information from writing activéjee.g., in-class writing workshop on

the writing process, grammar mini-lessons of thelents’ most frequent errors, and

the associated writing activities. Consequentlywds essential to employ such

activities in the writing class that, if possibl&d no negative effects on the students’
learning activities.

For the in-class writing instruction, the studeataived writing instructions
related to grammar, writing different genres witbriissheet (See Appendix G), which
were validated by two English lecturers. The steslevere taught on the process of
writing, e.g., prewriting, composing, revising, aather associated activities. Mini-
lessons focusing on the most frequent errors foumdhe student writing were
designed and taught in class in order to raisesthdents’ awareness of their errors
(Ferris, 2002). Additional resources for self-studyg., English-English dictionaries,
editing handbooks, and other beneficial sourcasfofmation were introduced. This
was because “teachers may find that student wrgnoplems are fairly scattered and
idiosyncratic and/or that some students may neeédiadal information and practice
on particular language structures” (p. 101). Acauydo the class meeting schedule,
the class met twice a week for 90 minutes per ctasgeting during a 16-week

semester. Throughout the writing period, a constautine was maintained.

3.9 Data analysis

All data were analyzed and interpreted as follows:
3.9.1 Student writing quality
The students’ writing quality was measured by thraters using “TOEFL

writing scoring guide” (cited in Weigle, 2002, pl3). This holistic scoring rubric is
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the well-known scale used for the TOEFL Writing fTéformerly known as the Test
of Written English (TWE)” (p. 112). As the purpotiee assessment of the present
study was to see both the quality of content, aagdion and language use, the scale
was selected to assess the students’ writing guaditause it contains descriptors of
syntactic and rhetorical qualities of six levelsvaiting assessments (see Appendix
H). The scoring rubric was used to measure the awgmnent of writing quality
between pre-and post-tests and among all ninengraissignments. Then the mean
values of the scores were compared and analyzagsing Paired Samples Test in
SPSS Program for Windows 13.0.

3.9.2 Student writing accuracy

In order to measure the student writing accurdwy present study used Ferris
et al’'s (2001) and Chaney’s (1999) errors classiion to analyze error rates found in
all 1,458 drafts. Writing accuracy was focused ioe Brror categories, namely noun
ending, article, wrong word, verb, and sentencectire. Then the mean values of
error rates found between pre-and post-tests amh@rall nine writing assignments
were compared and analyzed by using Paired Sanm@ssin SPSS Program for
Windows 13.0.

3.9.3 Student writing fluency

The method of analyzing student writing fluency wasrd count. The word
count in Drafts 2 and 3 of each piece of the sttglemriting was done two times.
There was an interval of two weeks between the¢ dinsl the second word count. In
order to see the change in the length of studeitinghbetween the beginning and the

end of the course, the mean values of word coutwdss pre-and post-tests and
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between first and last writing assignments were gamed and analyzed by using
Paired Samples Test in SPSS Program for Windowss 13.

3.9.4 Questionnaires

The results of two separate questionnaires, that)ishe students’ attitudes
towards, their comprehension of, their attention @aod their problems regarding
different types of teacher feedback and 2) theuisren strategies when utilizing
different types of teacher written feedback, weralywed by using descriptive
statistics: mean and standard deviation.

3.9.5 Interview session

By the end of the course, a total of 12 studerdsy from each of three
different levels of English proficiency (high, maodee, and low) were selected to

participate in the interview session.

3.10 Inter-rater and intra-rater reliability

To obtain the inter-rater data of writing qualitydaerror rates found in the
students pre-and post-tests, three raters wergnaskito rate the students writing
quality and to calculate error rates found in pmd-gpost-tests. Rater 1 was the
researcher, Rater 2 was a native speaker and lzeteaicEnglish, and Rater 3 was a
Thai assistant professor of English. All of themrevéeaching English at Naresuan
University. In order to ensure the inter-raterahility, the scores of writing quality
and the number of errors given by the three ratene compared and analyzed by

using the Pearson’s correlation coefficient in&RSS Program for Windows 13.0.
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3.10.1 Correlations among three raters’ grading tk students
pre-and post-test scoreswfiting quality
Table 3.10 shows the correlations among the ratgexling the students’

writing quality which indicates the inter-raterieddility.

Table 3.10Correlations among three raters’ grading pre-argl-fests scores of

writing quality

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater2 Rater3 Raterl Rater2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.732**  0.750** 1.000 0.835** 0.840**
Rater2 0.732* 1.000 0.625** 0.835** 1.000 0.742**
Rater3 0.750** 0.625** 1.000 0.840** 0.742** 1.000
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled)

For the pre-test scores, it was found that, REtegrading and Rater 2’s were
correlated with the correlation coefficient of .7&2he 0.01 level of significance. The
correlation coefficient between Rater 1's grading Rater 3's was a little higher, that
is, 0.750 at the 0.01 level of significance. Therelation coefficient between Rater
2’s grading and Rater 3’s was a little lower witle tvalue of 0.625 at the 0.01 level of
significance. For the post-test scores, Rater ddsgligg and Rater 2's were correlated,
with the correlation coefficient was 0.835 at th@l0level of significance indicating a
high level of correlation. A high level of the celation coefficient was also found in
Rater 1's grading and Rater 3's with the value §ein840 at the same level of
significance. Rater 2's grading and Rater 3's wittle different from that of Raters 1
and 3, with the correlation coefficient of 0.742f& 0.01 level of significance.

The correlation coefficient values of 0.30 to OsHdw moderate relationship,

those below 0.30 indicate a low relationship, dmuké larger than 0.70 mean a high
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relationship (Roscoe, 1975). According to the valud correlation coefficient
obtained from these three raters, it was found tteatvalues ranged between 0.625 -
0.840 indicating that the correlation coefficiemi@ng the three raters were at a high
level for the pre-and post-test scores
(r > 0.70), except for the correlation obtainednfr®ater 2's grading and Rater 3’s,
which was at a moderate level (r=0.625). To quotsd@e (1975), this level was
considered acceptable in social behavior studies.

3.10.2 Correlations among the three raters’ analysis of aor rates found

in the students pre-and post-tests

In order to ensure the reliability of the ratereabysis of error rates found in
the students’ pre-and post-tests, the error ratesd by three raters were compared
and analyzed by using the Pearson’s correlatiofficeat in the SPSS Program for
Windows 13.0. Tables 3.11 — 3.15 show the cormiatamong the raters’ analysis of
error rates which indicates the inter-rater relighiFollowing are correlations among

the three raters of five error categories.

Table 3.11Correlations among the three raters’ analysis eates oinoun ending

found in pre-and post-tests

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater2 Rater3 Raterl Rater?2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.921** 0.893** 1.000 0.915** 0.866**
Rater2 0.921** 1.000 0.892** 0.915** 1.000 0.855**
Rater3 0.893** 0.892** 1.000 0.866** 0.855** 1.000
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled)
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An analysis of error rates in the pre-and posstéstind among these three
raters revealed correlation coefficients of 0.85820. These values indicated that the
correlation coefficient among these raters in ariaty error rates imoun ending

were at the 0.01 level of significance

Table 3.12Correlations among the three raters’ analysigoir géates ofrticle

found in pre-and post-tests

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater2 Rater3 Raterl Rater2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.943** (0.938** 1.000 0.832** (0.854**
Rater2 0.943** 1.000 0.959** 0.832** 1.000 0.818**
Rater3 0.938** 0.959** 1.000 0.854** 0.818** 1.000
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level@iled)

Regarding the error rates amticle in the pre-and post-tests, it was found that
the levels of correlation coefficient were 0.818.959. These values indicated that
the correlation coefficient among these raters veg¢ra high level at the 0.01 level of

significance

Table 3.13Correlations among the three raters’ analysigmir eates ofvrong word

found in pre-and post-tests

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater2 Rater3 Raterl Rater2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.852** 0.875** 1.000 0.851** 0.834**
Rater2 0.852** 1.000 0.830** 0.851** 1.000 0.811**
Rater3 0.875** 0.830** 1.000 0.834** 0.811** 1.000
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled)
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As can be seen in Table 3.13, the values of caiwvalaoefficients among the

three raters were 0.811-0.875, which indicatedttietorrelation coefficients among

these raters were at the 0.01 level of significance

Table 3.14Correlations among the three raters’ analysigrmir eéates ofverb found

in pre-and post-tests

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater2 Rater3 Raterl  Rater2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.731** 0.790** 1.000 0.835** 0.829**
Rater2 0.731* 1.000 0.838** 0.835** 1.000 0.837**
Rater3 0.790** 0.838** 1.000 0.829** 0.837** 1.000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.0v&d (2-tailed)

Regarding the correlation coefficient value amohgeé¢ raters’ analysis of
error rates of pre-and post-tests, it was fountl ttialevels of correlation coefficient
among these raters were 0.731 — 0.838. These valdested that the correlation

coefficient among these raters were at a high latv#ie 0.01 level of significance

Table 3.15Correlations among three raters’ analysis of enaites ofsentence

structurefound in pre-and post-tests

Pre-test Post-test
Raterl Rater?2 Rater3 Raterl Rater2 Rater3
Raterl 1.000 0.807** 0.788** 1.000 0.816*10.825**
Rater2 0.807** 1.000 0.800** 0.816** 1.000 0.801**
Rater3 0.788** 0.800** 1.000 0.825**  0.801**1.000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level@iled)

An analysis of error rates in pre-and post-testsmidoamong these three raters

revealed correlation coefficients of 0.788-0.82%ede values indicated that the
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correlation coefficients among these raters in yanad) error rates imoun ending
were at the 0.01 level of significance

3.10.3 Raters’ consistency

To examine the grading consistency of these tha¢ers for both writing
guality scores and error rates found, the writiogres and the number of errors of the
pre-and post-tests were analyzed by using Pearsonfslation coefficient in SPSS
Program for Windows. Table 3.16 shows the resulth® analysis of raters’ grading

consistency of writing quality scores.

Table 3.16Raters’ grading consistency

Correlations between

Rater Pre-and Post-test Scores
1 0.817**
2 0.515**
3 0.469**

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 lé\&-tailed)

In terms of rating consistency, Rater 1's ratingsvpsoved to be the most
consistent (r=0.817, p < 0.05), and Rater 2's grgdionsistency and Rater 3's were

acceptable (r=0.515 and 0.469 p < 0.05).

Table 3.17Raters’ analysis of error rates consistency

Correlations between error rates found in
pre-and post-test scores
NE Art ww Vv SS

Raterl 0.938** 0.947** 0.986** 0.754** (0.848**
Rater2 0.928** 0.839** 0.987** (0.813** (0.853**
Rater3 0.888** 0.913** 0.989** 0.774** (0.842**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 lé\{@-tailed)
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In terms of analysis of error rates consistentyyas found that correlation
coefficient levels were 0.754-0.987 indicating ghhlevel of consistency in analyzing
error rates found in pre-and post-tests at the i@l of significance.

In conclusion, regarding the levels of inter-raedad intra-rater reliability, the
results of the analysis of the correlation coedints among three raters revealed that
these raters’ scores for grading writing qualityl @malyzing error rates found in pre-
and post-tests were proved to be reliable.

3.10.4 A summary of data analysis

In addition to seeking the effects of different huoets of giving feedback, the
students’ revision strategies, and their attitudegards, their comprehension of, their
attention to, and their problems regarding différlsedback types, three measures

were used in order to answer the following resegrastions.

Research Question 1
What were the effects of different types of teachetten feedback on the
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accuyaand writing fluency?

This question was asked to investigate the effeicthfferent types of teacher
written feedback on the students’ improvement ofideht writing quality,
grammatical accuracy and writing fluency. The congma between pre-and post-
tests was used to report the students’ overall ongment of writing quality,
grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency. The cangon among all nine writing
assignments were also used to investigate theteftdcdifferent types of teacher
written feedback on revision regarding the improeat of writing quality,

grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency. The etid’ writing quality scores were
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measured against TOEFL writing scoring guide. Tinelents’ grammatical accuracy
were measured by using the classification of fik®@recategories, and the students’

writing fluency were measured by word count.

Research Question 2
What were the students’ revision strategiegployed when utilizing different types of
teacher written feedback?

This question aimed to examine the students’ remistrategies in utilizing
different types of teacher written feedback. To Iy these strategies, the
guantitative data from the Revision Strategy Quoestaire was analyzed using
descriptive statistics: mean and standard dewviatio
Research Question 3
What were the students' perspectivegarding their attitude towardtheir
comprehension of, and their attention to, and tipeablems regarding different types
of teacher written feedback?

This last question intended to explore the studeetspectivesegarding their
attitudes towardstheir comprehension of, their attention to, and theirbfgms
regarding teacher feedback. To look into the sttelgrerspectives, the quantitative
data from the Attitude Questionnaire was also @Besed based on descriptive
statistics. In addition, the interview protocolsrevéranscribed and used to report the
students’ attitudes towards and preferences angmansion of different feedback
types.

In conclusion, Chapter Ill describes the reseanefthodology for the present

study. It begins with a preliminary study on tledested error categories and a pilot
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study of a writing cycle, the first providing theigtence of the students’ writing
problems, while the latter confirming appropriaté\aties in a writing cycle. Research
design, participants, teacher feedback used, adiiection, data collection procedure,
and data analysis then followed. This chapter evittsinter-rater reliability to ensure
the quality of the research instruments. Chaptempi¥sents the quantitative results
regarding the effects of different types of teacheitten feedback on the students’

writing, their revision strategies and attitudesdads these feedback types.



CHAPTER 4

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

As mentioned in Chapter |, the present study airaedanswering three
Research Questions: 1) what were the effects dérdifit types of teacher written
feedback on the improvement of writing quality, graatical accuracyand writing
fluency?; 2) what were the effects of differentagmf teacher written feedback on the
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accuraand writing fluency?; and 3)
what were the students’ perspectives, that is, r thetitude towards, their
comprehension of, their attention to, and theibpFms regarding different types of
teacher written feedback? This chapter presentsgjubatitative results regarding the
three questions. To answer Research Question leffaets of different types of
teacher written feedback on the students’ writingrit{ng quality, grammatical
accuracy focused on five error categories, and ingritfluency), the overall
improvement in student writing comparing pre-andstgest results, and the
improvement in student writing comparing among nimgting assignments are
presented. To answer Research Question 2, studenision strategies in utilizing
different types of teacher written feedback areortal, followed by findings on the
students’ attitudes towards different types of beaavritten feedback, the answer for

Research Question 3.
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4.2 Answer to Research Question 1:

What were the effects of different types of teastrten feedback on the
improvement of writing quality, grammatical accuyaand writing fluency?

Two sets of data were used to describe the efedadferent types of teacher
written feedback on the improvement of writing diyalgrammatical accuracynd
writing fluency as follows:

4.2.1 The overall improvement in student writing conparing pre-and

post-test results

A comparison of the pre-and post-tests on the ststevriting quality,
grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency showeeé thverall improvement in
student writing.

4.2.1.1 The students’ writing quality

In measuring the overall students’ improvement ofimg quality, the
present study compared the mean value of writinglityubefore and after the
experiment using pre-and post-tests. The seleaatkedor the pre-and post-tests was
comparison/contrast on the same topic mentionedhiapter Ill. Table 4.1 presents

the results of analysis.

Table 4.1Analysis of Paired Samples Test for the mean sabitee students’ writing

quality comparing pre- and post-tests

Students’ Level of Pre-test Post-test  Sig. (2-tailed)
English Proficiency X SD X SD
Overall (n = 81) 3.16 .78 3.65 .76 .000**
High (n =16) 3.87 .34 4.31 .70 .02*
Moderate (n = 41) 3.31 .64 3.68 .56 .004**
Low (n =24) 2.41 .58 3.12 0.74 .000**

*P<.05, * P< .01
X = Mean
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Overall, the results from the analysis of the RaBamples Test for the
students in this group showed a significant diffieesin writing quality between pre-
and post-test scores at the .000 level of sigmfiea(p<.01). When focusing on the
students with different levels of English proficogn namely high, moderate, and low,
there was a significant difference between pre{amst-test scores in the low group,
with the difference being at the .000 level andnioderate group, with the difference
being at .004 (p<.01). In the high group the sigaifice was found at a lower, .02
level (p<.05).

4.2.1.2 The students’ grammatical accuracy
In measuring the overall students’ improvementrahgmatical
accuracy, the mean values of error rates foundl ifiva error categories of the pre-

and post-tests were compared as shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2Analysis of Paired Samples Test for the mean gatdierror rates found in

the pre- and post-tests

Levels of  Error Pre-test Post-test Sig.
proficiency types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
NE 1.54 14 1.01 1.35 .000**
Art 2.11 1.41 1.28 1.6 .000**
Overall WW 3.74 2.01 3.23 221  .036*
(N=81) Vv 3.51 1.93 2.16 1.58  .000**
SS 2.87 2 2.02 1.66  .000**
Total 13.79 4.77 9.71 4.36 .000**
NE 1.37 1.14 1.06 A7 .055
Art 1.81 1.32 1.12 .95 .052
High WW 3 2.06 2.62 1.7 .164
(N=16) \Y 2.87 2.18 1.56 1.03 .05*
SS 2.68 1.25 2.25 1.34 .069
Total 11.56 4.81 7.62 2.77 .001**
NE 1.65 1.38 1.34 1.54 .026*
Moderate Art 2.39 1.18 1.78 1.87 .013*

WW 4.17 1.3 3.51 1.66 .047*
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Levels of Error Pre-test Post-test Sig.
proficiency types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
V 3.19 1.1 2.53 1.53 .041*
(N=41) SS 2.53 1.97 1.85 1.62  .049*
Total 13.95 2.65 11.02 3.85 .000**
NE 1.87 1.39 .87 1.19  .002**
Art 2.08 1.55 1.04 1.19  .000**
Low WW 4.7 2.19 4.04 209 .130
(N=24) Vv 5.2 2.12 2.2 1.74  .000**
SS 3.37 1.99 2.37 1.95 .024*
Total 17.25 4.45 10.91 3.77 .000**

*P<.05, ** P< .01

Overall, the results from the analysis of the RaBamples Test for comparing
the students’ error rates found in pre-and pos&tesowed a significant improvement
(p < .01) in all error categories, except for theomg word category which had a
significance value at .036. For high performekgerall the mean values of error rates
found were significantly different at the .001 lewadicating that the students had a
significant improvement on grammatical accuracy: @ students in the moderate
group, the overall error rates were reduced sicgifily at .000 level. It was also
found that article errors were reduced the modigvi@d by noun ending, verb, wrong
word and sentence structure, respectively. WitHdleproficiency group, the overall
error rates were reduced significantly at the .08@el showing a significant
improvement of grammatical accuracy. It was alamtbthat errors in noun ending,
article, verb, and sentence structure were redsicgdficantly at the .002, .000, .000,
and .024, but there was no significant different¢he mean values of wrong word
errors between the pre-and post-tests.

In conclusion, a significant difference betweeroerates in the pre-and post-
tests was found in noun ending, article, verb, sextence structure (p<.01), while

only wrong word errors had a significant value(a6. level (p<.05). However, it was
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found that overall the error rates found betweenpte-and post-tests were reduced
significantly in all categories, indicating thatetrstudents’ grammatical accuracy
improved.

