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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

     This chapter provides the experimental findings and discusses the participants’ 

responses to teacher feedback in a multi-draft setting. The research questions are 

addressed based on the holistic scores, error analysis, questionnaires, and interviews. 

The first section deals with the overall writing quality by reporting the scores on the 

pre-test and the post-test. The second section focuses on the accuracy by computing 

the frequency and ratios of errors. The third section examines the participants’ 

perceptions of teacher feedback by analyzing the questionnaires and interview 

records. 

The Effect of Teacher Feedback on Overall Writing Quality 

     This section compares the holistic score of individual participant and the mean 

score on the pre-test with those on the post-test to see how teacher feedback 

influenced the participants’ overall writing quality. Table 4.1 begins with each 

participant’s holistic score on the pre-test and on the post-test, and it ends with the 

mean score on the whole and change on both tests. Following the mean scores from 

Table 4.1, Table 4.2 compares the participants’ performance on the pre-test and on the 

post-test to determine whether there was significant difference in their performance.  

Table 4.1 displays scores on the pre-test and on the post-test, including every 

participant’s holistic score, score change, and the whole class’s average. 
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Table 4.1 

The Participants’ Holistic Scores on the Pre-test and on the Post-test 

No.        Pre-test Post-test Change   

1 10.5 14 +3.5  

2 6.5 9.5 +3 

3 6.5 8.5 +2 

4 5 8.5 +3.5 

5 6 11.5 +5.5 

6 11.5 11 -0.5 

7 5.5 7 +1.5 

8 8 8.5 +0.5 

9 7.5 9.5 +2 

10 6 7.5 +1.5 

11 9 10.5 +1.5 

12 6.5 11.5 +4 

13 8.5 6 -2.5 

14 3.5 5 +1.5 

15 14.5 15 +0.5 

16 5.5 6 +0.5 

17 8 12.5 +4.5 

18 8.5 9.5 +1 

19 5.5 8.5 +3 

20 7 7 0 

21 11.5 11.5 0 

22 12 13.5 +1.5 
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Table 4.1 (continued). 

No.        Pre-test Post-test Change     

23 8 7.5 -0.5 

24 5.5 7 +1.5 

25 8 6.5 -1.5 

26 13.5 13.5 0 

27 2 2.5 +0.5 

28 10 13.5 +3.5 

29 5.5 6.5 +1 

30 13 12 -1 

31 7.5 8 +0.5 

32 9 8 -1 

33 9.5 13 +4.5 

34 9 12.5 +3.5 

35 13 12.5 -0.5 

36 12.5 13 +0.5 

Mean 8.31 9.67 +1.36 

Note. No.1 to No.27 were boys and No.28 to No.36 were girls. 

As shown in Table 4.1, basically the participants made progress with the mean 

score increasing by 1.36 points, but individual participant’s performance on the 

pre-test and on the post-test varied. Twenty-five participants, including 19 boys and 6 

girls, made advance with score difference ranging from 0.5 to 5.5. Three participants, 

all boys, got the same grade on both tests. Eight participants, 5 boys and 3 girls, had 

poorer performance with score difference from -0.5 to -2.5. Therefore, 69.4% of the 

participants got better grades on the post-test and gender did not play a role in the 
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score difference. To assess the significance of the participants’ improvement, the 

mean scores of both tests were compared. 

     Table 4.2 below is the statistic comparison of mean scores on the pre-test and 

on the post-test. 

Table 4.2 

Comparison of the Mean Scores on the Pre-test and on the Post-test 

Source N Mean SD T-Value 

Pre-test 36 8.31 2.97 -4.33*** 

Post-test 36 9.67 3.01 

***p<.001.    

As illustrated in Table 4.2, the t test indicates the participants’ writing quality 

improved with statistic significance. The mean score increased from 8.31 on the 

pre-test to 9.67 on the post-test. That is, the mean score rose by 1.36. The data show  

teacher feedback was beneficial to significant improvement in overall writing quality 

from the pre-test to the post-test (t=-4.33, p<.001).  

The Effect of Teacher Feedback on Writing Accuracy  

     This section presents how teacher feedback influenced the participants’ 

accuracy. Table 4.3 illustrates the frequency of each error type on the pre-test and on 

the post-test. Because the average numbers of words on both tests were not equal, 

Table 4.4 displays the comparison of every participant’s error ratio to examine if there 

was significant difference in accuracy. To show the change in the top five error types 

and to indicate how the feedback influenced the errors, the researcher calculated the 

ratio of separate error type per 100 words for comparison, as shown in Table 4.5. 

     Table 4.3 lists the frequency of each error type and the numbers of all errors on 

both tests. 
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Table 4.3 

The Participants’ Error Frequency on the Pre-test and on the Post-test 

Category Pre-testa  Post-testb  

Art (articles/determiners) 42 23   

Prep (prepositions) 34 30 

Aux (auxiliaries) 2 0 

VF (verb forms) 61 63 

N (nouns) 33 19 

Poss (possessives) 3 18 

Adj/Adv (adjectives/adverbs) 11 15 

Mis (misspellings) 170 185 

Wo (word order) 10 3 

Phr (idiomatic expressions/collocations/awkwardness)  82          99 

T (tense/aspect) 89 60 

Vo (voice) 10 6 

SVA (subject-verb agreement) 17 8 

Pron (pronoun-reference agreement) 12 5 

Rel (relative pronouns/relative adverbs)                3    3        

Conj (conjunctions) 7 7 

SS (sentence structures/fragments) 37 34 

Pun (punctuation) 61 39 

Ind (indention) 0 0 

Cap (capitalization) 8 5 

Total 692 622 

Note. a The sum of words in all texts of the pre-test were 5421 and the average number of words per 
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text was 150.6. b The total of words in all texts of the post-test were 5055 and the average number of 

words per text was 140.4.   

As listed in Table 4.3, the occurrence of the 20 error types was of varying 

frequency on both tests. Two points were worth notice. One was that error-prone 

features were the same but occurred with different frequencies. The top five error 

types on the pre-test were Misspellings (170), Tense (89), Phrases (82), Verb Forms 

(61), and Punctuation (61). While those five error types also occurred most frequently 

on the post-test, there was a change in frequency, with Misspellings (185), Phrases 

(99), Verb Forms (63), Tense (60), and Punctuation (39) in hierarchy. The other point 

was that both tests had uneven numbers of errors and words. A total of 692 errors and 

622 errors were noticed on each test, with an average of 150.6 words for the pre-test 

and 140.4 words for the post-test. Considering the uneven average of words per text 

on both tests, as Chandler (2003) did, a comparison of each participant’s error ratio 

per 100 words on both tests was conducted to determine whether teacher feedback 

resulted in significant improvement in accuracy (see Appendix M).   

     Table 4.4 below shows the statistic comparison of participants’ error ratio per 

100 words on the pre-test and on the post-test. 

Table 4.4 

Comparison of Participants’ Error Ratio Per 100 Words on the Pre-test and on the 

Post-test 

Source N Mean SD T-Value 

Pre-test 36 13.24 6.45 .587 

Post-test 36 12.73 5.57 

Note. The mean number came from adding up individual participant’s error ratio per 100 words and 

then dividing it by the number of the participants, in this case, 36. 

p=0.28>.05. 
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The t test in Table 4.4 indicates no significant change in error ratio though 

fewer errors were made on the post-test. The average of errors per 100 words on the 

pre-test was 13.24. After teacher feedback, 12.73 errors on average occurred on the 

post-test. The analysis shows that teacher feedback did not contribute to statistic 

difference in overall writing accuracy. Even though there was no significant 

improvement on overall accuracy, this study further analyzed how teacher feedback 

influenced individual error type, especially the top five error types which accounted 

for nearly 70% of the errors. This is because errors of different types may have 

varying degrees of treatability as Ferris (1999) claims. 

Table 4.5 below lists the ratio of each error type per 100 words on both tests so 

as to find out how teacher feedback influenced each error type. 

Table 4.5 

Ratio of Each Error Type Per 100 Words on the Pre-test and on the Post-test 

Category Pre-test Post-test  Change 

Art (articles/determiners) 0.78 0.45 -0.33 

Prep (prepositions) 0.63 0.59 -0.04 

Aux (auxiliaries) 0.04 0 -0.04 

VF (verb forms) 1.13 1.25 0.12 

N (nouns) 0.61 0.38 -0.23 

Poss (possessives) 0.06 0.36 0.3 

Adj/Adv (adjectives/adverbs) 0.2 0.3 0.1 

Mis (misspellings) 3.14 3.66 0.52 

Wo (word order) 0.18 0.06 -0.12 

Phr (idiomatic expressions/collocations/ 1.51 1.96 0.45 

awkwardness)  
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Table 4.5 (continued). 

Category Pre-test Post-test  Change 

T (tense/aspect) 1.64 1.19 -0.45 

Vo (voice) 0.18 0.12 -0.06 

SVA (subject-verb agreement) 0.31 0.16 -0.15 

Pron (pronoun-reference agreement) 0.22 0.1 -0.12 

Rel (relative pronouns/relative adverbs) 0.06 0.06 0 

Conj (conjunctions) 0.13 0.14 0.01 

SS (sentence structures/fragments) 0.68 0.67 -0.01 

Pun (punctuation) 1.13 0.77 -0.36 

Ind (indention) 0 0 0 

Cap (capitalization) 0.15 0.1 -0.05 

Totala  12.77 12.3 -0.47 

Note. a To rid off the distortion of forwards and displacements from the ratio of each error type or from 

each participant’s error ratio, the total error ratios directly came from the division of the sum of errors 

by the number of words in all texts. That is, the ratio for the pre-test was 692 over 5421 and that for the 

post-test was 622 over 5055. Therefore, the figures, 12.77 and 12.3, were different from the figures, 

12.78 and 12.32, which came from the addition of all ratios of each error type. Besides, the total error 

ratios were smaller than the figures, 13.24 and 12.73, in Table 4.4 which resulted from the calculation 

of individual participant’s ratio error per 100 words. 

As Table 4.5 displays, the error ratio per 100 words of each error category 

declined, rose, or stayed the same on the post-test. Among the 20 error types, the error 

ratio of 12 error types decreased, 6 increased, and 2 made no difference. Additionally, 

except errors in Verb Forms, the others of the top five error types had the most drastic 

change in error ratio compared with the rest error types. To be more specific, errors in 

Tense and Punctuation were reduced by 0.45 and by 0.36 respectively, while errors in 
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Misspellings increased by 0.52, errors in Phrases, 0.45, and errors in Verb Forms, 0.12. 

The results demonstrate that teacher feedback had a positive impact on errors in Tense 

and in Punctuation but it did not reduce errors in vocabulary, collocation, and verb 

usage. 

It is natural that not all categories in this study were improved in accuracy. 

Errors in verb forms, possessives, adjective/adverbs, misspellings, word choice, and 

conjunctions increased in the post-test. It confirms SLA researchers’ observations that 

language learning is a gradual process (Truscott, 1996, 1999) and what a teacher 

identifies as errors may not be registered by a L2 learner (Smith, 1991, as cited in 

Storch & Tapper, 1997). Therefore, it is hard to improve those parts in a short time. 

     According to the experimental findings above, some focal points are elaborated 

as follows. First, in terms of the participants’ writing performance, the mean scores of 

both tests indicate significant improvement. Therefore, it seems that this teacher 

feedback had some positive effect on the participants’ overall writing quality, which 

answered the first research question. 

Second, the top five error types (Misspellings, Phrases, Verb Forms, Tense and 

Punctuation) are relevant to previous studies in some ways. For example, Bitchener et 

al. (2005) found prepositions, definite articles and the past simple tense troubled 

immigrant L2 learners most. In the present study, Tense was placed the 2nd and the 4th 

on both tests of narrative writing. Articles took the 6th and 8th. The usage of 

prepositions could account for the high percentage of errors partly because 

Prepositions alone ranked the 8th and the 7th on both tests and partly because 

prepositions scattered among Prepositions (prepositions alone), Verb Forms 

(including a verb plus a preposition) and Phrases (a set phrase). Another example is 

that Chiang (1992) found run-on sentences bothered senior high school students in 
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Taiwan. This phenomenon is also found in the present study, in which run-on 

sentences were labeled as Punctuation. Still another example is that H. H. Huang 

(2004) noticed high school students in Taiwan tended to use words inappropriately or 

wrongly as unidiomatic or wrong expression, unnecessary expression, spelling, 

omission, word form and plural. Those error types also occurred frequently in this 

study. Awkward expressions were coded as Phrases problems, word form was part of 

Verb Forms, and plural was Nouns, the last of which claimed the 9th place on both 

tests. As a result, despite the different classification and labeling, the error-prone types 

in the present study, to some degrees, are consistent with those in former research. 