4.2.1.3 The students’ writing fluency

In analyzing the improvement of the students’ wgtfluency, word
count was used as the measure. Paired Samplewd®sised to analyze the increase
of the students’ writing fluency when comparing fe-and post-tests. Table 4.3

presents the results of the analysis of Paired &mniest.

Table 4.3Analysis of Paired Samples Test of the studentgingrfluency between

the pre-and post-tests

Levels of Pre-test scores Post-test scores Sig.
proficiency X SD X SD (2-tailed)
Overall 179.83 57.61 198.80 52.15 .001**
High 226.56 47.71 236.37 40.83 390
Moderate 186.43 55.02 204 49.33 .052
Low 137.41 36.37 164 42.86 .005**

*P<.05, ** P< .01

Table 4.3 shows a significant overall improvememtwriting fluency at
the .001 level (p<.01) and a significant improveitnarthe low group at the .005 level.
There were no significant differences in writingdhcy over the semester in the high
and moderate groups. However, the mean valuesf @ount in the post-test of the
high and moderate performers £ 226.56 and 186.43) were higher than those of the

pre-test K = 236.37 and 204).
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4.2.1.4 A summary of the overall students writingmprovement
The analysis of Paired Samples Test of the studemitsng quality
scores obtained when comparing the pre- and pstst-$@owed that on average, there
was a significant improvement at the .000 levelteiims ofgrammatical accuracy,
it was revealed that overall the error rates weticed significantly at the .000 level
(p<.01) indicating the improvement of grammaticatw@acy over the 16-week period.
However, among all five error categories, there wasgnificant value at the .000
level (p< .01) in noun ending, article, verb, amhtence structure, but at the .036
level (p< .05) in wrong word errors. Finally, redang the results of the analysis of
writing fluency, it was found that overall, the students wrotegkmtexts in the post-
test at the end of the semester, with a signifidéfgrence at the .001 level (p<.01).
4.2.2 The improvement among the nine writing assignents
A comparison of students’ Draft 2 and 3 showedithgrovement in writing
quality, grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency.
4.2.2.1 The students’ writing quality
The effects of different types of teacher writteedback othe
students’ improvement of writing quality among the nine writing assignnermre

presented in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4:The mean score of the students’ writing qualiondrWriting Assignments

1-9

Students’ levels of English proficiency

Assignment & Types of

Overall High Moderate Low
Genre feedback SD ” SD 5 SD ¥ SD
WA1
Narration1  CtF&DF 32 .78 393 .25 336 .66 245 .58
WA 2 CtF&CF 3.08 .93 381 .83 314 82 25 .83
Narration 2
WA 3
. CtF&UF 3.13 .98 4.3 70 3.19 .67 225 .67
Narration 3
WA 4 CtF&DF 291 92 38 .75 304 7 208 .65
Description 1
WA 5
o CtF&CF 3.02 .98 4.1 98 304 66 22 72
Description 2
WA 6 CtFGUF 322 98 406 .85 326 .86 258 .82
Description 3
WA 7

Comparison/ CtF&DF 3.3 95 431 .60 343 .67 241 .77
Contrast 1

WA 8
Comparison/ CtF&CF 334 85 431 125 321 .52 2091 4
Contrast 2

WA 9
Comparison/ CtF&UF 346 .94 425 68 3.68 .52 258 101
Contrast 3

WA = Writing Assignment

CtF = Content feedback, DF = Direct feedback, GFoded feedback, UF = Uncoded feedback

According to Table 4.4, it was found that there \@asincrease of the mean
score of writing quality of Writing Assignments 1-The lowest mean score was
found in Description 1 (Writing Assignment 4) witfie mean value of 2.91, while the
highest was found in Comparison/Contrast 3 (Writhggignment 9) with the mean
score of 3.46. It could be seen that after NamatigWriting Assignment 1), the mean
value slightly reduced in Narration 2, NarrationC&scription 1, and Description 2.

There was an increase in the mean score from [péseri3 to Comparison/ Contrast
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3, which were 3.22, 3.3, 3.34, and 3.46, respédgtiegure 4.1 shows a total picture
of the students’ writing quality scores over aklaiwriting assignments and different

writing quality scores obtained by the studentshwilifferent levels of English

proficiency.
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N = Narration, D = Description, C/C = Comparisoon@ast
Figure 4.1 The mean value of the students’ writing qualitynfiréVriting

Assignments 1-9

The figure summarizes the different mean valuesrgribe students with
different levels of English proficiency. The meamitiug quality scores tended to
increase even though the later topics (comparisotvast) for writing were
considered more challenging and more difficult totev The levels of difficulty of
different genres was pointed by Weigle (2002) asirgj “... discourse mode makes a
difference in performance — narrative and desaniptire often seen as cognitively

easier and lend themselves to less complex thaxplosition...” (p. 100).
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In order to see the improvement in different genti@s mean values of writing
quality scores of Writing Assignments 1 and 3 oflegenre were compared to see
the differences between these writings. Table 4dsents the analysis of Paired

Samples Test of students’ writing quality scoresaxdh genre.

Table 4.5Analysis of Paired Samples Test for students’ ngitguality scores of each

genre
Writing assignment 1~ Writing assignment 3 Sig.
Genres X SD X SD (2 -tailed)
Narration 3.2 .78 3.13 .98 .380
Description 291 .92 3.22 .98 .004
Comparison/ 3.3 .95 3.46 94 .096
Contrast

When looking at each genre, it can be seen tleketivere different results
regarding the improvement of writing quality. Foanation, the mean values of
Narration 1 and Narration 3 were 3.2 and 3.13, edsignificant value was .380,
showing no improvement of writing quality in thieme. On the other hand, the
comparison of Description 1X(= 2.91) and Description 3X(= 3.22) showed a
significant improvement at the .004 level. Yet,iwEomparison/Contrast XE 3.3)
and Comparison/Contrast X € 3.46) compared, there was only a slightly higher
mean value for the last writing assignment, andrailvéhere was no significant

improvement of writing quality of this genre.



102

4.2.2.2 The students’ grammatical accuracy (five eor categories)
The effects of different types of teacher writteedback omevision
and onsubsequent writingare presented in this section. The results of tleets on
revision were reported based on the comparisonraft2 and Draft 3 in all nine
writing assignments. To further investigate thefedénces in the effects of each
feedback type, a comparison of errors per 100 wianaisd in the final drafts (Draft 3)
was also made here. Further, the results of thectsffon subsequent writing were
analyzed by comparing Draft 3 and subsequent wr{idraft 1 in the next topic).
4.2.2.2.1 The effects of different types of teachigtten
feedback on revision
The effects of different types of teacher writteedback on the
students’ grammatical accuracy in revision are gmexl in Tables 4.6 — 4.8 . These
tables present the results of the analysis of gesar statistics for the mean values of
the five errors categories i.e., noun ending (Ndf)icle (Art), wrong word (WW),
verb (V), and sentence structure (SS) errors oedum all genres Draft 2 and 3
compared and those of the analysis of Paired Sani@st to show the comparison of
the mean values of error rates found in all gemresn the students received direct,
coded, and uncoded feedback. The mean scores efutients’ five errors categories

after receivinglirect feedbacks presenteth Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6 The mean scores of the students’ five errors caieeg after receiving

direct feedback

Error Draft 2 Draft 3 Sig.
Assignment  types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
Narrationl NE 1 1.15 0 0 .000
Art 2.03 1.46 0 0 .000
Www 3.06 1.63 A1 41 .000
\Y 4.41 2.72 .28 .67 .000
SS 2.28 1.76 .07 3 .000
Total 12.78 5.11 .36 .88 .000
Descriptionl NE g7 .85 .03 19 .000
Art 91 1.1 .03 .19 .000
WW 3.4 2 .49 .8 .000
\Y 1.7 1.3 .18 52 .000
SS 2.98 2 41 v .000
Total 9.7 4.32 1.17 1.67 .000
Comparisoh NE .78 1.01 0 0 .000
Contrast 1 Art .86 1.04 .01 A1 .000
ww 3.23 2.22 .36 .61 .000
\Y 2.6 1.68 .19 A7 .000
SS 2.3 1.53 .19 45 .000
Total 9.77 3.57 74 1.04 .000

The result from the analysis of descriptive stassshowed that in Draft 2 of
Narration 1, the errors mostly occurred in vero=(4.41), followed by wrong word
and sentence structure erro’s< 3.06 and 2.28). In writing Draft 2 of Descripti@n
the students mostly committed the errors in wrorgdw(X = 3.4), followed by
sentence structure and verb errors, respectively 2.98 and 1.7). Also Draft 2 of
Comparison/Contrast, wrong word errors appearedt Mreguently (X = 3.23),
followed by verb, and sentence structure errofs- (2.6 and 2.3). After receiving
direct feedback on writing Daft 3 of Narration hetstudents could correct all their
errors in noun ending and articl® € 0), but there were some verb, wrong word, and

sentence structure errors found in this draft(.67, .41, and .3, respectively). Also,
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the result from the analysis of Paired Samples W&n receiving direct feedback
showed that there was a significant reduction adrelates between Draft 2 and Draft
3 in all errors types and all genres at the .00@II¢p<.01). Similar results were

found in coded feedback as shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: The mean score of the students’ five errors categafter receiving

coded feedback

Error Draft 2 Draft 3 Sig.
Assignment  types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
Narration2 NE .54 .93 .07 34 .000
Art 2.02 1.9 .33 .65 .000
wWw 6.25 2.96 3.96 2.59 .000
Vv 4.16 2.73 2.2 2.13 .000
SS 4.95 3.09 3.03 2.73 .000
Total 17.23 8.34 9.46 6.62 .000
Description2 NE .79 1.2 14 42 .000
Art 1.16 1.43 .39 .68 .000
WW 3.07 2.52 1.79 2.01 .000
Vv 2.27 1.63 1.22 1.36 .000
SS 2.28 2.03 1.3 1.55 .000
Total 9.43 5.97 4.76 4.43 .000
Comparison/  NE .6 .83 .05 21 .000
Contrast 2 Art 21 49 .01 A1 .000
WW 4.25 2.25 3.17 1.98 .000
Vv 2.88 2.24 1.83 2.03 .000
SS 3.14 2.01 2.07 1.74 .000
Total 10.63 4.45 7.02 3.9 .000

The result from the analysis of descriptive stassshowed that in Draft 2 of
Narration 2, the errors occurred most frequentlywiong word X = 6.25), followed
by sentence structure and verb error’s=(4.95 and 4.16). In writing Draft 2 of
Description 2, the students committed the erronsmong word most frequentlyX(=
3.07), followed by sentence structure and verbrer(®@= 2.28 and 2.27). Also in

Draft 2 of Comparison/Contrast 2, wrong word er@ppeared most frequently
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(X = 4.25), followed by sentence structure and verbre (X= 3.14 and 2.88). In
analyzing Draft 3 of Narration 2, errors in wrongng still appeared most frequently
(X = 3.96), followed by sentence structure and verbrer(X = 3.03 and 2.2), while
noun ending errors appeared the least. This wadlasino errors occurred in
Description 2 ¥ = 1.79) and Comparison/Contrast®= 3.17) in which wrong word
errors were found most frequently, followed by sewt structure and verb errors,
respectively. Noun ending errors appeared the ieaBescription 2 K= .14), and
article errors in Comparison/Contrast®2=< .01). The results of the analysis of Paired
Samples Test when receiving uncoded feedback shdkadoverall there was a
significant reduction in all error types and alhges between Draft 2 and 3 at the .000
level (p <.01).

Finally, Table 4.8 presents the mean scores of stinelents’ five errors
categories after receivingncoded feedback, which gave a similar pictureneofirst

two feedback types.

Table 4.8 The mean score of the students’ five errors categafter receiving

uncoded feedback

Error Draft 2 Draft 3 Sig.

Assignment  types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
Narration3 NE 1.06 1.08 .29 .84 .000
Art 1.33 1.27 .34 .88 .000
WwW 3.39 2.27 2.25 2.01 .000
Vv 2.95 2.22 1.69 1.91 .000
SS 2.95 2.81 2.02 2.59 .000

Total 11.53 6.41 5.96 4.9 .000
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Error Draft 2 Draft 3 Sig.

Assignment  types X SD X SD (2 tailed)
Description3 NE 1.25 1.24 .28 57 .000
Art 1.32 1.31 .58 .89 .000
WwW 5.38 2.66 3.91 2.37 .000
Vv 2.9 2.22 1.62 1.74 .000
SS 3.6 2.23 2.33 2.16 .000
Total 14.19 6.34 8.67 5.61 .000
Comparison/  NE .33 .57 .04 19 .000
Contrast 3 Art .20 45 .01 A1 .000
WwW 3.68 1.75 2.26 1.49 .000
Vv 2.19 1.53 1.09 1.16 .000
SS 2.77 2.16 1.63 1.67 .000
Total 8.89 3.5 7.25 2.29 .000

According to Table 4.8, an analysis of descriptstatistics showed that in
Draft 2 of Narration 3, the errors occurred mostjtrently in wrong wordX = 3.39)
followed by verb and sentence structure errorpeesvely which, had an equal mean
value (2.95). In Draft 2 of Description 2, the esron wrong word appeared most
frequently X = 5.38), followed by sentence structure and verbrer(X= 3.6 and
2.9). In Draft 2 of Comparison/Contrast 2, wrong revcerrors occurred most
frequently X = 3.68), followed by sentence structure and verbrer(X= 2.77 and
2.19). It was also revealed that, noun ending srappeared the least in Narration 3
and Description 3X = 1.06 and 1.25). After receiving uncoded feedbale&t is in
Draft 3, the students committed the errors in wramgd most frequentlyX = 2.25),
followed by sentence structure (2.33) and verb2)l.6espectively in Narration 3.
Similar to errors found in Description 3, wrong woerrors were made most
frequently X = 3.91), followed by sentence structure and verbrsy respectively
(X=2.33 and 1.62), while noun ending errors appetiredeast in Narration 3 and
Description 3. In Comparison/Contrast 3, wrong wertbrs were found most often

(X = 2.26), followed by sentence structure and verbrgy respectivelyX = 1.63 and
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1.09), while article errors appeared the ledst (.01). According to the analysis of
Paired Samples Test for uncoded feedback, thereavsagnificant reduction of error
rates between Draft 2 and Draft 3 in all errore/pnd all genres (p< .01).
4.2.2.2.2 The effects of different types of teachigtten
feedback on revision: a comparisberoors per 100
words found in the final draft (Dr&) of three genres
This section reports the results of the comparison @f th
students’ writing error rates found in Draft 3 ofamation, Description, and
Comparison/Contrast after the three feedback typesrder to see the difference of
the effects of each feedback type on grammaticalracy, three mean values of the
students’ writing errors per 100 words found amdhgft 3 of all genres were
compared and then analyzed by uslagivariate Analysis of Variance (for the
output report from SPSS 13.0, see Appendicesahd K).
1. The students’ writing errors found in Draft 3 of
Narration
Tables 4.9 — 4.11 present the result of the coraparof

errors per 100 words found in Draft 3 of Narratadter each feedback type.

Table 4.9: The results oUnivariate Analysis of Variancecomparing errors rates

found inNarration after direct, coded, and uncoded feedback

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square

Corrected 1551 473 2 610.737  75.679 .000

Model

Intercept  2104.268 1 2104.268 260.749 .000

Trt 1221.473 2 610.737 75.679 .000
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According to Table 4.9, it was found in Narratitrat there was a significant
difference among three mean values of errors pérvidrds found in the students’
Draft 3 after direct, coded, and uncoded feedb&atken.000 level. This indicated that
there was a significant difference among the effectdifferent feedback types on the
students’ revision. An analysisf Post Hoc Testscomparing the mean values of
errors per 100 words found after each feedback sjymeved the differences in each

effect of each feedback type in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10:The results of the analysis Bbst Hoc Testsomparing error rates per

100 words found in revision after three feedbagesyinNarration

Scheffe
Mean Difference .
Feedback (feedback 1-3) Std. Error Sig.
F1 F2 -5.4888(*) 44639 .000
F3 -2.5876(*) 44639 .000
F2 F1 5.4888(*) 44639 .000
F3 2.9012(*) 44639 .000
F3 F1 2.5876(*) 44639 .000
F2 -2.9012(*) 44639 .000

* The mean difference is significant at 108 level.

As shown above, the levels of significance of treamvalues of errors found
in Draft 3 among three feedback types were .00@s dicated that each feedback
had a different effect on the number of errors lo@ $tudents’ Draft 3. Table 4.11
shows the differences in the mean values of epersl00 words after each feedback

type.
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Table 4.11:The results oPost Hoc Testsaanalyzing the different effects of three
feedback types on revision Karration

Homogeneous Subsets

Feedback N Total errors
per 100 words
Direct 81 .25
Coded 81 2.83
Uncoded 81 5.73

From Table 4.11, the remaining errors after difeetdback were the lowest
(X =.25), followed by coded feedback (= 2.83), and uncoded feedback € 5.73).
2. The students’ writing errors found in Draft 3 of
Description
Tables 4.12 — 4.14 present the result of the corsparof

errors per 100 words found in Draft 3 of Descriptadter each feedback type.

Table 4.12:The results oUnivariate Analysis of Variancecomparing errors rates

found inDescription after direct, coded, and uncoded feedback

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square

Corrected g5 603 2 144302  36.322 .000

Model

Intercept 1117.990 1 1117.990 281.407 .000

Trt 288.603 2 144.302 36.322 .000

According to Table 4.12, it was foum Description that there was a
significant difference among three mean valuesrare per 100 words found in the
students’ Draft 3 after direct, coded, and uncofismtiback at the .000 level. This
indicated that there was a significant differenceong the effects of different

feedback types on the students’ revision. An amalysPost Hoc Tests comparing the
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mean values of errors per 100 words found afteh daedback type showed the

differences in the errors of each feedback typEsiole 4.13.

Table 4.13:The results of the analysis Bbst Hoc Testsomparing error rates per

100 words found in revisioreafthree feedback typesrescription

Scheffe
Mean Difference .
Feedback (feedback 1-3) Std. Error Sig.
F1 F2 -1.8764(*) .31320 .000
F3 -2.5825(*) .31320 .000
F2 F1 1.8764(*) .31320 .000
F3 -.7061 .31320 .081
F3 F1 2.5825(*) .31320 .000
F2 .7061 .31320 .081

* The mean difference is significant at the .Ozele

As shown above, the levels of significance of theam values of errors

between direct feedback and coded feedback andebatwdirect feedback and

uncoded feedback were at the .000 level.

Thiscatdd that direct feedback had a

significantly different effect from coded and uneddeedback on the number of error

rates in the students’ Draft 3. However, it wasniduhat there was no significant

difference of the mean values of errors betweerd@hd uncoded feedback with the

difference being at .081 level. Table 4.14 shovesdifferences in the mean values of

errors per 100 words after each feedback type.
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Table 4.14:The results of the analysis Bbst Hoc Testsomparing the scores of
three feedback types on renmisioDescription

Homogeneous Subsets

Feedback N Total errors
perl00 words
Direct 81 .65
Coded 81 2.53
Uncoded 81 3.24

From Table 4.14, the remaining errors after difeetlback were the lowest
(X =.65), followed by coded feedback (= 2.53), and uncoded feedbadk< 3.24).
3. The students’ writing errors found in Draft 3 of
Comparison/Contrast
Tables 4.15-4.17 present the results of thecomparis
of errors per 100 words found in Draft 3 of Compan/Contrast after each

feedback type.