Third, though the error feedback in this study did not result in significant 

difference in the error ratio on the whole, its influence on error types varied. Take the 

top five errors for example. Tense and Punctuation decreased in the post-test. One 

plausible explanation is the repetition of what is corrected and practiced. Three 

writing tasks in this study, including the pre-test and the post-test, were four-picture 

narrative writing of similar levels. Those works required past simple tense to describe 

events and characters’ dialogue to enrich the content. The usage of tense and 

punctuation picked up during the revisions could be applied to the post-test, and thus 

errors were reduced in number. On the other hand, Misspellings, Phrases, and Verb 

Forms increased in the post-test. As the pictures to narrate were different, the contents 

varied accordingly. The participants could not repetitively use the words and 

expressions on the pre-test. Another plausible explanation is that errors themselves are 

of varying degrees of treatability. According to Ferris’s (1999) definition, errors which 

“occur in a patterned, rule-governed way” are treatable. Treatable errors like tense and 

sentence fragments (part of Punctuation in this study) are easier to edit than the 

untreatable errors, such as word choice, unidiomatic sentence structure and missing or 
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unnecessary words (part of Phrases in this study) and exceptions of preposition usage 

(part of Verb Forms in this study). Therefore, the change in error frequency suggests 

that not all errors are easy to amend. Truly, teacher feedback did not result in 

significant change in the participants’ writing accuracy, but it had some positive effect 

on certain error types due to repetitive practice and error treatability, which answers 

the second research question. 

The Students’ Perceptions of Teacher Feedback 

     This section is composed of two parts. First, it compares the participants’ 

questionnaires on teacher feedback before and after the treatment. Second, it presents 

interviews with the participants who had varying performance so as to probe into their 

views on teacher feedback and to supplement information for the questionnaires. 

    Questionnaires. Two questionnaires were conducted in this study. Table 4.6 to 

Table 4.10 display the participants’ perceptions before the treatment, namely, 

motivation for writing, attitude toward writing, reaction to teacher feedback, and 

self-evaluation of writing performance. Table 4.11 to Table 4.16 show what the 

participants thought of writing and feedback after the treatment for comparison. 

Because the participants did not know the specific features of the teacher feedback 

before the treatment, relevant items in the first questionnaire only dealt with their 

responses to general teacher feedback. Therefore, the researcher added more items on 

their reaction to specific aspects of the teacher feedback in the second questionnaire, 

as illustrated in Table 4.13, Table 4.14 and Table 4.16. 

     Table 4.6 shows the participants’ motivation for writing before the treatment. 
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Table 4.6          

The Participants’ Motivation for Writing Before the Treatment       

Item      SA A  D  SD 

  No.% No.%  No.%  No.%

1. For further studies, I must learn English  

composition. 
19 53 15 42  2 6  0 0

2. At parents’ and teachers’ request, I write  

English composition. 
4 11 16 44  14 39  2 6

3. English writing is a crucial criterion in 

further careers. 
19 53 14 39  3 8  0 0

4. Good English writing enables me to  

befriend foreigners. 
16 44 14 39  6 17  0 0

5. English writing is useful in my daily life.  3 8 10 28  20 56  3 8

6. I do some English writing for others to 

read. 
1 3 1 3  23 64  11 31

 

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements. 

As for the participants’ motivation for writing before the treatment, the results 

are as follows: First, most of the participants agreed that they learned English writing 

for advanced studies (95%, Item 1), for future jobs (92%, Item 3) and for 

communication with foreign friends (83%, Item 4). Second, about half of the 

participants (55%) wrote English composition at teachers’ or parents’ request (Item 2). 

Third, 36% of the participants found English writing useful in their daily life (Item 5) 

and only 6% of them took English writing as creative writing for readers (Item 6). It 
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seems that the participants put importance on English writing for instrumental 

motivations like studies and jobs and for integrative motivations like communication 

with native speakers. It also indicates that pressure from teachers or parents was not a 

decisive factor and that they did not write for readers’ sake. 

     Table 4.7 displays the participants’ attitude toward writing before the treatment. 

Table 4.7          

The Participants’ Attitude toward Writing Before the Treatment       

Item      SA A D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

7. I like to join activities in English  0 0 12 33 19 53  5 14

composition class.                

8. I am willing to spend more of my free time 6 17 26 72 4 11  0 0 

practicing English writing.             

9. I like to discuss English writing with 

others. 
0 0 11 31 23 64  2 6 

10. I feel comfortable with English writing. 4 11 5 14 21 58  6 17

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements. 

Table 4.7 demonstrates the participants’ attitude toward writing before the 

treatment. A majority of the participants (89%) were willing to spare their free time 

for English writing (Item 8). In contrast, much fewer participants liked in-class 

activities about English writing (33%, Item 7), enjoyed discussing English 

composition with peers (31%, Item 9), or felt free in writing English (25%, Item 10). 

It appears that they were willing to devote more time to English writing even though 
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they were not active in the classroom setting, had little peer discussion about writing, 

and had a hard time writing English composition.  

Table 4.8 below describes the participants’ responses to general teacher 

feedback before the treatment. 

Table 4.8          

The Participants’ Reaction to Teacher Feedback Before the Treatment  

Item      SA A D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

11. I feel anxious when knowing my English 

composition will be evaluated. 
4 11 17 47 12 33    3 8

12. I will look at the grade first after receiving 

the returned English composition. 
17 47 17 47  2 6    0 0

13. I value teacher comments on my English 

writing. 
19 53 17 47  0 0    0 0

14. Teacher feedback influences my interest 

in English writing. 
12 33 21 58  3 8    0 0

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements.                         

     Table 4.8 illustrates how the participants reacted to general teacher feedback 

before the treatment. It appears that teacher feedback aroused their great responses. 

All of the participants (100%) emphasized teacher comments (Item 13). Most of them 

looked at the grade first (94%, Item 12) and agreed that teacher feedback affected 

their interest in writing (91%, Item 14). Meanwhile, over half of the participants (58%) 

were worried about teachers’ writing evaluation (Item 11). Therefore, it suggests that 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 60

proper teacher feedback, including comments and grading, played an influential role 

in the participants’ performance and feeling. 

     Table 4.9 is the participants’ self-evaluation about their writing on the whole 

before the treatment. 

Table 4.9          

The Participants’ Overall Self-evaluation Before the Treatment         

Item      SA A D  SD 

   No.% No.% No.%  No.%

15. I am satisfied with my English writing. 0 0 5 14 19 53  12 33

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.”  

As Table 4.9 points out, none of the participants were greatly satisfied with their 

overall writing performance, and only 14% of them were content with their writing. 

Over half of them (53%) were dissatisfied with their writing and even 33% of them 

expressed strong dissatisfaction. It seems that, for them, there was great room for 

improvement. 

Table 4.10 specifies the participants’ self-evaluation in the five aspects 

identified in the SAT’s scoring rubrics. 

Table 4.10             

The Participants’ Self-evaluation in Specific Aspects Before the Treatment    

Item    C O G  V  M 

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%  No.%

16. I have a good command of ____. 14 29 5 10 5 10  1 2  23 48

17. I have difficulty with ____. 7 11 17 26 20 30  22 33  0 0 

Note. C stands for “content;” O, “organization;” G, “grammar;” V, “vocabulary;” M, “mechanics.” In 

Item 16 and Item 17, the participants could not choose more than two options from the five, so the 
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numbers added up were not equal, with 48 votes for Item 16 and 66 votes for Item 17. For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements.  

 

According to Table 4.10, the participants thought that they were adept at 

mechanics (48%) and content (29%), which was followed by organization (10%), 

grammar (10%) and vocabulary (2%). In contrast, they had difficulty with vocabulary 

(33%), grammar (30%), organization (26%) and content (11%). What is worth notice 

is that none of them felt mechanics troublesome. Therefore, the participants did not 

find mechanics and content difficult, but they needed to improve vocabulary, grammar 

and organization. 

     Based on the findings from Table 4.6 to Table 4.10, the participants’ perceptions 

of teacher feedback before the treatment are summarized as follows: They were 

highly motivated to write well for the potential benefits of writing (Table 4.6). They 

seldom joined classroom activities or peer discussion nor did they develop a sense of 

readership (Table 4.7). Though they had trouble writing English composition, they 

were willing to spend more time on writing practice (Table 4.7). Teacher feedback, 

such as grading and comments, had a great impact on their performance and interest 

in writing (Table 4.8). They were not satisfied with their writing performance (Table 

4.9). To be more specific, they felt much troubled with vocabulary, grammar, and 

organization (Table 4.10).  

     What follows are tables and discussion on the second questionnaire. For the 

sake of classification and convenience of comparison, items on the second 

questionnaire were re-ordered for discussion, as in Table 4.13 and in Table 4.15. More 

items were added in Table 4.13, Table 4.14 and Table 4.16 so as to find out the 

participants’ responses to specific teacher feedback in this study.   

     Table 4.11 below shows the participants’ motivation for writing after the 
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treatment.  

Table 4.11          

The Participants' Motivation for Writing After the Treatment       

Item      SA   A  D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

1. For further studies, I must learn English  

composition. 

2. To pass English proficiency tests, I 

  must learn English writing well. 

23

 

11

64

 

31

12

 

21

33

 

58

0 

 

3 

0 

 

8 

 

1 

 

1 

3 

 

3 

3. At parents’ and teachers’ request, I write  

English composition. 
2 6 15 42 19 53  0 0 

4. English writing is a crucial criterion in 

further careers. 
19 53 15 42 2 6  0 0 

5. Good English writing enables me to  

befriend foreigners. 
10 28 20 56 6 17  0 0 

6. English writing is useful in my daily life.  5 14 10 28 19 53  2 6 

7. I do some English writing for others to 

read.  
 2 6 4 11 23 64  7 19

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements. 

     Table 4.11 presents the participants’ motivation for writing after the treatment. 

What follows are motivational factors in order of hierarchy. 97% of the participants 

were driven by the further studies (Item 1). 95% of them learned English writing for 

future job requirements (Item 4). 89% of them learned to write for proficiency tests 
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(Item 2). 84% of them thought English writing was beneficial to making foreign 

friends (Item 5). 48% of them did some English writing to meet the demand of their 

teachers or parents (Item 3). 42% of them found English writing useful in their daily 

life (Item 6). 17% of them wrote English composition for a sense of readership (Item 

7). Therefore, the participants did English writing mainly for the instrumental 

functions. 

     Compared with the counterpart on the first questionnaire (Table 4.6), the 

participants’ motivation for writing is discussed as follows: First, the percentage of 

agreement increased on items about further studies, future jobs, usefulness in daily 

life, and readership. Though the approval rate about further studies only increased by 

3%, the degree of agreement was strengthened. It may be because the participants 

were busy preparing for the SAT, which was to take place on February 1st and 2nd. The 

approval rate for readership rose by 11% and the percentage of strong disagreement 

with readership dropped by 11%. This suggests that, through the teacher treatment, 

some participants started to acknowledge a sense of readership. Second, the approval 

rate remained unchanged was the item about making foreign friends, but the degree of 

agreement was weakened. Third, a decrease of 9% was found in the approval rate on 

writing at teachers’ and parents’ request. It seems that the participants were more 

willing to do some English writing.  

     Table 4.12 below explains the participants’ attitude toward writing after the 

treatment. 
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Table 4.12           

The Participants' Attitude toward Writing After the Treatment       

Item      SA A  D  SD  

  No.% No.%  No.%  No.%

8. I like to join activities in English  

composition class.  
2 6 16 44  13 36   5 14

9. I am willing to spend more of my free time 

practicing English writing.  
2 6 28 78  5 14   1 3

10. I like to discuss English writing with 

others. 
1 3 13 36  21 58   1 3

11. I feel comfortable with English writing. 3 8 9 25  19 53   5 14
 

    

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements. 