Table 4.15The results obUnivariate Analysis of Variancecomparing errors rates

found inComparison/Contrast after direct, coded, and uncoded

feedback
Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square
Corrected 29 044 2 234522 84.066 .000
Model
Intercept 1267.465 1 1267.465 454.328 .000
Trt 469.044 2 234.522 84.066 .000

According to Table 4.15, there wasgniicant difference among three mean

values of errors per 100 words found in the stusldntaft 3 of Comparison/Contrast
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after direct, coded, and uncoded feedback at @ |€vel. This indicated that there
was a significant difference among the effects iffieent feedback types on the
students’ revision. An analysis of Post Hoc Testmgaring the mean values of errors
per 100 words found after each feedback type shdhedifferences in the errors of

each feedback type in Table 4.13

Table 4.16The results of the analysis Bbst Hoc Testomparing error rates per
100 words found in revision attaree feedback types @omparison/
Contrast

Scheffe

Mean Difference

Feedback (feedback 1-3) Std. Error Sig.
F1 F2 -3.3443(%) .26246 .000
F3 -2.2179(*) .26246 .000
F2 F1 3.3443(*) .26246 .000
F3 1.1264(*) .26246 .000
F3 F1 2.2179(*) .26246 .000
F2 -1.1264(*) .26246 .000

* The mean difference is significant at the |©%el.

As shown above, the levels of significance of treamvalues of errors found
in Draft 3 among three feedback types were at@@e level. This indicated that each
feedback had a different effect on the number @ireron the students’ Draft Bable
4.17 shows the differences in the mean values rofremper 100 words after each

feedback type.
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Table 4.17The results of the analysis Bbst Hoc Testomparing the scores of
three feedback types on revism@omparison/Contrast

Homogeneous Subsets

Feedback N Total errors
per 100 words
Direct 81 42
Coded 81 2.64
Uncoded 81 3.77

From Table 4.14, the remaining errors after difeetdback were the lowest
(X =.42), followed by coded feedback (= 2.64), and uncoded feedback € 3.77).
4. A summary of the comparison of errors per 100
words found among Draft 3 of three genres
The comparison of the students’ writing error rates
Draft 3 after the three feedback types revealedilainresults in Narration,
Description, and Comparison/Contrast There was a significant difference among
three mean values of errors per 100 words founDraft 3 after direct, coded, and
uncoded feedback, except for the mean values betweded and uncoded in
Description which was nonsignificant. The analysis Pdst Hoc Testscomparing
different effects of three feedback types on thenlber of errors per 100 words in
revision showed the least remaining errors aftezatlifeedback, followed by coded,
and uncoded feedback.
4.2.2.2.3 The effects of different types of teacher
written feedback on subsequent writing
One of the purposes of the present study was septehe
error rates found in the students’ subsequent ngrias the best measure of what

students learned from various teacher responses.céh be seen in their ability to
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write different texts more correctly (Chandler, 3D0This analysis was done by
comparing the students’ error rate of Draft 1 ahd same students’ error rates
occurred in Draft 1 of subsequent writing assigniseiter each feedback type. An
analysis of descriptive statistics was used to slmvmean value of error rates in
each draft among nine writing assignments. Tahl8& 4resents the mean values of

error rates found in subsequent writing after daelkback type.

Table 4.18The overall mean errors in subsequent writing

Writing Subsequenttimg Error rates

assignments after each feddbgue X SD
Draft 1 of Narration 1 - 12.77 511
Draft 1 of Narration 2 after direct feedback 17.23 8.34
Draft 1 of Narration 3 after coded feedback 11.53 6.41
Draft 1 of Description 1  after uncoded feedback 12.70 4.32
Draft 1 of Description 2 after direct feedback 11.43 5.97
Draft 1 of Description3  after coded feedback 10.19 6.34
Draftl of Comparison/ after uncoded feedback 9.77 3.57
Contrast 1
Draft 1 of Comparison/  after direct feedback 10.63 4.45
Contrast 2
Draft 1 of Comparison/  after coded feedback 8.89 3.50

Contrast 3

As can be seen in Table 4.18, overall after thalesits received direct

feedback in Narration 1, their error rates in sgogat writing were 17.23 which were
higher than error rates found in Draft 1 of Nawoatil. In subsequent writing after
receiving coded feedback, the students’ error raeded to drop to 11.53. and then

was a little increase at 12.70 in the subsequettingrafter uncoded feedback. Then
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the students’ error rates gradually dropped to 8188e last subsequent writing after
receiving coded feedback in Comparison/Contrasgh &xamining a total picture of
change in error rates found in subsequent writkigure 4.2 illustrates the reduction

of error rates in subsequent writing during theezkpent.

20 p

15 ¢

10 ¢

N1 N2 N3 after D1 D2 D3 c/Ic1 cic2 c/iC3
after DF after CF UF after DF after CF after UF after DF after CF after UF

=@ |\ lean NUMber of errors per 100 worfls

Figure 4.2 The mean number of errors in subsequent writing

Regarding Figure 4.2, the mean values of erroragdth from one subsequent
writing to the next. Overall, it was found the retdan of error rates from the

beginning, with the mean value at 12.77 to theda$t89.
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4.2.2.3 The results of the comparison between theidents’ writing
fluency of Draft 2 and Draft 3 of all nine writing
assignments
In comparing the students’ writing fluency betwéamaft 2 and 3,
word count was used to show the length of theitimgi Table 4.16 reports the

analysis of Paired Samples Test showing the inereithe students’ writing fluency.

Table 4.19Analysis of Paired sample test of the studentstimgifluency between

Draft 2 and Draft 3

Students’ Writing Assignment Types of X SD Sig.
(N =81) Feedback (2-tailed)
Narrationl Draft2 DE 183.66 58.73
Draft3 192.87 60.38 .003
Narration2 Draft2 CE 170.12 81.56
Draft3 181.72  75.96 .002
Narration3 Draft2 222 76
Draft3 UF 242.74  77.23 .000
Descriptionl Draft2 DE 201.34 66.48
Draft3 206.83 65.41 .021
Description2 Draft2 CE 209 70.22
Draft3 213 66.68 222
Description3 Draft2 UE 269.6 67.01
Draft3 278.93 65.3 .002
Comparison/ Draft2 DE 188.8 65.66
Contrastl Draft3 189.69 63.4 751
Comparison/ Draft2 CE 197.81  55.23
Contrast2 Draft3 200.28 54.16 .282
Comparison/ Draft2 UE 20141 62.67
Contrast3 Draft3 204.6 71.01 379

A comparison of word count between Draft 2 and D8ah Narration 1 shows
that there was a significant difference at .00&leVhis also occurred in Narration 2,

Narration 3, Description 1, and Description 3. Hoem there was no statistically
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significant difference in the students’ writing dlocy in Description 2,
Comparison/Contrast 1, Comparison/Contrast 2, asdgarison/Contrast 3.
Figure 4.3 demonstrates the comparison betweemg/fluency between Draft 2 and

Draft 3 among the nine writing assignments

300 278.9

2507

197.8 200.2 2

B 1896

2007

1507

100+

501

N1 N2 N3 D1 D2 D3 C&C1 C&C2
*% *% *% * *%

B Draft 2 £ Draft 3

C&C3

*P<.05 *P<.01
Figure 4.3The comparison between writing fluency of draéirzl draft 3 among the

nine writing assignments

According to Figure 4.3, the numbers of words imfDB were always higher
than those of Draft 2 in all writing assignments.other words, the students wrote
longer texts in Draft 3 throughout the semesteudjmothe increased length was not

statistically significant in some assignments.
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4.2.3 A summary of the overall students writing impovement comparing
Draft 2 and Draft 3 among the nine writingassignments

According to the results of the analysis of PatBadnples Test of the students’
writing quality scores obtained from nine writing assignmentsyallvénere was an
increase in the scores in the last writing assigrin@&ammatical accuracy in Draft
2 and Draft 3 of all writing assignments comparexkaled that overall the error rates
were reduced significantly on revision. When conmgathe number of errors per 100
words among Draft 3 of all genres after direct,emhdand uncoded feedback, it was
found that errors reduced the most on revision wtnen students received direct
feedback followed by coded and uncoded feedbackewtively. In terms ofvriting
fluency, Draft 2 and Draft 3 compared in all writing assiggnts, it was found that
overall the students tended to write more on thmeirision of all nine writing

assignments.

4.3 Answers to Research Question 2:

What were the students’ revision strategies iniaimigy different types of
teacher written feedback?

To obtain thequantitative data of revision strategies employ&H,students
were asked to reflect on their experiencea of hd@nothey employed revision
strategies when responding to different types ather written feedback. a 4-point
Likert Scale Questionnaire asked the respondenitsdioate their frequency of each
revision strategy employed. The descriptors wesegasd values as follows:

3.26 —4.00 Usually

2.51 -3.25 Often
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1.76 — 2.50 Sometimes

1.00 - 1.75 Rarely

The data gathered was analyzed in terms of des@iptatistics. The results
of the analysis were presented. The use of revisimtegies when utilizing direct,
coded and uncoded feedback was reported in Taliés-44.22.

4.3.1 Revision strategies employed when utilizingréct feedback

Table 4.20 shows how the students employed revisimategies when

utilizing direct feedback.

Table 4.20Analysis of descriptive statistics for the studéergsision strategy when

utilizingdirect feedback

Item Revision Strategies X SD

When | get back the paper with teacher feedback...

1. Ileave my writing for a while or for days, themdme back 2.45  .742
to edit it.

2. lonly read what | have written when | havedhed the 2.43 .821
whole paper.

3. | check my mistakes and try to learn from them. 238 .703

4. |read my text aloud 2.35 812

5. I show my text to somebody and ask for his erdpenion. 2.22 671

6. | compare my writing with the paper written by fnends  2.14 976

in the same topic.
7. 1 ask someone for help. 1.73 .635
8. I check in my notebook. 1.67 .610

9. When | have written the paper, | hand it in withreading 1.64 .830
it.

10. | restructure sentences. 1.61 775
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ltem Revision Strategies X SD
11. | delete the sentence. 1.56 2.36
12. | check in textbooks. 1.56 .806
13. | make changes in verbs by myself. 1.48 754
14. | make changes in articles by myself. 1.45 75
15. | make changes in noun endings by myself. 1.44 .869

16. When my teacher did not mark any error, | nai@nges  1.42 .825
in word uses by myself.

17.  When my teacher did not mark any error, | maienges  1.42 732
in sentence structures by myself.

18. | use Thai translation. 1.38 .789
19. | can remember my mistakes and avoid doingrity 1.34 .758
subsequent writing.
20 1 use Thai-English dictionary when correcting. 1.33 .766
21 | make no attempt. 1.31 734
22 1 use English-English dictionary when correcting 1.29 .758
23. | ask my teacher. 1.26 912
24. | ask someone for help. 1.23 672
25. | guess that it sounds right. 1.15 691
26. | apply my grammatical knowledge. 1.12 .654

From the above table, two levels of use of the siewi strategies when
utilizing direct feedbacksometime$ (1.76 — 2.50) andrarely” (1.00 — 1.50) were
found. For Statements 1-6, it was found that theanmscores were 2.14 — 2.45,
indicating that the studentsometimesemployed these strategies when utilizing

direct feedback. The mean scores of Statements 7 — 26 vedtnecen 1.12 — 1.73,
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further indicating that the studentarely employed these strategies when utilizing
direct feedback.
4.3.2 Reuvision strategies employed when utilizingpded feedback
Table 4.21 presented the mean value oéxkent to which the students

employed each strategy when utiliziogded feedback

Table 4.21Analysis of descriptive statistics for the studéerggision strategies in

utilizingodedfeedback

ltem Error Correction Strategies X SD

1 Ileave my writing for a while or for days, thecome 3.55 75
back to edit it.

2 luse English-Thai dictionary when correcting. 5. .741
3 lapply my grammatical knowledge 3.50 .749
4 | guess that it sounds right. 3.42 .939
5 I check in textbooks. 3.23 .633
6 | check in my notebook. 3.16 742
7 lrestructure sentences. 3.11 .709
8 | use Thai-English dictionary when correcting. 113. .633

9 | compare my writing with the paper written by fngnds  3.07 .705
in the same topic.
10 I make changes in sentence structures by myself. 3.04 .832

11 | show my text to somebody and ask for his ordpénion.  3.01 .940

12 | use English-English dictionary when correcting 2.9 .810
13 | delete the sentence. 2.71 .847
14 | use Thai translation. 2.63 797
15 | can remember my mistakes and avoid doingnhyn 2.59 .823

subsequent writing.
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ltem Error Correction Strategies X SD
16 | check my mistakes and try to learn from them. 2.57 .615
17 | ask someone for help. 2.53 .703

18 When my teacher did not mark any error, | mdlenges  2.43 797
in word uses by myself.
19 I only read what | have written when | havedired the 2.23 .780

whole paper.
20 I make changes in articles by myself. 2.11 .850
21 | ask my teacher. 2.05 .836
22 lread my text aloud. 1.98 .836
23 I make changes in noun endings by myself. 1.72 755
24 1 make changes in verbs by myself. 1.65 .699

25 When | have written paper, | hand it in withcesding it. 1.41 .644

26 | make no attempt. 1.32 701

According to Table 4.21, overall, the students regmb they tsually”
employed four strategies, which wdtem 1, “I leave my writing for a while or for
days, then | come back to edit it” with a meanngf 3.55, followed bytem 2 (X =
3.52), “I use English - Thai dictionary when cotieg”, Item 3 (X = 3.50), “I apply
my grammatical knowledge”, and statementX £ 3.42), “I guess that it sounds
right”. In utilizing coded feedback, the studetafien” employed 13 strategies which
were items 5 — 17. Items 18 — 22 indicated the nraéing between 1.98 — 2.43
showing that the studentsometimes” used these strategies. For Statements 23 and
26, the mean answers were 1.32 — 1.72, furthecatidg that the studentsarely”

employed these strategies.
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4.3.3 Reuvision strategies employed when utilizingwoded feedback
Table 4.22 presented the mean valued of the extemthich the students

employed each strategy when utilizimgcoded feedback

Table 4.22Analysis of descriptive statistics for the studérgsision strategy in

utilizinguncodedfeedback

ltem Revision Strategies X SD
1. | use English-Thai dictionary when correcting. 3.62 .758
2 lleave my writing for a while or for days, theaome 3.58 773
back to edit it.
3. luse Thai English dictionary when correcting. 3.54 .838
4. | apply my grammatical knowledge. 3.51 739
5. luse Thai translation. 3.51 757
6 | guess that it sounds right. 3.50 .851
7. lonly read what | have written when | havedhed the 3.43 .614
whole paper.
8. I checkin textbooks. 3.33 791

9. | compare my writing with the paper written by fnends  3.11 .878
in the same topic.

10. | check my mistakes and try to learn from them. 3.07 .687
11. | can remember my mistakes and avoid doingriby

subsequent writing. 3.02 .630
12. 1 use English-English dictionary when corregtin 2.96 .933

13. I show my text to somebody and ask for hisesrdpinion. 2.73 .697

14. | ask some one for help. 2.64 .905
15. | check in my notebook. 2.58 .803

16 | ask someone for help 2.53 877
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ltem Revision Strategies X SD
17. 1 ask my teacher. 2.34 749
18. | delete the sentence. 2.16 .766

19. When my teacher did not mark any error, | mat@nges  2.11 .806
in noun endings by myself.

20. When my teacher did not mark any error, | mal@nges  2.10 752
in articles by myself.

21. When my teacher did not mark any error, | mal@nges  2.04 732
in verbs by myself.

22. When | get back the paper with teacher feeddaelad 1.99 .873
my text aloud.

23.  When my teacher did not mark any error, | mail@nges  1.93 755
in sentence structures by myself.

24.  When my teacher did not mark any error, | mal@nges  1.86 g71
in word uses by myself.

25 When | have written paper, | hand it in withceading it. 1.43 T71

26. | make no attempt. 1.32 713

As can be seen in Table 4.22, with regard to sjpeodvision strategies,
overall it was found that the studenisually employed 8 strategies which were
statements 1 — 8 with the mean ratings between-3382. From the table shown, the
students mostly employdtem 1, “I use English-Thai dictionary when correcting”
with a mean rating of 3.62. For the Statementsl® with the ratings between 2.53 —
3.11 indicated that the studemiffen employed these strategies. The Statements 17 —
24 with the mean ratings between 1.86 — 2.34 shdhatdheysometimesused these
strategies. Statements 25 and 26 with the meamggatf 1.43 and 1.32 indicated that

the student&rarely” employed these strategies when utilizing uncodediack.
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4.3.4 A summary of the revision strategies employeashen utilizing direct,
coded, and uncoded feedback
This section reveals the results of descriptivésiies of the students’ revision
strategies when utilizing direct, coded, and undof@®dback. These strategies were
categorized based on the levels of the frequencysef of each revision strategy
ranged fromusually, often, sometimes, and rarely. Tables 4.23 — 4.26 summarize the

results of revision strategies.

Table 4.23 The revision strategies the studamdsally employed

Direct feedback Coded feedback Uncoded feedback

1. I leave my writing for a 1. | use English-Thai
while or for days, then |  dictionary when

come back to edit it. correcting.

2. 1 use English-Thai 2. | leave my writing for a

dictionary when while or for days, then |
Not found correcting. come back to edit it.

3. | apply my grammatical 3. | use Thai-English

knowledge dictionary when

4. | guess that it soundsorrecting.

right. 4. | apply my grammatical

knowledge.

5. l use Thai translation.
6. | guess that it sounds

right.
7. 1 only read what | have
written when | have

finished the whole paper.
8. | check in textbooks.

Table 4.2 The revision strategies the studesften employed

Direct feedback Coded feedback Uncoded feedback

1. I check in textbooks. 1.1 compare my writing

2. | check in my notebook. with the paper written by
3. | restructure sentences. my friends in the same

4. | use Thai-English topic.

dictionary when 2. | check my mistakes and
correcting. try to learn from them.
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Direct feedback Coded feedback

Uncoded feedback

Not found 5. | compare my writing
with the paper written by
my friends in the same
topic.

6. | make changes in
sentence structures by
myself.

7. 1 show my text to

3. | can remember my
mistakes and avoid doing
it in my subsequent
writing.

4. | use English-English
dictionary when
correcting.

5. I show my text to

somebody, and ask for his somebody and ask for his

or her opinion.

8. I use English-English
dictionary when
correcting.

9. | delete the sentence.
10. I use Thai translation.
11. I can remember my

mistakes and avoid doing

it in my subsequent
writing.
12. I check my mistakes

and try to learn from them.

or her opinion.

6. | ask someone for help.
7. 1 check in my note
book.

8. | ask someone for help

13. I ask someone for help.

Table 4.5 The revision strategies the studesuisetimes employed.

Direct feedback Coded feedback

Uncoded feedback

1. I leave my writing for a 1. When my teacher did
while or for days, then |
come back to edit it. changes in word uses by
2. l only read what | have myself.

written when | have 2. 1 only read what | have
finished the whole paper. written when | have

3. I check my mistakes andinished the whole paper.
try to learn from them. 3. I make changes in

4. | read my text aloud.  articles by myself.

5. I show my text to 4. | ask my teacher.
somebody and ask for his 5. | read my text aloud.
or her opinion.

6. | compare my writing

with the paper written by

my friends in the same

topic.

1. I ask my teacher.

not mark any error, | make 2. | delete the sentence.

3. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in noun endings
by myself.

4. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in articles by
myself.

5. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in verbs by
myself.

6. | read my text aloud.

7. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in sentence
structures by myself.
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Direct feedback Coded feedback Uncoded feedback

8. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in word uses by
myself.

Table 4.2 The revision strategies the studamsly employed

Direct feedback Coded feedback Uncoded feedback
1. I ask someone for help. 1. I make changes in nounl1. When | have written
2. | check in my notebook. endings by myself. paper, | hand it in without
3. When | have written the 2. | make changes in verbsreading it
paper, | hand it in without by myself. 2. I make no attempt.
reading it. 3. When | have written

4. | restructure sentences. paper, | hand it in without
5. | delete the sentence. reading it.
6. | check in textbooks. 4. 1 make no attempt.
7. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in verbs by
myself.

8. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in articles by
myself.

9. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in noun endings
by myself.

10. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in word uses by
myself.

11. When my teacher did
not mark any error, | make
changes in sentence
structures by myself.

12. | use Thai translation.
13. | can remember my
mistakes and avoid doing
it in my subsequent
writing.

14. | use Thai-English
dictionary when
correcting.




128

Direct feedback Coded feedback Uncoded feedback

15. I make no attempt.
16. | use English-English
dictionary when
correcting.

17. 1 ask my teacher.

18. | ask some one for
help.

19. | guess that it sounds
right.

20. | apply my
grammatical knowledge.

As can be seen in Tables 4.23 - 4.26, it was appdtat the students
employed fewer revision strategies when utilizimgct feedback. On a contrary, they
employed many more revision strategies when respgntb coded and uncoded

feedback for their revision.

4.4 Answers to Research Question 3:

What were the students’ perspectives: their atdtutbowards, their
comprehension of, their attention to, and theirlgems regarding different types of
teacher written feedback?

To investigate the students’ attitudes towardiedsht types of teacher written
feedback, a 13 — item questionnaire was used. questionnaire was focused on two
main areas: 1) the students’ attitudes towards tndting assignments and 2) their
attitudes towards, comprehension of, attentionattg problems regarding teacher
feedback. Responses from three groups of studetiisiifferent English proficiency
levels namely, high, moderate, and low, were ctélcWith regards to specific types
of teacher written feedbackheir attitudes towards feedback were describedgusi

descriptive statistics. Tables 4.27 — 4.36 pregenfindings.
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Question 1 (Items 1.31.4) When you read each feedback, to what extent did yo

understand it?

The descriptors were assigned values as follows.

3.26 — 4.00 = Mostly
2.51 — 3.25 = Much
1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately

1.00 — 1.75 = Barely

Table 4.Z7 The students’ understanding of different typeteather feedback

Types of Overall High Moderate Low
feedback X SD X SD SD
Content 3.52 .65 3.61 .58 .61
Direct 3.43 54 3.78 42 .63
Coded 3.25 .66 3.52 .66 .60
Uncoded 2.56 .68 2.82 .65 .66

With regards to the extent that the students utmeiseach feedback type,

overall it was found that thegnostly understood content feedback with the mean

rating of 3.52. The students in high, moderate, lamdgroupsmostly understood the

feedback K= 3.61, 3.52, and 3.43, respectively). For diregtdback, overall it was

found that the studentaostly understood it X = 3.43). For coded feedback, overall

it was found that the studentsostly understood it X = 3.25). The students in high

group mostly understood with the mean rating of 3.52, whilesthan the moderate

and low groupsnuch understood this feedback type with the mean ratimig3.17

and 3.11, respectively. For uncoded feedback, dwbestudenmuch understood it

(X = 2.56). Those in the high and moderate graupsh understood with the mean

ratings of 2.82 and 2.56, respectively, whereaddiegroupmoderately understood

this feedbackX = 2.23).
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Question 2 (Items 2.1-2.4When you read each of the following feedback, atv
extent were yosatisfiedwith how the feedback was given?
The descriptors were assigned values as follows.

3.26 — 4.00 = Very satisfied

2.51 - 3.25 = Satisfied

1.76 — 2.50 = Rather satisfied

1.00 - 1.75 = Not very satisfied

Table 4.8 The students’ satisfaction of teacher feedback

Types of Overall High Moderate Low

feedoack—c~"gp x  sb  x sD x _ SD
Content  3.57 57 3.63 .52 3.51 .62 3.57 54
Direct 3.74 49 3.78 42 3.73 .54 3.7 46

Coded 3.27 .61 3.6 .58 3.14 .52 3.11 .69
Uncoded 2.93 .78 3.08 .84 2.92 .78 2.76 .66

From Table 4.28, with regards to the levels of shedents’ satisfaction of
each feedback type, it was found in content feeklltlaat overall the students were
very satisfied with this feedback type, with the mean rating d573 The high,
moderate, and low proficiency groups all agreed thay werevery satisfied with
this feedback, with the mean ratings of 3.63, 3&1d 3.57, respectively. For direct
feedback, it was found that overall the studentseewery satisfied with it, with the
mean rating of 3.74. The students in the high, maide and low groups wereery
satisfiedwith it, with the mean ratings of 3.78, 3.73, @&d, respectively. For coded
feedback, overall the students feéiry satisfied with the mean rating of 3.27. Only
those in the high group feltery satisfied with this feedback X = 3.6), while the

students in the moderate and low groups vsetesfied with it, with the mean ratings
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of 3.14 and 3.11, respectively. Finally, in utiigi uncoded feedback, overall the
students wersatisfiedwith it, with the mean rating of 2.93. Similartjpe students in
all proficiency levels wersatisfiedwith this feedback type.
Question 3 (Item 3)After completing writing assignment for a periddime, how
did youfeelabout writing in English?

3.26 — 4.00 = Very much better

2.51 — 3.49 = Much better

1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately better

1.00 — 1.75 = A little better

Table 4.29The students’ perception of writing in English

Levels of Students’ English

Proficiency SD
Overall 2.85 .63
High 3.08 .59
Moderate 2.85 52
Low 2.52 .79

According to Table 4.29, after completing all okithwriting assignments
during the 16-week period, overall the student®rteal that their writing wasuch
better (X = 2.85). The students in all groups felt that theriting wasmuch better
with the mean ratings of 3.08, 2.85, and 2.52,eetyely.

Question 4 (Item 4)When you received your homework assignments bamk,
often did youthink about the feedbadtarefully?
3.26 —4.00 = Usually

2.51 -3.25 = Often



1.76 — 2.50 = Sometimes

1.00 - 1.75 = Rarely
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Table 4.30The students’ careful thought about teacher fegddba

Levels of St_u_dents English N SD
Proficiency
Overall 2.85 .63
High 3.08 .59
Moderate 2.85 .52
Low 2.52 79

From Table 4.30, overall it was found that the enhidoften thought about the

feedback carefully when their assignments weremetli (X = 2.85). The students in

all proficiency levels indicated that theften thought about the feedback carefully,

with the mean ratings of 3.08, 2.85, and 2.52,eetyely.

Question 5 (Items 5.1 - 5.4yVhen you read each of the following feedback, how

often did you haveroblems understanding it?
3.26 —4.00 = Usually
2.51-3.25 =Often
1.76 —2.50 = Sometimes
1.00 - 1.75 = Rarely

Table 4.31 The students’ problems regarding teacher feedback

Types of Overall High Moderate Low
feedback X SD X SD X SD SD
Content  2.05 .64 1.97 .68 2.03 75 2.15 73
Direct 2.33 72 2.17 g7 2.46 74 2.23 .56
Coded 2.14 .59 2.17 57 2.12 .67 2.17 .39
Uncoded 2.49 74 2.43 .58 2.53 77 2.50 .87
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As can be seen in Table 4.31, overall the studemtsetimeshad problems
understanding content feedback with the mean ratir®j05. This was agreed by all
students with mean ratings of 1.97, 2.03, and i &igh, moderate, and low groups,
respectively. For direct feedback, overall the ethid sometimes had problems
understanding it with the mean rating of 2.33. Agahe high, moderate, and low
proficiency groups, the mean ratings of 2.17, 2.d6d 2.23, respectively, were
reported. Finally, for uncoded feedback, overak @tudents indicated that they
sometimeshad problems understanding it, with the mean ratir2;49.

Question 6 (Items 6.1 - 6.4J0 what extent did you think that the feedbacleanh
homework assignment feelpful for you to write better in subsequent assignments?
3.26 —4.00 = Very helpful
2.51 -3.25 = helpful
1.76 — 2.50 = Rather helpful

1.00 - 1.75 = Not very helpful

Table 4.2 The students’ perception regarding the helpfidrédeacher feedback

Types of Overall High Moderate Low
feedbackl x SD X SD X SD X SD
Content | 3.68 .73 3.72 .67 3.68 74 3.64 .68
Direct 3.58 .63 3.54 .65 3.5 .56 3.7 70
Coded 3.61 .63 3.68 49 3.62 .61 3.54 12
Uncoded| 3.6 74 3.73 .63 3.6 77 3.51 .79

With regards to the helpfulness of each type ofibeek for subsequent
assignments, overall the students found contemtbBeek very helpful for them to
write better X = 3.68), with the mean ratings of 3.72, 3.68, ar#l among the three

groups. Overall they thought that direct feedbads wery helpful with the mean
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rating of 3.58. This was similar among all groupghwhe mean ratings of 3.54, 3.5,
and 3.7, respectively. For coded feedback, overedl students thought that this
feedback wasrery helpful for them with the mean rating of 3.61. This wasoal
similar in all levels of English proficiency. Theean ratings of the students in high,
moderate, and low proficiency groups were 3.6833#@nd 3.54, respectively. A
similar result was found in uncoded feedback inawhoverall the students thought
that uncoded feedback wa®ry helpful (X = 3.6). The agreement among the
students in high, moderate, and low groups wasdawuith the mean ratings of 3.73,
3.6, and 3.51, respectively.
Question 7 (Item 7) After completing writing assignments for a lorgyipd of time,
to what extent did you feel moemcouragedto write in English?

3.26 —4.00 = Very much

2.51-3.25 =Much

1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately

1.00 - 1.75 = Not very much

Table 4.3 The students’ perception regarding the encourageto write in English

Levels of Students’ English X SD
Proficiency
Overall 2.96 .55
High 3.00 .67
Moderate 2.97 A7
Low 2.88 .60

Overall it was found that the students felich encouraged to write with the
mean rating of 2.96. The students in each profayidavel feltmuch encouraged to

write in English with the mean ratings of 3.00,7.8nd 2.88, respectively.
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Question 8 (Item 8) When you received writing assignments back, tatvextent
did you payattention to the feedback?

3.26 —4.00 = Very much

2.51-3.25 =Much

1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately

1.00 - 1.75 = Not very much

Table 4.3 The students’ attention to teacher feedback

Levels of Students’ English X SD
Proficiency
Overall 3.39 .58
High 3.43 .66
Moderate 3.43 .50
Low 3.23 .66

Overall the students paigery much attention to the feedback with the mean
rating of 3.39. This was similar in each level.
Question 9 (Items 9.1 - 9.4)When you read each type of the following feedbéak
what extent do you think that the feedback that ngmeived waslear?

3.26 —4.00 = Very clear
2.51-3.25 =Clear
1.76 — 2.50 =Rather clear

1.00 - 1.75 = Not very clear

Table 4.35The students’ perceptions regarding the claritieather feedback

Types of Overall High Moderate Low

feedback™ 5 SD X SD X SD X SD
Content  3.62 .64 3.67 .67 3.65 73 3.54 .68
Direct 3.7 .55 3.73 .68 3.78 41 3.52 .62
Coded 3.03 .57 3.13 .54 3 .59 3 .61

Uncoded 2.54 74 2.65 57 2.53 .83 241 71
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According to Table 4.35, overall the students fowodtent feedbackery
clear (X = 3.62), with the mean ratings of 3.67, 3.65, arft¥ 3respectively. For
direct feedback, it was found that overall the shid found itvery clear (X = 3.7),
with the mean ratings of 3.73, 3.78, and 3.52 fachegroup. For coded feedback,
overall the students thought it welear with the mean rating of 3.03 and 3.13, 3, and
3, among the three groups. For uncoded feedbaekalbthe students thought that the
feedback waslear (X = 2.54) for them. The students in the high and matéegroups
agreed that it waslear, with the mean ratings of 2.65 and 2.53. Differieaim these
two groups, the low proficiency group found uncodieeddbackather clear for them
(X =2.41).

Question 10 (Items 10.1 — 10.4o what extent did yolike how the teacher
responded to your homework assignments?

3.26 —4.00 =Very much

2.51-3.25 =Much

1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately

1.00 - 1.75 =Not very much

Table 4.3 The students’ perceptions regarding the homeassignments

Levels of Students’ English X SD
Proficiency
Overall 3.67 54
High 3.78 42
Moderate 3.7 46
Low 3.52 .79

It was found that overall, the students liked fisedbackvery much with the

overall mean rating of 3.67 and each group repa@it®dar positive perceptions.
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Question 11 (Item 1) When you found a point in the feedback that ymundt

understand, how often did ydry to understand it?

3.26 —4.00 = Usually
2.51-3.25 = Often

1.76 — 2.50 = Sometimes
1.00 - 1.75 = Rarely

Table 4.37 The students’ attempts to understand teacheb#eid

Levels of St_u_dents English N SD
Proficiency
Overall 2.97 .68
High 3.17 .88
Moderate 2.95 .58
Low 2.76 .56

From Table 4.37, overall when the students fourmbiat that they did not
understand, thegften tried to understand it with the mean rating of72.®he highest
mean rating was found in the high proficiency grdogp= 3.17), followed by the
moderate and low groups with the mean ratings@5 and 2.76, respectively.
Question 12 (Item 12)In case that the teachdoes not ask you to revise/our

writing, to what extent do you think youll pay attention to the teacher feedback?

3.26 —4.00 = Very much
2.51-3.25 = Much

1.76 — 2.50 = Moderately
1.00 - 1.75 = Not very much
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Table 4.3 The students’ attention to teacher feedbacktibemg assigned to revise

Levels of Students’ English

. SD
Proficiency
Overall 2.46 .89
High 2.6 1.03
Moderate 2.39 .73
Low 2.47 1.06

According to Table 4.38, overall the students reggbrthat they would
moderately pay attention to the teacher feedback when noigbasked to revise their
writing (X = 2.46). Those in the high group said they woudgl much attention to it
(X = 2.60), while those in the moderate and low gsoupported they would
moderately pay attention to itX = 2.39 and 2.47).

Question 13 (Item 13).To what extent do you think how the teacher presid

feedback wasuitable?

3.26 —4.00 = Very suitable
2.51-3.25 = Suitable

1.76 — 2.50 = Rather suitable
1.00 - 1.75 = Not very suitable

Table 4.39The students’ perceptions on the suitability efcteer feedback

Levels of Students’ English 5

- SD
Proficiency
Overall 3.65 A7
High 3.52 51
Moderate 3.73 44

Low 3.64 49
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As shown in Table 4.39, the students found theldaeklvery suitable
(X = 3.65). The similar results were in all groupshwthe mean ratings of 3.52, 3.73,
and 3.64, respectively.

In conclusion, the students had positive attitutbegards different types of
teacher written feedback. Firstly, the studentdituamtes towards their writing
assignments throughout the 16-week semester ([Beamsl 7) were positive; they felt
their writing was much better and that these assegris much encouraged them to
write in English. Secondly, as for the studentsitides towards, comprehension of,
attention to, and problems regarding teacher fegddbsed in the present study, it was
found that overall they had positive attitudes talall feedback types. They thought
that teacher feedback was comprehensible anddgheahé¢r feedback followed by the
revising activity encouraged them to rewrite. Hoeewith regards to their problems
when utilizing feedback, they all agreed that thegmetimes had problems
understanding all feedback types.

Chapter IV presents the results of the three rekeguestions regarding the
effects of different types of teacher written feack on the students’ writing, and
their revision strategies employed when utilizitgde feedback. It ends with the
results of the students’ attitudes towards diffetgpes of teacher written feedback.
Chapter V describes the qualitative data regartheg responses to different types of

teacher written feedback.



CHAPTER 5

QUALITATIVE RESULTS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the qualitative resultseofisstructure interviews with
12 students who had different levels of Englistfipiency (high, moderate, and low),
four students from each level. It also gives exampdf the students’ five error
categories found in Draft 2 and Draft 3 of theiitimg assignments, which illustrate
revision changes after three different teachertenifeedback types (direct, coded,

and uncoded feedback).

5.2 The qualitative results obtained from the semstructure

interview

This section reports the students’ views and opisiafter the experiment. To
obtain more details regarding how students perdeidigferent types of teacher
written feedback in conjunction with revising advand writing practices in a
process-based approach writing class, twelve stadeith different levels of English
proficiency were selected to participate in thigeimiew session. Students 1 — 4 were
drawn from the high proficiency group, Students 8 from the moderate group, and
Students 9 — 12 from the low group. In order tolemtl this qualitative data, the

following seven questions were asked.
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1. What do you think abouhe content of the in-class writing instruction
given by the teacher?

2. Do you thinkthe nine writing assignmentsare useful for your writing
class and why?

3. Do you thinlcontent feedbackis useful for your writing and why?

4. Do you thinldirect feedbackis useful for your writing and why?

5. Do you thinlcoded feedbackis useful for your writing and why?

6. Do you thinkuncoded feedbacks useful for your writing and why?

7. Do you thinkevising activity is useful for your writing and why?

5.2.1 The qualitative results obtained from thenterview scripts
In the interview session, the students answeredjtiestions in Thai and their
answers were translated into English. Table 5.5qms the interview scripts of the

students’ views and opinions from the semi-striedunterview.

Table 5.1Students’ views and opinions from the semi-struetaterviews

Question Students’ View and Opinion
Interview Q1: What do you think S1 The content of the course is suitable
aboutthe content of the in-class and useful. It can be adapted to use in
writing instruction given by the other subjects.

teacher?
S2 | am satisfied with the in-class writin
instruction. The content of the course is
very good and very useful. The details in
each lesson are very clear.

(@]

S3 The content is good enough to let me
know the components of writing and
different genres so that | can use this as a
guideline to write better.
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interview Q2: Do you thinkthe nine
writing assignmentsare useful for
your writing class and why?

S4 | can learn to write different genres
from this course. The content is suitable
and not too much for the students. | alsc
like the way that the teacher gives lectu
on some grammatical errors that the
students often make so that | can avoid
them in the next writing assignments.

S5 I rarely had this kind of learning
experience like this course before. | had
never got to practice writing so much (9
pieces, 3 drafts each!). The content is
useful and suitable for me. | have found
comparison/contrast the most difficult.

S6 The content is good and suitable.