     Table 4.12 states the participants’ attitude toward writing after the treatment. 

Most of the participants (84%) were willing to spend more time on English writing 

(Item 9). Half of them (50%) were fond of writing activities in the classroom (Item 8). 

39% of them were open to peer discussion (Item 10). And one-third of them (33%) 

felt easy about English writing (Item 11). It seems that most participants would like to 

spend more time on writing but a large number of them felt uneasy about writing 

itself, writing activities, and peer discussion about writing. 

     Overall, the participants took a more active attitude toward writing than they 

did before the treatment (Table 4.7). First, additional 17% of the participants were 

engaged in classroom writing activities. Extra 9% of the participants would discuss 

English writing with their classmates. The number of the participants who felt 
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comfortable with English composition also increased by 8 %. It seems that teacher 

correction and comments got more participants involved in writing and in its related 

activities. Over 80% of the participants were willing to spend more time writing, with 

a slight drop of 8% noticed. Truly, the teacher feedback focused on written text and 

student writers, but it yielded more involvement in classroom activities and peer 

discussion, and, more importantly, it reduced the participants’ anxiety about writing.  

     Table 4.13 below specifies the participants’ responses to teacher feedback after 

the treatment. Because before the treatment the participants did not know what the 

teacher feedback was going to be like in this study, items in the first questionnaire 

were about general teacher feedback. Then, after the treatment, the second 

questionnaire included more items on feedback features. That is, Items 15 to 18 dealt 

with error correction, Item 19 was about multiple revisions, Item 28 explored the 

necessity of grading, Item 20 and Items 22 to 24 probed into comments, and Items 25 

to 27 centered on cover sheets. 

Table 4.13          

The Participants’ Reaction to Teacher Feedback After the Treatment     

Item      SA A D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

12. I feel pressure from this teacher feedback

   (error correction, comments and cover  

   sheets). 

1 3 8 22 19 53  8 22

14. Teacher feedback enhances my interest in

   English writing. 
1 3 26 72 7 19  2 6
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Table 4.13 (continued).             

Item      SA A  D  SD  

  No.% No.%  No.%  No.%

15. Coded correction, not direct correction, 

deepens my understanding of correct 

expressions through self-discovery.  

6 17 20 56  8 22  2 6

16. Coded correction, not direct correction, 

confuses me in revision.  
2 6 15 42  19 53  0 0

17. The technique of giving coded correction 

prior to direct correction helps me to 

express myself. 

8 22 23 64  4 11  1 3

18. I prefer direct correction to coded 

correction. 
4 11 14 39  18 50  0 0

19. I feel it redundant to revise for the second  

time. 
1 3 3 8  27 75  5 14

29. I will look at the grade first after receiving 

the returned English composition. 
9 25 23 64  3 8  1 3

28. I consider it is necessary to grade every 

   composition. 
6 17 16 44  14 39  0 0

21. I value teacher comments on my English 

   writing. 
7 19 26 72  2 6  1 3

20. I cannot understand my teacher’s 

comments. 
3 8 5 14  25 69  3 8
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Table 4.13 (continued).             

Item      SA A D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

22. Teacher comments give me a sense of 

   readership. 
6 17 24 67 5 14  1 3

23. I revise according to teacher comments. 6 17 27 75 2 6  1 3

24. In writing, I read my article from a 

reader’s perspective. 
2 6 19 53 13 26  2 6

25. I find the cover sheet helpful to my 

English writing. 
1 3 17 47 17 47  1 3

26. I hardly know what to write in the cover 

sheet. 
2 6 23 64 9 25  2 6

27. I get satisfactory response from the cover

   sheet. 
2 6 25 69 9 25  0 0

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” For each 

question item, the sum of percentage for each option may not be 100 because of the distortion of 

forwards and displacements. 

     Table 4.13 details the participants’ responses to the teacher feedback in six areas. 

What follows are the related items and data. 

The participants’ perceptions of the overall teacher feedback are asked by Item 

12 and Item 14. The overall teacher feedback put no pressure on 75% of the 

participants, but it was stressful for a quarter of them (Item 12). Besides, it helped 

75% of the participants to raise their interest in writing (Item 14). It seems that this 

teacher feedback reduced the participants’ fear of evaluation and raised their interest 

in writing. 
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The participants’ ideas of error correction are explored through Items 15 to 18. 

Both coded correction and direct correction received the same number of the 

participants’ favor, with four participants strongly supporting direct correction (Item 

18). Both correction techniques were almost equally comprehensible to the 

participants, though coded correction was slightly more difficult for them (Item 16). 

However, coded feedback enabled 73% of the participants to further understand 

correct usage (Item 15). In general, 86% of the participants welcomed the method of 

giving coded correction earlier than direct correction (Item 17). The plausible 

explanation may be that coding was more confusing and that direct correct was easier 

because the participants just copied the teacher’s correct answer. Considering the pros 

and cons of two kinds of correction, it is not surprising that the participants embraced 

the combination of two correction techniques. 

Times of revision are identified in Item 19. Most of the participants (89%) 

regarded the second revision as necessary. It seems that the participants acknowledged 

the importance of multi-draft writing. 

Issues of grading are noticed in Item 28 and Item 29. Grades were what the 

majority of the participants would look at first among all elements of teacher feedback 

(Item 29). However, only three-fifths of them (61%) considered it necessary to grade 

every draft (Item 28). This implies that grading was what the participants showed 

concern about, but, in a multi-draft setting, when to give a score requires further 

exploration.  

The participants’ opinions on comments are expressed through Items 20 to 24. 

Most of the participants (91%) thought highly of comments (Item 21) and they (92%) 

would revise according to comments (Item 23). Besides, 84% of them got a sense of 

readership from the comments (Item 22); 59% of them even distanced themselves 
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from their drafts and read from a reader’s perspective (Item 24). About 22% of the 

participants failed to understand the comments (Item 20). As a result, the participants 

highly valued the teacher comments because they had an impact on how the 

participants revised and read their drafts. 

The usage of cover sheets are explored through Items 25 to 27. Half of the 

participants found cover sheets helpful (Item 25). About 70% of them did not know 

what to write on cover sheets (Item 26). But once they voiced their opinions, 75% of 

them received satisfactory responses (Item27). It suggests that the usefulness of cover 

sheets might mainly lie in how the participants expressed themselves and partly 

consist in how the teacher responded.   

Compared with the results in the first questionnaire (Table 4.8), generally the 

participants took a more positive and constructive attitude toward the teacher 

feedback in this study. There are three major findings. First, the overall teacher 

feedback greatly reduced the participants’ anxiety by 33% and enhanced most of their 

interest in writing. Second, the participants put less emphasis on grades. Fewer 

students regarded grades as their top concern and nearly 40% of them found it 

unnecessary to grade every draft. It suggests that other features in the teacher 

feedback may have played a role or grading may have carried different weight in 

multi-draft writing. Third, comments were more than evaluative. They provided a 

sense of readership, directions for revision, and responses to questions in cover sheets. 

The slight drop in the participants’ emphasis on comments might be due to the fact 

that they had high expectations of comments (100% in the first questionnaire). But the 

content of the comments does not match the participants’ expectations. 

Table 4.14 shows how the participants dealt with some troublesome teacher 

feedback. As indicated in Table 4.13, some participants got confused with indirect 
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correction (Item 16) and some failed to understand teacher comments (Item 20). 

Therefore, not all the teacher feedback was clear to the participants. The following 

items in Table 4.14 explores how the participants faced the problematic feedback. 

Table 4.14                 

The Participants’ Reaction to Troublesome Teacher Feedback After the Treatment 

Item      F M D C T  P  L 

  No.% No.% No.% No.% No.%  No.%  No.%

30. When feeling confused 

with coded correction or 

direct correction, I ____. 

24 34 2 3 6 9 10 14 9 13  13 19  6 9

31. When having different 

ideas from teacher  

comments, I would ____.

10 16 5 8 5 8 12 19 15 23  14 22  3 5

Note. F stands for “follow the teacher’s advice;” M, “revise in my own way;” D, “delete the 

troublesome text;” C, “raise questions in the cover sheet;” T, “ask the teacher in person;” P, “discuss 

with peers;” L, “look for information by myself.” In Item 30 and Item 31, the participants could not 

choose more than two options from the seven, so the numbers added up were not equal, with 70 and 64 

votes respectively. For both question items, the sum of percentage for each option is 101 because of the 

distortion of forwards and displacements. 

As indicated in Table 4.14, the participants would resort to the following 

methods in face with error correction: following the teacher’s advice (34%), 

discussing with peers (19%), raising questions in the cover sheet (14%), asking the 

teacher in person (13%), deleting the troublesome text (9%), looking for information 

by myself (9%), and revising in my own way (3%). When confronted with comments, 

the participants would adopt the following methods: asking the teacher in person 

(23%), discussing with peers (22%), raising questions in the cover sheet (19%), 
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following the teacher’s advice (16%), revising in my own way (8%), deleting the 

troublesome text (8%), and looking for information by myself (5%).  

The results provide three points worth notice. First, in terms of resources among 

the teacher, peers and the participants, the participants mainly rely on the teacher’s 

opinion for error correction and for comments (mainly content). Peer discussion was 

of help, especially in comments. Dealing with problems by the participants 

themselves was least adopted. Second, as for problematic features, in solving 

problems about error correction (form), the participants much more believed in the 

teacher written feedback than other methods and they were more willing to search 

reference books for answers. Meanwhile, in dealing with problems about comments 

(mainly content), discussion with the teacher in person or through cover sheets or peer 

discussion became more important and the participants had more self-confidence in 

deciding how to revise their content, either revising in their own way or deleting the 

content. Deleting the troublesome text was less applied to both correction and 

comments, which indicated the participants were willing to take the trouble to work 

out the problem. Third, regarding the channel, written feedback was not enough. 

Some participants chose to revise according to the teacher feedback, but this blind 

obedience may cause students’ confusion and the teacher’s misunderstanding. Oral 

discussion and cover sheets served as means of teacher-student communication. In 

summary, although the participants might feel like following the teacher feedback, 

they were active in figuring out the troublesome teacher feedback through 

teacher-student talk, peer discussion, and cover sheets. The participants had much 

confidence in the teacher’s feedback on form and on content, and they valued peers’ 

opinion on content. 

Table 4.15 below shows the participants’ self-evaluation of their overall writing 
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performance after the treatment. 

Table 4.15          

The Participants’ Overall Self-evaluation After the Treatment         

Item      SA A D  SD  

  No.% No.% No.%  No.%

13. I make progress in English writing with 

teacher feedback. 
6 17 28 78 2 6  0 0 

Note. SA stands for “strongly agree;” A, “agree;” D, “disagree;” SD, “strongly disagree.” The sum of 

percentage of each option is 101 because of the distortion of forwards and displacements. 

According to Table 4.15, most of the participants (95%) thought they wrote 

better through teacher feedback. Though, from Table 4.9, 86% of the participants were 

not satisfied with their writing before the treatment, yet, after the treatment, 95% of 

them thought that they had better writing ability. It suggests that this model of teacher 

feedback had a positive effect from the participants’ self-evaluation. 

     Table 4.16 displays the participants’ self-evaluation in specific aspects after the 

treatment.  

Table 4.16             

The Participants’ Self-evaluation in Specific Aspects After the Treatment  

Item    C O G  V  M 

  No.% N0.% No.%   N0.%   No.%

32. I have a good command of ____. 18 37 7 14 6 12  1 2  17 35

33. I have difficulty with ____. 7 11 14 22 22 34  21 33  0 0 

34. I progress most in ____. 15 26 17 29 12 21  10 17  4 7 

Note. C stands for “content;” O, “organization;” G, “grammar;” V, “vocabulary;” M, “mechanics.” In 

Item 32, Item 33, and Item 34, the participants could not choose more than two options from the five, 
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so the numbers added up were not equal, with 49 votes for Item 32, 64 votes for Item 33, and 58 votes 

for Item 34.  