S7. The content is very good. It teaches
me to write different genres. The last
genre (comparison/contrast) is rather
difficult to write.

S8 The content is very clear. | have
learned and practiced how to write
different genres.

S9 The course is useful and more
academic as compared to the last writin
course. The content is useful and not to
difficult.

S1Q The content is comprehensible and
very useful.

S11:The content is good and suitable.

S12 The content at the beginning is
appropriate, but comparison/contrast
writing is rather difficult for me.

S1 They are very useful. | found |
enjoyed writing. The more | wrote, th
more | learn.

res

[e}{e]

e
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S2 | think that they are suitable for the
students and for the course; | have no
problems with them.

S3 The assignments were enough for me

to learn to write and practice writing.

S4 | am happy to write. | could practice
writing more. And | felt very good to
write outside class as | had plenty of
time to think.

S5 | think they are useful and suitable f
my writing. | wrote approximately once &
week, which was just right for me.

S6 Yes, they are very useful, but t
demanding for me.

S7. The assignments are very useful &
suitable for a writing class. | cou
practice writing many pieces.

S8 They are very good and very useful
| had more time, | think | could writ
better.

S9 They are useful. | could practi¢

writing with different topics and differern
styles.

S10Q Yes, these assignments were very
useful and good enough for a writing

1S4

DO

and
d

class. The students had more opportunities

to practice writing.

S11 They are useful. They help me to
write more accurately and fluently.

S12 | think they are suitable and useful.
sometimes wished | could choose my o
topics.

vn
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interview Q3: Do you thinkcontent
feedbackis useful for your writing and

why?

S1:Yes, and | am satisfied with the
feedback on content. | like this feedback
because | learn how to revise my paper
and improve the content of my writing.

S2: | think it is very useful. Based on th
teacher’'s comments, | then learned how
improve my writing.l knew my

weaknesses in each piece of writing.

S3:Yes, it is useful for me. It is good to
have different ideas from the teacher.

S4: Itis very useful and I like the conter
feedback because | have a guideline an
Is easier to revise. If no one gave me
content feedback, | would not know hoy
to improve my writing.

S5:Yes. Itis very useful for my writing.
can go back to revise by using the
feedback and improve it.

S6:Yes, | think it is useful for improving
my writing. | know from the feedback
what | should add to or delete from my
writing.

S7:The feedback is very useful for my
writing. | understand more from the
content feedback and my writing can be
improved because | know the problems
my writing.

S8:1think it is very useful because |
knew the weak points of my paper. |
think it really helps improve my writing
and | think my writing is getting better.

S9:Yes, it is very useful because | think|
helps improve my writing and from it |
know how to improve my writing. | like a
lot of comments from teacher.

1%}

to

dit

of

t
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interview Q4: Do you thinkdirect
feedbackis useful for your writing and

why?

S10:Yes, it is very good and useful
because | know from the feedback whel
my mistakes are. | like the details of the
feedback. More details help me to
improve my writing.

S11: The feedback is useful for my
writing because the comments tell me
how to improve my writing. The content
feedback helps change my writing in a
better way.

S12:1think it is useful for my writing. |
like this feedback because | understand

how to improve my writing and it is easier
for me to revise the content by using the

teacher’s guideline.

S1:Yes, because it makes correcting th
errors easy. However, it seems that | dig
not get to use my knowledge. | just copy
the teacher’s correction. It is very
convenient.

S2:Yes and | like this feedback the mos
but it is too much work for the teacher tg
correct all students’ errors. | think |
learned almost nothing from it. When |
received direct feedback, | always
followed what the teacher wrote.

S3:To me, it's quite useful. | think direct
feedback is spoon feeding. When | saw
the teacher’s correction, | know the

correct forms because the teacher wrotg
them for me. It is the easiest among thr¢
feedback types.

S4: 1t is good that the teacher correct
errors for me, but I will soon forget them
because | do not have to think, just cop)
the teacher’s correction.

e

=

—~+

D

D
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interview Q5: Do you thinkcoded
feedbackis useful for your writing and

why?

S5 Yes, it is useful and | like it. But |
think I learned a little. I learned only what
the teacher wrote down. It made me know
my errors immediately. It was easy. |
thought about the error first, then | copied
what the teacher wrote.

S6 It is useful and I like this the most. It
is very easy to understand.

S7. Itis very useful because | knew what
the error was and | knew how to correct
Actually I like this feedback the most
because | just copied the correct answers
from the teacher and sometimes added
something more.

t.

S8 Itis very useful. | knew the errors and
copied what the teacher wrote. | was sure
that it must be correct.

S9 | think it is useful because | could

learn how to write correctly. However, |
did not think about the error anymore, just
to follow the teacher.

S1Q Itis very useful. When the teacher|
corrected errors for me, | spotted these
errors and knew how to correct them, but |
did not have to do anything else, just
copied the teacher’s correction. | like this
feedback, but it did not help me to
remember the errors | made. | think mos
students liked this kind of feedback.

U7
—

S11 Itis very useful because unless the
teacher corrected errors for me, | would
not know how to write or to correct them.

S12 It is useful because | know the

correct form of my errors. If no one had
told me, 1 would not know how to correct
them.

S1:1think this feedback is the most
useful for me. It located my errors and |
knew what types of errors | made. Then
went back and tried to correct them.
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S2:Yes, it is very useful. | could use this

feedback with no problems. When | did
not know how to correct my errors, |
consulted dictionaries and textbooks.
Sometimes when | saw the code “WW”
(wrong word), | consulted with both
English-Thai dictionary and English-
English dictionary. When | saw “SS”
(sentence structure), | checked with a
grammar book.

S3: Coded feedback is the most useful

feedback for me. The given code helps me

to learn a lot from my errors. | had to
find the best answers to correct my erro
I learned from them and did not forget
them. When | remember them, | will not
make the same errors again.

S4: Yes. For coded feedback, | went back

and thought about the errors and th

eir

types. When | tried to correct the errors

following the codes, | learned and

remembered. Later when | wrote,
avoided those mistakes.

S5: Yes, it is very useful because when |
saw a code, | wanted to know what my
error was, why it was incorrect, and how
to correct it. The code tells me the error

type, and then | consulted with textbog
and other sources.

S6: Any code helps me to know wh’at
e

types of errors | made. Then | studi
more to correct them.

S7: Yes, | think this feedback is the mg
useful for my writing because it is bett

to know the error type and self correct it|.

S8: Yes, it is useful. Sometimes | kne
the error type, but | did not know how
correct it. | sometimes asked my frier
who did not know the answer either.

ks

st
er

w
to
d,
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interview Q6: Do you thinkuncoded
feedbackis useful for your writing and

why?

S9: Yes, it is very useful because | learned

from the error code, tried to correct t
error, and studied more about it by mys

S10: 1 think it is useful for my writing

he
p|f,

When | saw a code, | went back to read

my textbooks or notebooks and

remembered the correct form.

S11:1 think it's quite usefuland important

for my writing. However, when | saw the

teacher’s code, | was sometimes confused.

Then | would open an English-English
dictionary to see how to write some

sentence patterns.

S12: Yes, | think it is the most usefu

because it lets me practice correcting

my

errors. Finally | remember not to make the

same mistakes.

S1:Yes, it is very useful for me. In fact,
found both coded and uncoded feedb

the most useful for my writing. By using

uncoded feedback, | enjoyed revising
paper. It was challenging to solve my o

problems by using this kind of feedback|

S2: This feedback is very usefyl.

Although, it was difficult to figure out th
types of errors and how to correct the
the feedback gave me a hint. | sometin
still needed help or consulted textbooks
dictionaries.

S3: This feedback is the most use
because the teacher just underlined
errors. Then | went back and thoug
about them. | always liked to revise n
paper using the feedback. | also tried
correct them using other sources. Whe
self-corrected the errors, | remembe
them.

ack
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S4: | found this feedback the most useful.

The teacher just underlined my errg
Then, | had to solve the problems

myself. When using the feedback, | tri
to correct the errors by using other sour

of information like textbooks or

dictionaries. Finally, when | sel
corrected the errors, | remembered thg
To me all types of feedback were ve
useful for students because without

feedback or the comments from
teacher, we would not know how

improve our writing.

S5: Yes, | think it is the most useful fq
my writing because it is challenging
correct my own errors. | learned ma
from using the feedback. When | coy
not correct the errors, | consulted w
friends and the teacher or found t

IS.
by
ed
ces

B,
lry
the
he
to

)]g
to

re
id
th
he

correct answers from dictionaries and

textbooks.

S6: Yes, it is useful. From the feedback
knew there were errors in my writing.
did not like this kind of feedbac
whenever | could not find ways to corrg
them.

S7:1think it is useful for my writing
because it located the errors in my pape
Then | corrected them and would not
make such errors again.

S8: Yes, this feedback is useful becaus
locates my errors. The most difficult thir
is that | do not know how to correct the
| often guess the answers.

S9: | accepted that this feedback w
useful, but | found it the most difficult {
revise my paper. When | did not rea
know how to correct my errors, | ju
guessed what the correct answers sh
be.

el

e it
g
m.
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Question Students’ View and Opinion

S10: Yes, it is useful because | knew that
there were errors in my writing. | learned
more about these. If | really did not know
the answers, | would ask my friends and
the teacher.

S11:Yes, itis useful. | knew that the
teacher was willing to help me to improve
my writing. Although underlining errors
was difficult for me to correct them, |

could ask my friends or study more from
dictionaries or textbooks.

S12: 1 think it is useful for my writing
because it located my errors. The difficult
thing was that | did not know how to
correct them. Then, | often asked my
friends about these errors.

Interview Q7: Do you thinkthe S1: 1t is very useful for me. My papers are
revising activity is useful for your getting better because | have a chancg to
writing and why? revise them. When | revise my paper and

correct errors, | learn more from them| |
am sure that if | keep doing it, my writing
skills will be improved.

S2: Yes, it is very useful. The activity
helps me to write better. When | revise my
writing, | try to make my paper better by

adding more ideas and correcting errors. |
write more accurately and fluently.

I

S3: Yes. | think revising is an important
activity in the writing process. If my firs
daft was not good enough, it could e
improved by revising. | had plenty of time
to produce a better writing.

—

S4: Revising helps me to write much
better. | had more chances to review and
correct my papers. | can say that most of
my papers were always better after
revising. | have learned to improve my
writing from this activity.
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Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S5: Yes, it is very useful. The more
revised, the better my papers were. |
more confident to write.

S6: 1 think it is usefulfor me because it
helps me to write better. When revising
my paper, | read the first and second
drafts carefully and tried to improve my
writing. If | was not assigned to revise, |
would only read the teacher feedback a
do nothing.

S7: 1 think it is very useful for my writing

felt

because | could correct errors and add
more details in the revised draft. And |

always pay more attention to my writing|

S8: It is very useful and very importa

because | could make my paper better. If

there was no revising activity, | would n
pay much attention to the paper.

S9: It is very good and very useful.

sometimes added more details and

corrected errors. Revising really hel
improve my writing.

S10:Yes, it is very good. It motivated me

to learn more about my errors so that |
improve my writing

S11: Yes, it is very useful. When

pPs

Can

revised my paper, | remembered my errors

and this helped me write more accurate

S12: I think it is very useful for my
writing. When | revised my paper, |
learned to write better.

Y.
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5.2.2 A summary of the qualitative results of théenterview scripts

The students’ views and opinions from Table 5.1 bansummarized as
follows.

Firstly, all students viewethe content of the writing instruction given by
the teacher as suitable and useful lessons for .tli@ne of the students in the
moderate group acknowledged, “The content is vdearc | have learned and
practiced how to write different genres”. One lne thigh proficiency group noted a
positive view regarding the writing instruction stating, “l also like the way that the
teacher gives lectures on some grammatical ernatsthe students often make so that
| can avoid them in the next writing assignment”.

Secondly, the students also reported having pesitititudes towards the nine
writing assignments throughout the 16-week period. To quote a studenthe
moderate group, “l think they are useful and si#ator my writing. | wrote
approximately once a week, which was just right foe”. Overall, the students
accepted that they had more opportunities to pr@etriting. As a result, their writing
skills improved.

Thirdly, with regards to the methods of giving dear written feedback, all
students vieweall types of feedbackas useful sources of information for them to
write better and to self-edit their errors becatlsy learned from both feedback on
content and on form. For example, a high perforezad, “... all types of feedback
were very useful for me because without the feekllmcthe comments from the

teacher, | would not know how to improve my writing
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With regards to their attitudes towardgect feedback the students had
different views. For example, one student in thedemate group showed a positive
attitude towards this feedback type, saying

“It is very useful because | knew what the em@s and | knew

how to correct it. Actually | like this feedbacketimost because |

just copied the correct answers from the teachs, sbometimes
added something more”.

On a contrary, a student in the high proficiegegup admitted, “... it seems
that | did not get to use my knowledge. | just ctipg teacher’s correction”.

For coded feedback almost everyone agreed that this feedback wasra v
useful method for their writing. For example, ad#&nt in the moderate group said,
“... it is very useful because | learned from theoewode, tried to correct the error,
and studied more about it by myself’. Similarly,eofrom of the low proficiency
group said, “Yes, | think it is the most useful &ese it lets me practice correcting my
errors. Finally | remember not to make the sameakes.”

With uncoded feedback although all students agreed that it was useful f
their writing, two interesting issues were apparéerite first was a difficulty in
utilizing the feedback. One student in the modegateip stated, “... this feedback is
useful because it locates my errors. The mosteditfithing is that | do not know how
to correct them”. The other issue was that theslback encouraged the students to
employ problem-solving strategies when self—comgcttheir errors. A high
performer supported this issue as stating,

“l found this feedback the most useful. The teaghstr underlined

my errors. Then, | had to solve the problems by atiy3Vhen

using the feedback, | tried to correct the erroysuling other

sources of information like textbooks, dictionariegmally, when |
self-corrected the errors, | remembered them”.
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Finally, all of the students valugide revising activity in their writing process.
One student in the high proficiency group stated,

“My papers are getting better because | hawhance to revise

them. When | revise my paper and correct errofgatn more

from them. | am sure that if | keep doing it, myitwag skills will

be improved”.

Similar to the first student, one in the modergiteup said, “When revising
my paper, | read the first and second drafts clyefnd tried to improve them. If |
was not assigned to revise, | would only read dlaeher feedback and do nothing.”

It can be seen that the students with differemtls of English proficiency
were satisfied with the content of the in-classtimg instructions given by the
teacher. They also valued all four feedback typestent, direct, coded, and uncoded
feedback, as useful sources of information forgiewi of their writing. In addition,

they felt that the revising activity helped themwiote better, improved their writing

skills, and gained more confidence in writing.

5.3 An analysis of revision changes of common winitg errors found
in multiple draft paragraph writing

This section presents examples of the student&s drror categories (noun
ending, article, verb, wrong word, and sentencecsire) found in Draft 2 and the
changes of these errors found in their revisionafDB) after direct, coded, and

uncoded feedback.
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5.3.1 Revision change after direct feedback
5.3.1.1 Error typeNoun ending

e Second draft

My hometown is Nakhon Srithammarat, but | cannetagpa local

language. It is because my fathbometown is Nakhonsrithannarat, biit

’

s
my mother_—hemetowis Phrae..

’

S

e Final draft

My hometown is Nakhonsrithammarat, but | cannotkeelocal
language. It is because my father’'s hometown khNasrithannarat,

but my mother’s is Phrae

With regard to this example, there were two epa@ints of noun ending error
missing possessive marker ('s). After receivingcli feedback, the students
corrected the error according to the teacher’section by adding the possessive
marker.

5.3.1.2 Error typeArticle and Sentence Structure

e Second draft

the/this
In the cold season, when you come-tottheplace, you can see the

sea of fog which is very beautiful ard-can-youeabte-thdresh air.
you can get a breath of fresh air.
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e Final draft

In the cold season, when you come to this place cam see the sea of

fog which is very beautiful and you can get a brezdtfresh air.

According to Example 5.3.1.2, the student committedlarticle and sentence
structure errors in which he/she added the unnapessticle “the” and a sentence
structure error in the second independent clausit, @ which were corrected after
direct feedback.

5.3.1.3 Error typeWrong word

e Second draft

Yeewa is a good friend and she is an English nsjaient at Naresuan

University, Phayao Campus. Yeewa lives in a soh@linitory on the

ground floor
enefloor, but I live with my family.

e Final draft

Yeewa is a good friend and she is an English nstjaient at Naresuan
University, Phayao Campus. Yeewa lives in a soh@linitory on the

ground floor, but I live with my family.

As can be seen in this example, the student masleré choice error using
incorrect word “one” to mean the ground level o tthormitory. To provide direct
feedback, the teacher corrected the error by writire word “ground” for correction.
In Draft 3, the student followed the teacher’s eotion and replaced the word “one”

with “ground,” which was correct in this context.

5.3.1.4 Error typeVerb, misspelling,and noun ending
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e Second draft

| think Naresuan-havieeautiful nature becae st surroundef the
has is surrounded by
mountairs. Thereisa lot of thees.
are
e Final draft

At the university, it has good nature because thege lot of trees and

it is surrounded by the mountains.

As shown above, the student committed two typesrairs: verb and noun
ending errors. First the student made a subjedt-zgreement error. The second error
also was found in verb error in which the corregice for this sentence should be
passive voice meaning that the mountains are allrat the university. In addition,
the student made a noun ending error for the warduhtain” missing plural form
“s”. Again, he/she made another subject-verb agee¢rerror using the verb “is”
instead of using the verb “are” to agree with tbem*“trees”. To revise, the students
corrected the errors and restructured the sentevitdesut changing the meaning.

5.3.1.5 Error typeSentence structureand verb

e Second draft

After dinner, she always does the dishes. Thenates a showerAnd

reviews her lessons, does her homework and figiElmglish exercises.
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e Final draft

After dinner, she always does the dishes. Thenates a shower, reviews

her lessons, does her homework, and finishes Engksrcises.

In Narrative writing, the sentence structure ewas found in the last sentence
which could be considered as sentence fragmenthiohathere was amdependent
clause (without a subject) standing alone. The rsdd¢gpe of error was found in the
verb “finish” in which the student did not add “-& indicate third person singular in
the present simple tense. After utilizing directdback, the result of the student’s
correction was successful for both sentence strei@nd verb errors.

5.3.2 Revision change after coded feedback
5.3.2.1 Error typeNoun ending

e Second draft

| am studying at Naresuan University, Phayao Campls university offers
NE
many fieldof studies such as English, Thai, and Chinese.

e Final draft

| am studying at Naresuan University, Phayao Campls university offers

many fields of studies such as English, Thai, ahoh€se.

The student made a noun ending error missing pforah “-s” for the word
“field” which was preceded by the quantifier “manyle/She then was given coded
feedback “NE” stating the type of noun ending erfar Draft 3, it was found that the
student corrected the error successfully by addiegplural form “-s” to the word

“field.”
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5.3.2.2 Error typeArticle, sentence structure, and wrong word

e Second draft

Everyday, | don’'t have breakfast because | getitga Every morning | go

Art Art S5 ww
to universityby university’s busWhen | arrive-foethere Firstly | go to

my class.

e Final draft

Everyday, | don’'t have breakfast because | getitga Every morning | go
to the university by the university’s bus. Whernri to there, firstly |

go to my class.