Major findings in Table 4.16 are as follows: First, regarding strengths in writing, 

the participants felt satisfied with their performance in content (37%), mechanics 

(35%), organization (14%), grammar (12%), and vocabulary (2%). In particular, 

content and mechanics heavily outnumbered the rest aspects. Second, as for 

weaknesses in writings, the participants thought they had more difficulty in grammar 

(34%), vocabulary (33%), and organization (22%) than in content (11%) and 

mechanics (0%). Third, the participants progressed in organization (29%), content 

(26%), grammar (21%), vocabulary (17%), and mechanics (7%) in descending order. 

Roughly, the participants thought mechanics and content were their strengths while 

grammar, vocabulary and organization were their weaknesses. Even so, they 

considered they had much improvement in organization and grammar. 

     In comparison with the counterpart items on the first questionnaire in Table 

4.10, results are discussed below. First, the participants gained more confidence in 

content by 8% and in organization by 4%. Those aspects were also what they made 

most progress in as Item 34 shows. Plausible reasons may be the participants’ practice 

and the researcher’s requirement. Through similar and constant practice, the 

participants had better control over developing ideas and they could apply the 

cohesion and coherence in narrative writing over again. Besides, they were required to 

draw up an outline in the cover sheet starting from the third writing task of an 

expository assignment. Through the outline, the flow of thought could be checked by 

the researcher and the participants themselves.  

Second, the participants had different perceptions in grammar, vocabulary, and 

mechanics. Regarding grammar, the item “I have a good command of ‘grammar’” 

drew about 10% of the votes in both questionnaires, with an extra of 2% of the votes 
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in the second questionnaire. In contrast, the item saying “I have difficulty with 

‘grammar’” drew about 30% of the votes in both questionnaires, with additional 4% 

of the votes in the second questionnaire. Overall, grammar was difficult for the 

participants to handle but 21% of the votes indicated that they performed better than 

before (Table 4.16, Item 34). This might be due to differences in the participants’ 

perceptions. As shown in Table 4.4, there was a slight decrease in the overall error 

ratio per 100 words in the post-test. In Table 4.5, as for the error ratio of each error 

type, 12 error types decreased, 6 error types increased, and 2 error types made no 

difference. Therefore, the participants’ responses to Item 32 and Item 33 might be 

influenced by their perceptions of different error types. Similarly, though the rate of 

votes in items about vocabulary remained the same before and after the treatment, 

with 2% of the votes for performing well and 33% of the votes for performing poorly, 

some participants thought they progressed in vocabulary. This might be related to 

error ratios in Table 4.5 because the participants made more errors in Misspellings, 

Phrases and Verb Forms. Even if the votes for confidence in mechanics dropped by 

13% and none votes went to poor performance in mechanics, still some participants 

thought they made advance. Compared with Table 4.5, Punctuation was one of the top 

five error types, so mechanics was not as easy as the participants had thought before 

the treatment. However, as Table 4.5 indicates, improvement in Punctuation was 

noticed after the treatment. This may explain the drop in satisfaction but some 

improvement in the participants’ perceptions of their performance in mechanics. 

Therefore, though the participants thought they had improvement in every aspect, 

they thought they needed to make more efforts for grammar and vocabulary. 

     According to the participants’ responses to the two questionnaires about writing 

and teacher feedback, results are summarized as follows: First, the participants were 
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more active toward writing. Even though most of them were still driven to the 

practical benefits of writing, they were more willing to write for readers and they less 

wrote at teachers’ or parents’ request. More participants joined in classroom writing 

activities and peer discussion. Second, the participants thought this teacher feedback 

was beneficial. They had more interest and confidence in writing. The combined 

correction technique in a multi-draft setting deepened their understanding of usages 

and improved their writing. Teacher comments offered a sense of readership and 

cover sheets provided a channel for teacher-student communication. Overall, they 

thought they made progress in writing, especially in content and organization. Third, 

in facing confusion in correction and in comments, the teacher was the one whom 

most of the participants turned to but peers were helpful to clear up confusion in 

comments.  

Interviews. Nine participants had individual interviews of 13 questions (see 

Appendix N). Based on the participants’ performance, three interviewees were chosen 

from each group, “improved,” “the same,” and “regressive.” For example, IB1 was 

the first boy in the group of “improved” and SB2 was the second boy in the group of 

“the same,” and RG1 was the first girl in the group of “regressive.” The 13 questions 

were classified into six categories, covering general perceptions of the overall teacher 

feedback, error correction, comments, cover sheets, multiple revisions, and grading. 

The following is the discussion of the results. 

The interviewees’ perceptions of the overall teacher feedback and their 

suggestions cover Question 1 and Question 13. What follows are the interviewees’ 

responses. 

Q1. How did the teacher feedback influence your writing in terms of attitude, 

interest and performance? 
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The participants all had positive response to this treatment and no difference 

existed among groups. Five respondents had more motivation for writing. And five 

interviewees said that they made progress in writing, especially in organization, 

grammar and content. Besides, interviewees also referred to some aspects of teacher 

feedback like interaction with the teacher and among peers. For example, IG1 was 

impressed with the readership from comments. She indicated, “I found it great…to 

have my article appreciated.” IB1 even had peer reviews before submitting the revised 

draft. He said, “Before handing in my composition, I would have it read by my 

classmates of better language competence for more chances of revision and for easing 

the teacher of the burden.” In other words, the interviewees acknowledged that 

teacher feedback was beneficial in motivation and performance. 

Q13. What else did you want to say about writing in this semester?  

The interviewees in three groups mentioned the frequency of practice most 

often. To be more specific, four interviewees welcomed constant practice, and two 

interviewees acknowledged the importance of multi-draft practice. Two interviewees 

(IB2 and RB2) regarded the teacher feedback good. Therefore, the interviewees took a 

positive attitude toward the feedback, especially the frequency of writing practice. 

Issues on error correction include Question2, Question 3, and Question 4. The 

following are the results of interviews. 

Q2. What did you think of coded feedback? 

Interviewees in three groups all mentioned the advantages and disadvantages of 

coded correction. Coded feedback left five interviewees a deep impression of the 

usage through the process of solving problems; it enabled three interviewees to know 

the usage better; it gave two interviewees a chance to think over the problems. 