With regards to Example 5.3.2.2, the first &tierror was found because
there was no article “the” preceding the words ensity” and “university’s bus”.
Next, a sentence fragment error was found withkmiinate clause beginning with
“when” and ending with a period. Moreover, the stinidmade a wrong word error by
adding the unnecessary word “for” preceding thedwitinere.” This was considered
incorrect use of word choice. For the revision, shedent utilized coded feedback to
correct article and sentence structure errors sstadéy. To correct the wrong word
error, still the student incorrectly used the wtiaj” which did not collocate with the
word “there” in this contenxt.

5.3.2.3 Error typeNrong word and Noun ending

e Second draft

Art/NE
My routine is not interesting, but | am happy bessmauhave a good friends.
ww
They sincerelyior me. | think | have good experience about tmversity.
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e Final draft

My routine is not interesting, but | am happy bessauhave good friends.
Theyhave sincerefor me. | think | have good experience about this

university

As shown above, the first error was found in fir& sentence in which it was
guestionable for the phrase “a good friends”. Mags because it has the article “a”
indicating a singular form and the noun ending ‘#&licating a plural form of the
phrase “good friend.” To give coded feedback, #cher provided the codes both
“Art” and “NE” in order to provide the alternativégr the student to choose only one
choice to correct the error. In the second semtetie word “sincerely” was found
incorrect in this sentence because this was corsldee incorrect use of word form,
using the adverb “sincerely” without a verb. Fog tievision, the students successfully
corrected the first error by deleting the articke”“To correct the wrong word error,
he/she replaced the word “sincerely” with the phdsese sincere,” which was still
incorrect. This reoccurrence of the error mightbe to the fact that the student did
not know the part of speech of the word “sincere.”

5.3.2.4 Error typeVerb and Wrong word

e Second draft

When | studied in secondary school, | went to daseryday during the
week days and | studied from 8:00 a.m. towl\gzoo a.ﬂvnin school all
day and about 16\.A(/)‘3/a.,rm.canvcarrback to my home. Today, when |
study in university, | study for 2-3 hours in oreeydWhen Ivstudy finished
I cvinback to my dormitory.




161

e Final draft

When | studied in secondary school, | went to daseryday during the
week days and | studied from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 pwas in school all
day and about 4.00 p.m., | coddmeback to my home. Today, when |
study in university, | study for 2-3 hours in oreydWhen ffinish study,

| cameback to my dormitory.

With regards to Example 5.3.2.4, the student maaeg word and verb errors.
For the wrong word error, he/she misused 16:004for the military format and the
abbreviation “a.m.” in 16:00 a.m., instead of “4:00n.” to indicate time after noon,
which was considered incorrect in this context.cAlhe student made four points of
verb error. The student started off narrating leisffoutine using past simple tense
showing the action in the past “studied” and “wettten switched to use the present
simple tense verbs “am” and “can,” which were cdesed incorrect use of verb
tense. Then, the verb form error “cam” was spotteaker other incorrect use of verbs
was found in the verbs “study” and “finish,” whieippeared together. This might be
due to his/her negative transference, a direcskation from Thai to English. Again,
there was the verb form error “cam” (for come) fdun the last sentence. In the
revised draft the first error, the incorrect usevefb form, could + infinitive “come,”
was still incorrect, could + “came.” In additionettverb “finish” in “finish study”
should be followed by “studying.” Finally, the skert used the incorrect verb tense
“came” instead of “come,” a present simple verlseem this context which describes

the present time activity.
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5.3.2.5 Error typeSentence structureand wrong word

e Second draft

ww
My hometown is situatiom Bangkok.
ww ww SS
The area that evolope technology and comfortable.
S5

And | think, | like. }

e Final draft

My hometown is in Bangkok.
It is a small town. The area thatolution of technology andomfortable.

I think I like Bangkok.

The student made two types of errors: wrong ward sentence structure.
The wrong word errors were the words “situationhigh was not needed), “evolope”
(no meaning, non-existing word), and “comfortabl@istead of “comfort”). For
sentence structure errors, the second sentencpistasnoun phase with an incorrect
adjectival clause. In the last sentence, he/sheerm&d sentence structure errors, “I
like” without an object for the transitive verbK&” and a comma splice joining two
independent clauses “And | think” with “I like.” Ithe revised draft, although the
writer eliminated the word “situation,” he/she Istbmmitted a wrong word error by
keeping the preposition of place “in.” There wet#l $wo errors in wrong word
“evolution” and “comfortable.” The last sentence swinally correct because the

writer added the object “Bangkok” after the transitverb “like.”
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5.3.3 Revision change after uncoded feedback
5.3.3.1 Error typeNoun ending

e Second draft

... in the university, students can study by then3etheet new friend_®

and read new bookK® in the library.

e Final draft

... In the university, students can study by theneglmeet new friends,

and read new books in the library.

There were three noun ending errors found in Heatence, “themself”,
“friend”, and “book”. After utilizing uncoded feedlbok, the student corrected all the
errors successfully.

5.3.3.2 Error typeArticle

e Second draft

My hometown is Uttaradit. It is ‘*) beautiful town. Uttaradit is in ) north

of Thailand.

e Final draft

My hometown is Uttaradit. It is a beautiful townttaradit is in the north

of Thailand.

In this example, the article errors were foundhi@ $econd and last sentences
(1, 2) because there were no articles for the nttoms” and “north.” In the revised

draft, the students corrected these errors suadlsisy adding “a” (1) and “the” (2).
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5.3.3.3 Error typeWrong word and article

e Second draft

Ann is a girl from_provincial towf”. She is _“student at Naresuan

University. She stays with her friend in a dormjtaear & university.

e Final draft

Ann is a girl from the countryside. She is a studdgriNaresuan University.

She stays with her friend in a dormitory near thversity.

Two error types, wrong word (1) and article (2 & WBere identified. In
revision, the student corrected all errors.
5.3.3.4 Error typeVerb

e Second draft

In the evening, Nid and_| goifigto jogging'” at Ang-Luang lake together.

Then we have dinner. She watchffigrv while | doing homework.

e Final draft

In the evening, Nid and | go to jog at Ang-Luankddogether. Then we

have dinner. Shike to watch TV while | am doing homework.

There were three verb errors, “going to joggingstead of “go jogging”,
“watching” instead of “watches”, and “doing” insteaf “do.” In final draft the
student corrected all errors but made two new eerors, a subject-verb agreement

error “like” instead of “likes” and a verb tensea@r”l am doing” instead of “do.”
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5.3.3.5 Error typeSentence structurearticle, and wrong word

e Second draft

In secondary school, you want to learn to gétlenowledge and

use it in daily life similarity? to life in university is you want to &)

learn to get the knowledge and bring it to useaf@b in the future

e Final draft

The similarity between life in secondary school &fedin university is
knowledge. In secondary school, you want to learget

knowledge to use in daily lifsimilarity to life in university. You «—

want to learn to get the knowledged usefor a job in the future. <—

From one student’s comparison/contrast paragrdyane were three types of
errors: article (1), wrong word (2), and sentestracture (3). In the revised draft, a
topic sentence was added. However, the wrong wmat of “similarity” was still
made instead of using “similar,” in an attempt take a comparison. Also, in the last
sentence “and use” should be omitted to avoid mess.

5.3.4 A summary of an analysis of the common wimg errors found in

multiple draft paragraph writing

A comparison of Drafts 2 and 3 illustrates the actpof each feedback type on
the students’ errors, that is, changes that ocdwafter each feedback type as follows.

The students could correct both treatable andeatable errors aftefirect
feedback This was due to the fact that they only copiezltacher’s correction; as a
result, they corrected the errors successfullyds also revealed that some students

corrected their errors and revised their writingaolging more information or deleting
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some sentences in the final drafts. Afteded feedback the students sometimes
corrected their errors unsuccessfully though thegvk the error types. This may
result from not knowing how to correct the erroespite knowing the error types. It
was also found that they could correct all artaohel noun ending errors in their final
drafts. For wrong word, verb, and sentence strecéurors, even though they know
the error types, they could not correct all of thenctcessfully. In addition, the
students tended to produce a better text by adaiage information, restructuring
sentences, and deleting some errors. The mostuifierrors to correct were wrong
word. Similar to coded feedbaakycoded feedbacksometimes did not help students
correct errors unsuccessfully. This might be du¢htofact that although the errors
were identified for them, they did not know eitlibe error types, or how to correct
them. A similar impact of both coded and uncodeetlback on the students’ errors
was observed. In addition, it can be concluded titeattable errors (i.e. wrong word)
should be treated with care, for mere effectivelbaek even in a long period of time
will never be enough; the student writers themselmeed to acquire as much
knowledge of the target language as they can torbe@ffective writers.

In conclusion, Chapter V presents the results odlitpiive analyses of
students’ perceptions on different teacher feedldgpks and of revision changes

made between drafts. Chapter VI concludes the reséiadings and discussion.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the research findingsdisalisses the quantitative
and qualitative results regarding the effects dfedent types of teacher written
feedback on students’ writing (quality, grammati@curacy, and fluency), the
students’ revision strategies in utilizing all feedk types, and their attitudes towards
them. In addition, it presents limitations of thaudy, theoretical implications,

pedagogical implications, and recommendationsudhér studies.

6.2 Summary of the research findings

This section briefly reviews the research findwhich includes both of
qualitative and quantitative findings.

6.2.1 Summary of quantitative results

This section reports quantitative results whichdiveded into four parts.
The first part summarizes the results of the sttglé@mprovement of writing (quality,
grammatical accuracy, and fluency) as measureminparing the pre-and post-tests.
The second part presents the results of the stsidenprovement of writing as
measured by a comparison among the nine writing@sents. The third part reports
the results of the students’ revision strategiesitiizing different types of teacher

written feedback. The last part shows the resultthe students’ attitude towards,
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their comprehension of, their attention to, andrtpeoblems regarding all feedback
types.

6.2.1.1 The results of the students’ improvement afriting

(quality, grammatical accuracy, and fluency) as mesured
by the pre-and post-tests.

Overall, the results from the analysis of the Padigamples Test
showed a significant difference in the mean valoéswriting quality scores
comparing the pre- and post-test at .000 levelgrfiicance(p<.01). This indicated a
significant improvement of writing quality. For tmesults ofgrammatical accuracy
focused on five error categories (noun endingglaitivrong word, verb, and sentence
structure), it was revealed that overall the erabes found between the pre-and post-
tests were reduced significantly in all categorigglicating that the students’
grammatical accuracy improved. Finally, regardthg results of the analysis of
writing fluency, as a whole, the students wrote longer texts enpibst-test with a
significant difference at the .001 level (p<.01dizating a significant improvement of
writing fluency.

6.2.1.2 The results of the students’ improvement afriting

(writing quality, grammatical accuracy, and writing
fluency) as measured byhe nine writing assgnments.

The results of the students’ improvementwriting quality
comparing the nine writing assignments revealedl akiarall the mean scores of the
first writing assignment (Narrative writing) was23and the last was 3.46. This
indicated that the mean scores of writing quakéyded to increase even though the

later topics of the writing assignment were moreffiadilt to write
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(Comparison/Contrast writing). With regards to thesults of the students’
improvement of grammatical accuracy on revision among the nine writing
assignments, it was found that after direct, coded, uncoded feedback, there was a
significant difference in error rate reduction fduiraft 2 and 3 compared) in all five
error categories of all genres. A further analysss done by analyzing thmumber
of errors per 100 wordsin Draft 3 after direct, coded, and uncoded feedbl was
reported that in all these genres, the errors f@red most frequently after uncoded
feedback, followed by coded, and direct feedbaekpectively. Regardingriting
fluency, with Drafts 2 and 3 compared, it was found thatréheas a significant
difference in five writing assignments and thereswa significant difference in four
writing assignments. However, the writing fluencyan of Draft 3 was slightly
higher than that of Draft 2 in all nine writing agaments.
6.2.1.3 The results of the students’ revision stragies in utilizing
different types of teacher written feedback
Evidence from the student’s revision strategy goesiaire showed
that there was a difference of the extent thatsstbdents employed revision strategies
in utilizing each feedback. The results also res@dhat the revision strategies were
employed most frequently when the students utijzincoded feedback, followed by
coded, and direct feedback, respectively.
6.2.1.4 The results of the students’ attitudes toavds, their
comprehension of, their attention to, and their prdlems
regarding different types of teacher written feedbak
Based on the evidence from the student’s attituglesstionnaire, it

was found that the students’ attitudes towards thating assignments throughout a
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16-week semester was rather positive; they felt thair writing was moderately
better and that these assignments moderately eageaithem to write in English.
Also, they had rather positive attitudes towards fakdback types. Regarding
preference of these feedback, the students mostfenped direct feedback, followed
by coded, and uncoded feedback, respectively. AsHeir comprehension of all
feedback types, they found the feedback compreblenand that teacher feedback
followed by the revising activity encouraged themreéwrite.The students paid very
much attention to feedback when being asked tseeand hand in the revised paper,
but they would moderately pay attention to the headeedback when not being
asked to do the revision. With regards to theibpms when utilizing feedback, they
all agreed that they sometimes had problems uratetisty all feedback type®ased
on this evidenceat can be concluded that the students had a pesrggponse to
teacher feedback and that they considered teaeledbéck used in this study as a

helpful source of information for their writing.

6.3 Discussion

6.3.1 Effects of different types of teacher writterieedback on student
writing
This study focused on the effects of both teackedlback on content and
form on the students’ writing quality, grammatieacuracy, and writing fluency.
6.3.1.1 The students’ improvement of writing quaty
Clearly, positive results can be seen in the stisdemiting quality
after the teacher provided feedback on contenbvied by form (direct, coded, and

uncoded feedback). In the improvement of writingldy, initial teacher feedback on
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content followed by error correction seemed to haestive effects on quality of the
student writing. This result supported Fathman ¥Whulley's (1990) conclusion that
teacher feedback results in improvement on bothecwrand accuracy. Ferris (1997)
also valued teacher feedback followed by studeamtgsion stating, “when changes
(whether minimal or substantial) were made, thegratelmingly tended to improve
the students’ paper” (p. 330).

However, based on the research design focusedribimg process-based
approach of the present study, it might be stdtatithe improvement of the students’
writing quality could also reflect the effects dher intervening variables: extensive
writing practice on nine writing topics, in-clasgitmg instruction given by the
teacher, a constant routine of the writing cycled ¢he associated revising activity,
which probably allowed the students to practicetingi and acquire knowledge of
writing in English throughout a 16-week period. night be stated that teacher
feedback on content in the present study was otleeo$ignificant factors that could
affect the improvement of writing quality of theB&L student writers. This can be
supported by the qualitative evidence found in gnesent study. Based on the
students’ interview scripts, all of them agreedt tt@ntent feedback helped improve
their writing. To quote a student in the modegt&iciency group, “I think it is very
useful because | knew the weak points of my pdgbmk it really helps improve my
writing and | think my writing is getting better.Similarly, one from the high
proficiency group accepted, “I have a guideline &nid easier to revise. If no one
gave me content feedback. | would not know hownriprove my writing”. It was
clear that teacher feedback used in the presedy stid not have a harmful effect on

the students’ writing quality and might yield a fiive effect on it (Chandler, 2003).
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This was supported by Hyland and Hyland’'s (200@wiregarding the effect of
teacher feedback stating, “although it is unlikiblstt feedback alone is responsible for
long-term improvement, it is almost certainly atligsignificant factor” (p. 4).

6.3.1.2 The students’ improvement of grammatical airacy

focused on five error categories

Similar to the results of writing quality, the ptge effects of different
types of teacher written feedback on grammaticauecy focused on five error
categories (noun ending, article, wrong word, varig sentence structure) was found.
Regarding the results of the improvement of gramomabtaccuracy, there was a
significant reduction of error rates between the-and post-tests and between Drafts
2 and 3 of all nine writing assignments of all gemr These errors reduced
significantly when the teacher provided any typdeaidback and assigned students to
correct their errorsThis seemed to be that teacher feedback on fornfouesl to be
beneficial for writing accuracy (Fathman and WhgllE990; Chandler, 2003).

Positive results were found in student writing witlle@ students were required
to revise after direct, coded, or uncoded feedbddiey were supported by the
conclusion of some previously conducted researclictwhialued the pattern of
teacher’s error correction followed by studentsisen stating that writing accuracy
could improve, especially when students are reduiverevise or rewrite their papers
after receiving teacher feedback (Krashen, 1984efa1985; Ferris, 1995; James,
1998; Ferris, 2002). A number of empirical evideradso support that when the
students revise their paper after receiving eremdback, their accuracy improves
“either in a short or long term” (Lalande, 1982akizen and Rissel, 1987; Fathman

and Whalley, 1990; Ferris, 1997; Chandler, 2000rigeet al, 2000; Ferris and
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Roberts, 2001). Thus, it might be concluded frons gtudy that the grammatical
accuracy improved significantly because these siisdeere given teacher written
feedback and required to correct their own erroes the 16-week period.

The findings also showed that on revision, ermese reduced the most when
the students receivedirect feedback followed by coded, and uncoded feedback,
respectively. This aligned with Chandler’'s (2008nhclusion that direct feedback or
correction by the teacher was the best of the fioethods (correction, underlining and
description, description, and underlining) usedmesasured by changes in accuracy
of the student writing. The superiority of direeetlback that the students can correct
significantly more of their errors on revisions hvihis method than either coded or
uncoded feedback might be due to the fact that“thie fastest and the easiest way for
them to revise” (p. 291).

The results of the analysis of the students’ wngiterrors illustrated that the
students made the errors in wrong word most fretyiefollowed by sentence
structure, verb, noun endings, and articles, reésmdyg. It was also observed that they
were more successful in correcting errors in theedtable” category (verbs, noun
endings, and articles) than the “untreatable” ¢gweong word and sentence structure),
which supported Ferris and Roberts’ (2001) claiat tihhe students can correct their
treatable errors more successfully as comparedthdthreatable errors.

6.3.1.3 The students’ improvement of writing flueng

With regards to the students’ writing fluency, Wauintero, Inagaki,
and Kim, 1998 (as cited in Chandler, 2003) defifledncy as “rapid production of
language” (p. 17). In a number of previously cortddaesearch, the measurement of

fluency used has been number of words producedariteen product. Since fluency
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of writing (as stipulated by word count) was pdrthe pre-and post-tests and the nine
writing assignments, the measurement of fluendhénpresent study was word count.
Based on the results of the measurement of writuency by three methods in the

present study: the comparison between the pre-astit@sts and the comparison
between Drafts 2 and 3 among the nine writing assents, a positive effect on

fluency across these two measurements was found. pf&-and post-test results

revealed that overall there was a significant improent of writing fluency at the end

of the semester.

A similar result was also found in the comparisaiween Drafts 2 and 3
among the nine writing assignments, which showegositive result on writing
fluency. Although there was no statistically siggaht improvement found in the
comparison of writing fluency between Writing Assigents 1 and 9, it can be
observed that the mean word count of the lastngriissignment was slightly higher
than that of the first, even though the difficulgvel of the assignments increased
because the topics for the later assignments wemsidered increasingly difficult
(from Narrative to Comparison/Contrast writing).elTkevels of difficulty of different
genres was pointed by Weigle (2002) as stating “iscalirse mode makes a
difference in performance — narrative and desanptire often seen as cognitively
easier and lend themselves to less complex thaexgdosition...” (p. 100). Also, a
comparison between Draft 1 of Topic 1 and Draff Japic 3 of each genre revealed
that there was an increase in the word count meaa$ three genres (as shown in
Table 4.19). It is clear that when the studenteivet any types of feedback, they
wrote longer texts. The findings contradicted Toiss (1996) well known article,

which states that one of the putative harmful éffexd error correction is its negative
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effect on fluency.This might be possible that when the students é&zhmore from
their errors, teacher correction, the revisingvagti as well as practices of writing in
a long period of time (16 weeks), they felt morenfatent to write even more
challenging genres. The results corresponded tpdkgive effects of teacher written
feedback on fluency reported in Robb et al's (198&earch on Japanese EFL
students and Chandler's (2003) investigation ofpHisc, Asian, and South East
Asian students.

In conclusion, teacher written feedback of any types a demonstrably
positive effect on students’ writing quality, gramtcal accuracy, and writing
fluency. For writing quality, without changing sems’ original communicative
intent, teacher feedback seemed to have a posfifeet. Also, on grammatical
accuracy (as measured by five error categoriesmvaitohg fluency (as measured by
word count), it was found to be significant as adfg. In addition, the present study
reflected a positive view of the provision of teacfeedback in which it seems likely
that assigning students to rewrite and revise thatten work after receiving teacher
written feedback “not only will improve the qualityf writing under immediate
consideration but will also cause writers to becanmere aware of and attentive to
patterns of errors” (Ferris 2002, p. 26). In thlisdy, teacher written feedback played
a crucial role in the improvement of Thai EFL staderiting. The method of using
teacher written feedback followed by students’ s@n is a way to draw students’
attention to their writing and learn from their@ms.

6.3.2 The students’ revision strategies when utling different types of

teacher written feedback

Based on the results of the students’ revisioriegras when utilizing
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different types of teacher written feedback, it viasnd that the students employed
fewer strategies when utilizingirect feedback This might be due to the fact that
when being asked to revise the paper, the stuglesitsopied the teacher’s correction.
To quote a high performer who participated in théenview session, “it makes
correcting the errors easy. However, it seemslttiat not get to use my knowledge. |
just copied the teacher’s correction.” Similarlys@dent from the low proficiency
group stated, “When the teacher corrected errarsmie, | spotted these errors and
knew how to correct them, but | did not have toathything else, just copied the
teacher’'s correction”. In utilizinggoded feedback the students employed more
strategies as compared with when utilizing direeedback. The following list
presents the revision strategies the studesuslly employed.

e using an English-Thai dictionary when correcting

e leaving the writing for a while or for days, theonaing back to edit it

e applying grammatical knowledge

e guessing that it sounds right
This result supported Lalande’s (1982) conclusibat tcoded feedback seems to
encourage the student to employ problem-solvingtesgies. Founcoded feedback
the students employed many more revision strategpespared with the first two
feedback types. Below is a list of revision straegvhich weraisually employed by
the students.

e Using an English-Thai dictionary

e leaving the writing for a while or for days, theonaing back to edit it

e using Thai-English dictionary

e applying grammatical knowledge
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e using Thai translation
e guessing that it sounds right
e reading what | have written when finishing the whphper

e checking in textbooks

It can be seen that when utilizing this feedbagefythe students needed to
employ many more strategies to correct their errass it placed maximum
responsibility on them to figure out both the natwf error problems and their
solution (Ferris, 2002). Thus, this might yield anbficial aspect of this feedback
method since it indirectly encouraged the studémtesmploy many more problem-
solving strategies, and consequently, they wereosegh to more target language
input. To quote Ferris (2000), there is growingdevice that in many cases, L2
students, just like native speakers, rely on thein acquired knowledge of language
to correct errors, only rarely relying on formalgarned terminology and rules to
solve problems.

6.3.3 The students’ views and perceptions of emréreatment in their

writing

In addition to examining empirical research evokerabout the nature and
effects of teacher feedback and other types ofruoBbnal intervention, it is
important to consider student preferences and ¢at@cs. This section discusses the
students’ views and perceptions of error treatmertheir writing, which includes

direct, coded, and uncoded feedback.
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6.3.3.1 Direct feedback

It was obvious in the present study that this feeibwvas the easiest
way for the students to understand and make cavregtand, therefore, they tended
to favor it best. The present study revealed thegrall the students had positive
attitudes towards direct feedback. They greathyuedlit as a very comprehensible
input for them. However, the students with diffarégvels of English proficiency
viewed this feedback differently. For example,wsnt in the high proficiency group
admitted though he liked it, “it seems that | diot get to use my knowledge. | just
copy the teacher’s correction.... ”. On a contranstadent in the low proficiency
group reported a positive attitude towards thigddlieek type, saying, “It is useful
because | knew the correct form of my errors. Ione had told me, | would not have
known how to correct them”. This result supportee’s (1997) conclusion that the
students with low language proficiency have rendeteect cues more helpful than
indirect cues.

6.3.3.2 Coded feedback

Overall the students reported that coded feedbaek @ second
preference to direct feedback. When looking at shelents in different levels of
English proficiency, the moderate performers regmbihat coded feedback was the
most useful feedback type for them. This might be tb the fact that the students in
this level needed some cues or suggestions to pobldems of how to correct their
errors, so they could utilize these and consulhwither sources of information to
correct their errors and learn from doing so. Isw8aggested that using a consistent
system of coding errors throughout a writing clgssyed with mini-lessons which

build students’ knowledge base about the errorsypeing identified, might yield
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more long term growth in student accuracy than Binopderlining or highlighting
errors (Lalande, 1982; James, 1998; Reid, 19983e@an the qualitative results
regarding the usefulness of coded feedback in thsept study, all students with
different levels of English proficiency who parpeited in the interview session
agreed that this feedback type was very usefulhfeir writing. To quote a student in
the high proficiency group,

“...coded feedback is the most useful feedback for

me. The given code helps me to learn a lot from my

errors. | had tofind the best answers to corregt m

errors. | learned from them and did not forget them

When | remember them, | will not make the same

errors”.

Besides, many researchers suggested that indmectfeedback is generally
preferable because it forces students to engad@uited learning and problem
solving” (Lalande, 1982, p. 1) and helps them improveingitskills as fndependent
self-editors’ (Bates et al., 1993). However, it has also beeseoved that low English
proficiency students may not have sufficient lirggiei knowledge to self-correct
errors even when they are pointed out (Brown, 1%e4ris & Hedgcock, 1998, 2004;

Ferris, 2006). The following illustrates an exampfea student’'s unsuccessful self-

correction of wrong word error after coded feedback

Draft 2
Art/NE

My routine is not interesting but | am happy because | have a good friends.

ww
They sincerely for me. | think | have good experience about this university.
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Draft 3
My routineis not interesting but | am happy because | have good friends.

They have sincere for me. | think | have good experience about this university.

It can be seen from this example that the firsbrewas found in the first
sentence in which it was questionable for the mghréda good friends”. This was
because it has the article “a” indicating a singdtam and the noun ending “-s”
indicating a plural form of the phrase, “good fideriTo give coded feedback, the
teacher provided the codes both “Art” and “NE” irder to provide the alternatives
for the student to choose only one choice to cottexerror. In the second sentence,
the word, “sincerely” was found incorrect in thigngsence because this was
considered the incorrect use of word form usinga@werb “sincerely” without a verb.
In Draft 3, the students successfully correctedfitst error by deleting the article,
“a”. To correct the wrong word error, he/she repththe word “sincerely” with the
phase, “have sincere,” which was still incorrethis reoccurrence of the error might
be due to the fact that the student did not know plart of speech of the word
“sincere”. This illustrated the effects of coriegtthe untreatable error category. The
untreatable error was not always corrected suadgssiue to the student’s low
linguistic proficiency. This confirmed that a juthas combination of direct and
indirect feedback, varying according to error typgy be most helpful to students
(Hendrickson, 1980; Ferris, 1999; Channey, 199%;i$;62006).

6.3.3.3 Uncoded feedback
With regard to the mean number of errors foundewision,uncoded
feedback was nearly as effective as coded feedlf@ckmproving accuracy on

revision and subsequent writing. Although overadl students did not value uncoded
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feedback as their preference, some students ®&jt ldarned more when they were
involved in self-correction. According to the queshaire asking the students about
the helpfulness of each type of feedback, surgigithe high performers in this
study reported that they valued uncoded feedbatkeasnost useful feedback type for
them. Several studies (Gass, 1983; Sakamoto ancrKay1997) suggest that as
learners’ proficiency increases, their ability tcaka the appropriate grammatical
judgments improves. Therefore, learners at an ambhievel may need to be given
only the location of errors. This method is notyoalviable alternative, at least for
students who are advanced enough to do self-cammediut also a beneficial method
for all the students to learn and acquire the talaggguage. This was because when
the students saw their errors underlined, theytbadilize their acquired knowledge
of the target language to solve the problem andidoself-correction. It can be
suggested that although this type of feedback caowage the students to be more
independent self-editors, it should be given witghhconsideration. The teacher
should provide this feedback when the students dbrireatable errors i.e. noun
ending, verb, and article in which they can go bae#f correct them by utilizing other
sources of information. Also, this feedback typeulddoe most useful when teachers
were certain that the students who received it veeheanced or well-trained to do
their self-correction. It is therefore recommendédt if teachers choose to give
students less explicit feedback on their erromy thhay need to be prepared to explain
and defend this strategy, and perhaps even deratmgs effectiveness to students by
means of self-editing exercises. It could be sh&d tincoded feedback could provide

beneficial support in a process approach writirgg€lfor both teachers taking less
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time in correcting the students’ errors and stusléedrning to be independent self-
editors.

In sum, it has been assumed in the literaturelibatudent writers expect and
value error feedback from their teachers, and st leen claimed that the absence of
such feedback could raise student anxiety, fristsaidents, and cause them to lose
confidence in their teachers (Leki, 1999; Ferri802). Therefore, the decision of
which of these three methods to utilize should @&enin the context of the other
goals of the course (e.g., whether writing or laaggiis the primary focus) and the
amount of time one wants the students to devotgramnmatical and lexical error
correction. Besides, teachers can use a combinafiamcoded feedback for errors
the students can self-correct and direct feedbarckthbse they cannot. What seems to
be a crucial factor shown in the study is having $tudents do something with the
error correction besides simply receiving it (CHand2003; Raimes, 1983; Silva,
1993; Sengupta, 2000). It was also noted that imvibas the potential of a new
assignment and thus may be worth the L2 teachaslearners’ time and effort, in
contrast to Truscott (1996, 2004, 2007). When sttdeitilized the feedback in
revision, even when receiving direct feedback frihra teacher, error feedback on
writing is a way to draw the students’ attentiorfdom without distracting them from
their original communicative intent. Moreover, halp them notice a mismatch
between their interlanguage and the target languaggt well facilitate second
language acquisition. After the teacher correcteel ¢rrors, underlined them or
provided code for student self-correction, subsetugudent writing was both
significantly more correct, in just 16 weeks, amhé significantly, with a significant

increase in the quality of the content.
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6.4 Limitations of the study present study

With its objectives achieved, the present studiytsdd some limitations.

1. It only focused on utilizing four types of teachentten feedback,
namely content, direct, coded, and uncoded feedimaak EFL writing class using a
process approach.

2. The study was conducted over a period of one sem@si weeks).

3. This study used non-probability sampling which dad involve
random selection, so the specific group selected ttu geographical area was
investigated. As it is often difficult to conducteational studies with human
participants (i.e. real students and real teaclieat)are pure experimental studies, the
present study was conducted using a quasi-expei@aneatesign in which the
researcher was unable to obtain randomly selectgdup of participants and had to
deal in the experiment with already existing intgcbups (Brown and Rodgers,
2002). Then the intact group of 81 Thai EFL uniugrstudents studying in
Paragraph Writing course was selected to partieipathe study. Thus, the findings
of the present study cannot be generalized to ddaeners in a different context in
other regions of Thailand.

4. Since the present study mainly aimed to examinefieets of
different types of teacher written feedback ongh&lent writing focusing on writing
quality, five error categories, and writing fluendile measurements for these were
focused on the writing quality using TOEFL writirsgoring guide, frequency of
errors using the framework of Ferris et al's (20@@or classification, and writing
fluency using a number of words shown in each agissignment, while many other

measures and tools may also be employed.



184

5. The students’ revision strategy questionnaire \wagdd to elicit the
strategies employed when utilizing direct, coded] ancoded feedback for feedback

on form only.

6.5 Theoretical Implications of the Study

The theoretical framework of the present study beased on second language
acquisition (SLA) and its implications for error roection theory (Ferris, 2002).
Ferris stated that though SLA research is incomatuas to specific orders and stages
of acquisition, several practical implications feachers of L2 writers have emerged:

First, it is unrealistic to expect that L2 writeyg'oduction
will be error free or that, even when it iswill sound
like that of native English speakers. Seconahcesi SLA
takes time, we should not expect studentgu@cy to
improve overnight. Third, and most important?2
student writers need (a) a focus on different iatic
issues on error patterns than native speakers lop; (
feedback or error correction that is tailored their
linguistic knowledge and experience; and (c) indtan

that is sensitive to their unique linguistic deBcand needs
for strategy training (p. 5).

It can be generally accepted that in an EFL cdnferedback is central to
learning to write in the target language. AccordindHyland (2003), feedback can
provide student writers with a sense of audienak“aantimize them to the needs
of readers, but it offers an additional layer chfémlding to extend writing skills,
promote accuracy and clear ideas, and develop derstanding of written genres.
Each has its advantages and possible drawbackgeanders might use them in
tandem to offer students the best of all worldss tibvious that in order to improve

writing skills, EFL student writers need more laaga training because they do not
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have enough linguistic competence to correct graticalgerrors (Sengupta, 1998)
and other components of writing different genres.tHe context of the present
study, the students definitely need a lot morening and more exposure to the
target language. The following recommendations ¢da¢ made to use teacher
written feedback effectively to enhance the teaglaind learning EFL writing.

1. Teachers should ask students for their feedbadknereces at the
beginning of the course and address these inrgionses to student writing.

2. The response practices the teacher intends tonubke course
should be explained at the outset. These shoulddadhe focus of the feedback
that will be given on particular drafts, any codlest will be used, and any useful
sources of information to help the students seilftbeir writing.

3. Expectations concerning student responses to fekdtzed to be
clearly explained at the beginning so that theyeusidnd what is required from
them.

4. Teachers should provide both margin arntcemments in their
written feedback if time allows. It is also sugg@gesktthat students may find
comments vague and difficult to act on. Therefteachers should seek a balance
of praise and doable suggestions for revision. H@we criticism should be
mitigated as far as possible while bearing in ntimel potential of indirectness for
misunderstanding (Hyland, 2003).

4. It was apparent that the students with differemelle of English
proficiency benefited from teacher written feedbaok conjunction with other
associated writing activities, namely the revisedivity and the implementing of

lesson plans and guidelines for teaching writingrréigon, Description, and
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Comparison/Contrast. Therefore, a similar methodukh also be developed for
teaching other rhetorical modes of writing, i.eus@and effect, problem-solution, and
argumentative writing.

5. Different types of teacher written feedback in cmgtion with other
writing practice activities should be included aslass activity so that the students
learn to become independent self-editors. Thizesause the students can learn from
teacher feedback. This activity could raise stuslemivareness of their errors. In so
doing, they will learn to avoid making the sameesrin their future writing.

6. As the results of the study showed, the student$ing improvement
stems from many reasonable factors in the writitagsc using the process-based
approach. These factors may include lesson plandelines for teaching writing, as
well as other writing practice activities, whichimcde with Meeampol’'s (2008)
process-based approach research in a Thai univetating,

...university EFL students need to practice wgtiand
their writing needs to be taught by the teachetheei
implicitly or explicitly. However, an explicit tehaing of
writing obviously enhances the students’ writingligb

more. The process-based teaching is one explathiag
method that can help students increase their \grioility

(p. 7).

Although the process-based teaching method mayinbe tonsuming, its
elements or components can help improve the stsdemiting, which, as a result,
makes them have a better attitude towards wrififgerefore, the writing process-
based approach should be one of effective factdiishvcan improve the students’
writing and should be maintained in a writing classpecially in an EFL context.

7. Beyond focusing attention to providing feedbacks suggested that

writing teachers can also devote more attentiareieloping the students’ ability to
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become independent foreign language writers. Tieashing techniques for self-

correction (Ferris, 1995) and self-revision mayn@e instructive (Ashwell, 2000).

6.6 Recommendations for further studies

At present, more research on teacher written f@&edishould be conducted.
The following are some recommendations for furiheestigations.
1. Replication of the present study in other ursitegs both in the same
and different regions in Thailand
2. Replication of the present study witfiestent genres
3. Investigation of other types of teactemdback or other techniques that
could help EFL student improve their writing skills
4. Investigation of the methods of teactemdback in conjunction with
effective revising strategy training
In conclusion, Chapter VI summarizes the resoltthe study and discusses
them in relation to the literature review. It begiwith introduction followed by a
summary of the research findings, discussion,ithgdtions of the present study, and

theoretical implications. Finally, it ends with cdamendations for further research.
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APPENDIX A

Error code sheet

Code | Typesof errors Description

\ Verb All error in verb tense or form, including relevant

subject-verb agreement

NE Noun ending Plural or possessive ending incorrect, or unnecessary;

includes relevant subject-verb agreement errors.

Art Article Article or other determiner incorrect, omitted, or

unnecessary. Missing or unnecessary or incorrect used

wWw Wrong word All specific lexical errorsin word choice or word
form, including preposition and pronoun errors.
Spelling errors only included if the (apparent)

misspelling resulted in an actual English word.

SS Sentence structure | Errorsin sentence/clause boundaries (run-ons,
fragment, comma splices), word order, omitted words
or phrases, unnecessary words or phrases, other

unidiomatic sentence construction.

Source: Ferrisand Roberts (2001)

Reference
Ferris, D. R. and Roberts, B. (2001). Error feedback in L2 writing classes How explicit
does it need to be?. Journal of Second L anguage Writing. 10: 161-184




APPENDIX B

Questionnaire

Survey of the Students’ Background Information

Instructions Please answer the following questions honestlybecause your answer
will be used for aresearch study to improve the teaching and learning of English
in Thailand. Y our answers will not have any effect on your grade for the course
205222 Paragraph Writing
1. Name
2. Sex (Circleone) a. Male b. Femae
3.Age___ years
4. Gradesfor 011111 Foundations of English1

011112 Foundationsof English Il

205121 Basic Writing

5. How long have you learned English? __ years.

6. Have you ever been to a country where you had to use English for
communication?

(Circle one) aYes b. No If no, please skip to question
7.
If yes, please specify the country or countries, the period of time you stayed there,
and the reason

Country or countries Period of time (days, months, or years) Reason

()
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7. Have you ever attended a school where English is used as amediafor all
learning and teaching, either in Thailand (e.g., an international school) or abroad?
(Circleone) a Yes Db.No If no, please skip to question 11.

If yes, how long did you study there?

years

8. When you learn English in high school, how often did you practice writing in
English at a paragraph level? (Circle one)
1. Never 2. Rarely 3. Sometimes 4. Often

9. When you learned English in auniversity, how often did you practice writing in
English at a paragraph level? (Circle one)
1. Never 2. Rarely 3. Sometimes 4. Often

10. Since this semester started, have you learned English at another institute (e.g.,
alanguage school or atutoring school) or with atutor in addition to studying at
the university? (Circle one)

aYes b. No
If yes, how many hours each week? (Circle one)
A. Not more than two hours B. More than 2 but not more than 4 hours

C. More than 4 but not more than 6 hours D. More than 6 hours




APPENDIX C

Pre- and Post-Tests

Paragraph Writing Test

Name Surname 1D No.

Instruction: You will have 45 minutes to write on the topicdel

“Comparison and Contrast between

Learning by Yourself and Learning in Class”




APPENDIX D

Revision strategy questionnaire

Instructions Please answer the following questions by markingnXthe space
provided only. Please answer each guestion honbsttause your answer will be
used for a research study to improve the teachmdgearning of English in Thailand.
Your answers will not have any effect on your grémtethe course 205222 Paragraph
Writing.

Part OneRevision strategieshen utilizing direct feedback
In this part, you will find statements of revisiatrategies when utilizing direct feedback,
please read these statements and mark X indidadwgpften you employed these strategies.

Example
Item Statement )
Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
@) ) ®) @)
A | eat snacks while watching TV. X
(If you eat snack all the time when watching TV,
mark 4)

When | got back the paper with direct teacher faellb..

Item Statement _
Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
@) 2 3) 4
1. | read my text aloud.
2. | only read what | have written when | have $hed
the whole paper.
3. When | have written paper, | hand it in without
reading it.
4, I leave my writing for a while or for days, then
come back to edit it.
5. | show my text to somebody, and ask for hisesr h
opinion.
6. | compare my writing with the paper written by m
friends in the same topic.
7. I check my mistakes after | get back the paptr w
feedback from the teacher and try to learn from
them.
8. | can remember my mistakes and avoid doing it |n
my subsequent writing.
9. I apply my grammatical knowledge
10. I make no attempt.
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Item Statement _
Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
@) ) ®) @)
11. | guess that it sounds right.
12. | |l use Thai translation.
13. | check in textbooks.
14. | restructure sentences.
15. I check in my note book.
16. | | delete the sentence.
17. | ask my teacher.
18. | ask some one for help.
19. | use Thai English dictionary when revising.
20. | use English - English dictionary when revisin
21. | use English - Thai dictionary when revising.
22. | fromitem 19 — 23 when my teacher did not mark
any error,...
... make changes in word use by myself.
23. ... make changes in verb by myself.
24. ... make changes in article by myself.
25. ... make changes in noun ending by myself.
26. ... make changes in sentence structure by myself

Part Two:Revision strategieshen utilizing coded feedback
In this part, you will find statements of revisistrategies when utilizing coded feedback,
please read these statements and mark X indidagivwgpften you employed these strategies.

When | got back the paper with coded feedback....

Item Statement _
Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
@) @ @) @)

1. | read my text aloud.
2. | only read what | have written when | have $hed

the whole paper.
3. When | have written paper, | hand it in without

reading it.
4, I leave my writing for a while or for days, then

come back to edit it.
5. I show my text to somebody, and ask for hisesr h

opinion.
6. | compare my writing with the paper written by m

friends in the same topic.
7. I check my mistakes after | get back the paptr w

feedback from the teacher and try to learn from

them.
8. | can remember my mistakes and avoid doing it |n

my subsequent writing.
9. I apply my grammatical knowledge
Item Statement )

Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
@) ) ®) @)
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10. | make no attempt.

11. | guess that it sounds right.

12. | use Thai translation.

13. | check in textbooks.

14. | restructure sentences.

15. I check in my note book.

16. | delete the sentence.

17. | ask my teacher.

18. | ask some one for help.

19. | use Thai English dictionary when revising.

20. | use English - English dictionary when reuvisin

21. | use English - Thai dictionary when revising.

22. | fromitem 19 - 23when my teacher did hot mark a
error,...
...I make changes in word use by myself.

23. ... make changes in verb by myself.

24, ...I make changes in article by myself.

25. ... make changes in noun ending by myself.

26. ... make changes in sentence structure by myself

Part ThreeRevision strategieshen utilizing uncoded feedback
In this part, you will find statements of revisistiategies when utilizing uncoded feedback,
please read these statements and mark X indidadwgpften you employed these strategies.

When | got back the paper with coded feedback....

Item Statement ,
Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
€] 2 (3) 4)

1. | read my text aloud.
2. | only read what | have written when | have $hed

the whole paper.
3. When | have written paper, | hand it in without

reading it.
4. I leave my writing for a while or for days, then

come back to edit it.
5. | show my text to somebody, and ask for hisesr h

opinion.
6. | compare my writing with the paper written by m

friends in the same topic.
7. I check my mistakes after | get back the paptr w

feedback from the teacher and try to learn from

them.
Item Statement _

Never | Sometimes| Often | Always
1) 2 (3) 4)
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8. I can remember my mistakes and avoid doing it |n
my subsequent writing.

9. | apply my grammatical knowledge

10. | make no attempt.

11. | guess that it sounds right.

12. | use Thai translation.

13. | check in textbooks.

14. | restructure sentences.

15. I check in my note book.

16. | delete the sentence.

17. | ask my teacher.

18. | ask some one for help.

19. | use Thai English dictionary when revising.

20. | use English - English dictionary when revisin

21. | use English - Thai dictionary when revising.

22. | fromitem 19 - 23when my teacher did hot mark a
error,...
...I make changes in word use by myself.

23. ...I make changes in verb by myself.

24, ...I make changes in article by myself.

25. ...I make changes in noun ending by myself.

26. ...I make changes in sentence structure by mysel




APPENDIX E

Questionnaire
The Students’ Opinion about the Feedback

on the Nine Writing Assignments Provided by the Teeher

Name

Instructions: Please answer the following questions by circling only one choice.

Please answer each question honestly because your information will be used for a

research study to improve the teaching and learning of English in Thailand. Y our
information will not have any effect on your grade for the course 205222 Paragraph
Writing.

1. When you read each of the following feedback, to what extent did you understand
it?

1.1 Content feedback
1. Not understood at all 2. Barely understood
3. Moderately understood 4. Mostly understood
1.2 Direct feedback
1. Not understood at all 2. Barely understood
3. Moderately understood 4. Mostly understood
1.3 Coded feedback
1. Not understood at all 2. Barely understood
3. Moderately understood 4. Mostly understood
1.4 Uncoded feedback
1. Not understood at all 2. Barely understood
3. Moderately understood 4. Mostly understood

2. When you read each of the following feedback, to what extent were you satisfied
with how the feedback was given?

2.1 Content feedback
1. Not satisfied at all 2. Not very satisfied
3. Rather satisfied 4. Very satisfied

2.2 Direct feedback
1. Not satisfied at al 2. Not very satisfied

3. Rather satisfied 4. Very satisfied



2.3 Coded feedback

1. Not satisfied at all

3. Rather satisfied
2.4 Uncoded feedback

1. Not satisfied at all

3. Rather satisfied
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2. Not very satisfied
4. Very satisfied

2. Not very satisfied
4. Very satisfied

3. After completing homework assignment for a period of time, how did you feel

about
writing in English?
1. Not better at all

3. Moderately better

2. A little better
4. Much better

4. When you received your homework assignments back, how often did you think

about the feedback carefully?
1. Never
3. Often

2. Sometimes
4. Always

5. When you read each of the following feedback, how often did you have problems

understanding it?

5.1 Content feedback
1. Never
3. Often

5.2 Direct feedback
1. Never
3. Often

5.3 Coded feedback
1. Never
3. Often

5.4 Uncoded feedback
1. Never
3. Often

2. Sometimes
4. Always

2. Sometimes
4. Always

2. Sometimes
4. Always

2. Sometimes
4. Always

6. To what extent did you think that the feedback on each homework assignment was
helpful for you to write better in subsequent assignments?

6.1 Content feedback

1. Not helpful at all

3. Rather helpful
6.2 Direct feedback

1. Not helpful at all

3. Rather helpful

6.3 Coded feedback

1. Not helpful at all

3. Rather helpful

2. Just alittle helpful
4. Very helpful

2. Just alittle helpful
4. Very helpful

2. Just alittle helpful
4. Very helpful
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6.4 Uncoded feedback
1. Not helpful at all 2. Just alittle helpful
3. Rather helpful 4. Very helpful

7. After completing homework assignment for along period of time, to what extent
did you feel more encouragedto write in English?

1. Not at all 2. Just alittle

3. Moderately 4. A lot

8. When you received homework assignments back, to what extent did you pay
attention of the feedback?

1. Not at al 2. Just alittle

3. Moderately 4. A lot

9. When you read each type of the following feedback, to what extent did you think
that the feedback that you received was clear?

9.1 Content feedback
1. Not clear at all 2. Not very clear
3. Fairly clear 4. Very clear

9.2 Direct feedback
1. Not clear at al 2. Not very clear
3. Fairly clear 4. Very clear

9.3 Coded feedback
1. Not clear at all 2. Not very clear
3. Fairly clear 4. Very clear

9.4 Uncoded feedback
1. Not clear at al 2. Not very clear
3. Fairly clear 4. Very clear

10. To what extent did you like how the teacher responded to your homework
assignments?

1. Not at all 2. Not much

3. Moderately 4. Very much

11. When you found a point in the feedback that you did not understand, how often
did you try to understand it?

1. Never 2. Sometimes

3. Often 4. Always

12. In case that the teacher did not ask you to edityour writing, to what extent
did you think you pay attention of the teacher feedback.

1. Not at all 2. Just alittle
3. Moderately 4. A lot

13. To what extent did you think how the teacher provided feedback was suitable?
1. Not suitable at all 2. Not very suitable

3. Rather suitable 4. Very suitable



APPENDIX F

Course Syllabus
1/2549

Subject Code 205222
Credit 3(3-0)
Course Title Paragraph Writing
Course Condition -
Course Status Elective course
Curriculum English major
Degree Bachelor
Lecturer Chittima Kaweera

Course Description

Students practice writing different types of paeguips for a meaningful
communication and writing sentences containing rokanses with proper discourse
connectors.

Objectives

By the end of the course, students should be alde the following:
1. Identify the components of a sentence.
2. Build up a simple, compound and complex semenc
3. Identify component and types of paragraphs.
4. Write different types of paragraphs effectively
Subject Detail

Lecture: Group 171 Wednesday 13.00-14.30
Thursday  8.00- 9.30

Group 172  Monday 8.00- 9.30
Thursday  9.30- 11.00
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Date/Time Class Contents Activities Materials | ewsdgaeu
Meeting
Week 1 1-2 - Introduction to - Question and -Computer | Chittima
12-16 June the course outline | Answer presentation
- Classification of | - Write bio data
sentences
Week 2-3 3-6 - Classification of | - In class writing -Computer | Chittima
19-30 June sentences workshop presentation
- Sentence - Paper
correction: subject | - In class editing and| - Computer | Chittima
and verb agreementcorrecting workshop | presentation
- Sentence
correction: - Lecture -Computer | Chittima
Fragment and Runt - In class writing Presentation
on sentence workshop
- components of - Lecture - Computer | Chittima
paragraph presentation
- process in writing
Week 4-5 7-9 - Introduction to | - Study model -Computer | Chittima
narrative paragraph paragraph and its presentation
3-10 - Writing Daily components - Handout
July routine - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 5-6 | 10—-12 | - Writing - Study model -Computer | Chittima
Storytelling paragraph and its presentation
14-21 paragraph components - Handout
July - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 7-8 13-15 | - Writing - Study model -Computer | Chittima
autobiography paragraph and its presentation
24-31 paragraph components - Handout
July - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 8-9 16-18 | - Introduction to | - Lecture -Computer | Chittima
Descriptive - Study model presentation
4-11 paragraph paragraph and its - Handout
August - Writing components - Paper
descriptive - Practice
paragraph Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 10-11| 19-21 | - Writing - Study model -Computer | Chittima
descriptive paragraph and its presentation
14-21 paragraph components - Handout
August - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
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Date/Time Class Contents Activities Materials | esdfaou
Meeting
Week 11-12| 22-24 | -Writing - Study model - Computer
Descriptive paragraph and its presentation| Chittima
25 August — Paragraph components - Handout
1 September - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 13-14| 25-27 | - Introduction to - Study model -Computer | Chittima
comparison & paragraph and its presentation
4-11 contrast paragraph| components - Handout
September - Writing - Practice - Paper
comparison & Prewriting,
contrast paragraph| Brainstorming and
revising
Week 14-15| 28-30 | - Writing - Study model -Computer | Chittima
comparison & paragraph and its presentation
15-22 contrast paragraph| components - Handout
September - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising
Week 16-17| 31-33 | - Writing - Study model -Computer | Chittima
comparison & paragraph and its presentation
5 September contrast paragraph| components - Handout
- 2 October - Practice - Paper
Prewriting,
Brainstorming and
revising

Evaluation criteria

Evaluation

1. Attendance & Participation
2. Assignments
3. Midterm test

4. Final exam

Total

Criteria for Grading

Grade
A
B+
B
C+
C
D+
D
F

Score
80-100
75-79
70-74
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
0-49

10%
30%
20%
40%
100%
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APPENDIX H

TOEFL Writing Scoring Guide

Score of 6
An essay at thislevel:
o effectively addresses the writing task
e iswell organized and well developed
e usesclearly appropriate details to support athesis or illustrate ideas displays
consistent facility in the use of language

e demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice

Scoreof 5
An essay at thislevel:
e may address some parts of the task more effectively than others
e isgeneraly well organized and devel oped
e usesdetailsto support athesisor illustrate an idea
e displaysfacility in the use of the language

e demonstrates some syntactic variety and range of vocabulary

Scoreof 4
An essay at thislevel:
e addresses the writing topic adequately but may slight parts of the task
e isadequately organized and developed
e uses some details to support athesis or illustrate an idea
e demonstrates adequate but possibly inconsistent facility with syntax and usage

e may contain some errors that occasionally obscure meaning
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Scoreof 3

An essay at thislevel may reveal 1 or more of the following weaknesses:
e inadequate organization or development
e inappropriate or insufficient details to support or illustrate generalizations
e anoticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms

e an accumulation of errorsin sentence structure and/or usage

Score of 2

An essay at thislevel is seriously flawed by 1 or more of the following weaknesses:
e serious disorganization or underdevel opment
e little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics
e serious and frequent errorsin sentence structure or usage

e serious problems with focus

Scoreof 1
An essay at thislevel:
e may beincoherent may be undevel oped

e may contain severe and persistent writing errors

Scoreof 0
An essay will berated O if it:
e contains no response
e merely copiesthetopic
e isoff-topic, iswritten in aforeign language or consists only of keystroke

characters




APPENDIX |
The Results of Analysisof Errorsper 100 words

in Narrative Writing

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

N
Tt F1 81
F2 81
F3 81

Dependent Variable: Hund words

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Type Il Sum Mean
Source of Squares df Square F Sig.
,(\:A%'ggcted 1221.473" 2 610.737 75.679 .000
Intercept 2104.268 1 2104.268 260.749 .000
Trt 1221.473 2 610.737 75.679 .000
Error 1936.821 240 8.070
Total 5262.563 243
Corrected Total 3158.295 242

a. R Squared = .387 (Adjusted R Squared = .382)




Post Hoc Tests

Trt

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Hund_words

Scheffe
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference
) Trt  (J) Trt (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
F1 F2 -5.4888* 44639 .000 -6.5883 -4.3893
F3 -2.5876* 44639 .000 -3.6871 -1.4881
F2 F1 5.4888* 44639 .000 4.3893 6.5883
F3 2.9012* 44639 .000 1.8017 4.0007
F3 F1 2.5876* 44639 .000 1.4881 3.6871
F2 -2.9012* 44639 .000 -4.0007 -1.8017

Based on observed means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Homogeneous Subsets

Hund_words

Scheffe®?
Subset
Trt N 1 2 3
F1 81 .2506
F3 81 2.8382
F2 81 5.7394
Sig. 1.000 1.000 1.000

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
Based on Type Ill Sum of Squares

The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 8.070.

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 81.000.
b. Alpha = .05.




APPENDIX J
The Results of Analysisof Errorsper 100 Words

in Descriptive Writing

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

N
Tt F1 81
F2 81
F3 81

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Hund W

Type Il Sum Mean
Source of Squares df Square F Sig.
,\C/lgréglcted 288.603" 2 144.302 36.322 .000
Intercept 1117.990 1 1117.990 281.407 .000
Trt 288.603 2 144.302 36.322 .000
Error 953.485 240 3.973
Total 2360.078 243
Corrected Total 1242.088 242

a. R Squared = .232 (Adjusted R Squared = .226)



Post Hoc Tests

Trt

Dependent Variable: Hund_W

Multiple Comparisons

Scheffe
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference
N Trt  (J) Trt (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
F1 F2 -1.8764* .31320 .000 -2.6479 -1.1050
F3 -2.5825* .31320 .000 -3.3540 -1.8111
F2 F1 1.8764* .31320 .000 1.1050 2.6479
F3 -.7061 .31320 .081 -1.4775 .0654
F3 F1 2.5825* .31320 .000 1.8111 3.3540
F2 .7061 .31320 .081 -.0654 1.4775

Based on observed means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Homogeneous Subsets

Hund W

Scheffe®?
Subset

Trt N 1 2
F1 81 .6586
F2 81 2.5351
F3 81 3.2411
Sig. 1.000 .081

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

Based on Type Il Sum of Squares

The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 3.973.

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 81.000.

b. Alpha = .05.
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APPENDIX K

The Results of Analysisof Errorsper 100 Words

Univariate Analysis of Variance

in Comparison/Contrast Writing

Between-Subjects Factors

N
Tt F1 81
F2 81
F3 81

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Hund word

Type Il Sum Mean
Source of Squares df Square F Sig.
,(\:A%'ggcted 469.044" 2 234.522 84.066 .000
Intercept 1267.465 1 1267.465 454.328 .000
Trt 469.044 2 234,522 84.066 .000
Error 669.541 240 2.790
Total 2406.051 243
Corrected Total 1138.586 242

a. R Squared = .

412 (Adjusted R Squared = .407)
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Post Hoc Tests

Trt

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Hund_word

Scheffe
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference
) Trt  (J) Trt (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
F1 F2 -3.3443* .26246 .000 -3.9907 -2.6978
F3 -2.2179* .26246 .000 -2.8643 -1.5714
F2 F1 3.3443* .26246 .000 2.6978 3.9907
F3 1.1264* .26246 .000 .4800 1.7729
F3 F1 2.2179* .26246 .000 15714 2.8643
F2 -1.1264* .26246 .000 -1.7729 -.4800

Based on observed means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Homogeneous Subsets

Hund_word

Scheffe®?
Subset

Trt N 1 2 3
F1 81 4298
F3 81 2.6476
F2 81 3.7741
Sig. 1.000 1.000 1.000

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
Based on Type Ill Sum of Squares
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 2.790.

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 81.000.
b. Alpha = .05.
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