Meanwhile, the interviewees were troubled by this correction. For five respondents, it 
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was time-consuming to consult the table of error codes, to think over the answer, or to 

wait for the teacher’s confirmation of the result. For example, RB1 found it tiring to 

take time to refer to the table of error codes even though two interviewees (SB2 and 

SB3) found the table useful. Two interviewees (IG1 and RG1) had difficulty 

identifying the errors. Therefore, though looking for answers took time, most of the 

interviewees said they gained a lot from the process. 

Q3. How did you feel about direct correction? 

Almost all the interviewees from “the same” and “regressive” found direct 

correction helpful (SB1, SB2, SB3, RB1, and RB2), but many interviewees of the 

three groups were quite conservative about the effect. Four interviewees (IB2, IG1, 

SB1, and RB2) were worried that they would not have a vivid memory of the usage 

and that they might make the same mistakes in subsequent writing. Two interviewees 

(SB2 and RB2) considered that this technique would result in laziness. IB1 even said, 

“It is fine but I am deprived of the joy to look for answer.” 

As for preference, the interviewees had no consensus on which correction 

technique was better. Three respondents (IB1, SB1, and RB2) embraced coded 

correction because they made progress through self-discovery. RB1 preferred direct 

correction because of its convenience. SB3 thought both correction techniques made 

no difference to him. What is special is that RB2 and RG1 concluded that the method 

of giving coded feedback prior to direct correction was great because they could have 

a chance of self-discovery, getting a deep impression of the usage, and having their 

answer corrected by the teacher. 

Q4. What did you do when you felt confused with error correction?     

When feeling confused with error correction, generally no drastic difference 

existed among different groups. In some way, the interviewees from “improved’ 
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showed more confidence in themselves, while those from “regressive” had less direct 

contact with the teacher. The explanation is as follows: First, except IB1, all 

interviewees asked their classmates for help. Four interviewees (IB2, SB1, SB2, and 

SB3) cared for convenience, and five respondents (IB2, IG1, RB1, RB2, and RG1) 

thought that their peers might know the answer. Second, asking the teacher in person 

was the choice of seven interviewees. Similarly, convenience was the major cause. 

But, the ideas of respondents from “regressive” are worth notice. RB1 would ask the 

teacher only after his classmates failed to help him because he thought if every one 

asked the teacher, she would be worn out. For RG1, because she dared not ask the 

teacher in person, she would consult a dictionary if her classmates could not help her, 

or she would revise in her own way, usually leaving the problem intact, for the 

teacher’s direct correction. Third, IB1 and SB2 would revise according to teacher 

comments for different reasons. It was because the former sometimes could not find 

the correct answer and the latter lacked confidence in his revision. Fourth, IB1 and 

IG1 would revise in their own way for varying reasons. The former tended to look for 

the correct usage by himself while the latter could not get the correct usage from her 

peers or from reference books. Therefore, most of the interviewees would ask peers or 

the teacher in person for the sake of convenience. Revising as the teacher suggested or 

waiting for the teacher’s feedback indicated the respondents’ uncertainty about 

themselves and their belief in their teacher’s competence. 

Issues about comments contain Question 5 and Question 6. The interviewees’ 

responses are as follows: 

Q5. How did you feel about the teacher comments, either in the margins or at 

the end of an article?  

All the interviewees mentioned the benefits of comments. For six interviewees 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 79

from three groups, comments let them know what they had done well and what they 

needed improvement. This was connected to the interviewees’ feelings. As RB2 

stated, 

Though comments were used as reference, I cared about them very much. If 

they told me I wrote well, I would be happy. If they required modification, I 

would revise in my own words. If they pointed out errors, I would try to make 

the article better. If there was praise, I would be very happy because it 

acknowledged my method. 

For four interviewees (IB2, IG1, RB1, and RB2), comments offered directions for 

revision. Adding content was what they did most (IB1, IG1, and RB1). For two 

interviewees (IG1and RB2), they got a sense of readership, with which they thought 

that the teacher appreciated their writing instead of evaluating it. IG1 specified that 

“Teacher comments were catered for my description of characters like ‘What the 

character said is warm and touching.’” Therefore, the interviewees indicated that 

comments pointed out strengths and weaknesses, gave directions for improvement, 

and offered a sense of readership. 

Q6. How did you respond to the teacher comments when they did not 

correspond to what you had expected?  

In facing comments that were contradictory to the interviewees’ expectations, 

except that SB1 did not have such a problem, the other interviewees had various 

solutions and the group “improved” had more interaction with the teacher. Three 

respondents (IB1, IB2, and RB2) would express themselves through cover sheets; 

three respondents (SB3, RB1, and RG1) would ask their classmates; three respondents 

(IB1, SB2, and RG1) would revise as the teacher suggested; two respondents (IG1 

and SB3) would ask the teacher in person; only one respondent (RB1) would revise in 
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his own way. What is worth explanation are those who revised as the teacher 

suggested or in their own way. Except that SB2 followed the teacher comments for 

lack of confidence in his ability, IB1 would compare his original content with the 

teacher comments, and RG1 would make some modification after thinking over the 

teacher comments. RB1 would revise in his own way after he looked for other more 

appropriate sentence structures and consulted grammar books. They seem to have 

critical thinking and be active in solving problems. Therefore, when facing 

unexpected teacher comments, interviewees would consult the teacher either in person 

or through cover sheets, ask their classmates, and revise as the teacher suggested. 

The use of cover sheets is asked in Question 7. The following are interviewees’ 

responses. 

Q7. How did you use the cover sheet? 

The cover sheet was used as a channel of communication by eight interviewees, 

except SB2, who did not know what to write. Actually, the respondents used cover 

sheets for four purposes, and no great difference was found among groups. Seven 

respondents would raise questions. Two of them (IG1 and SB1) said that the 

specificity of a problem influenced the helpfulness of cover sheets, as IG1 stated: 

It was useless to reflect the general problems, such as lacking vocabulary or 

having awkward expression, because those problems were so big that what I 

should do was to solve them rather than ask the teacher. But I would put forth 

specific problems like the difficulty of describing a picture or how to connect 

pictures. 

Three respondents (IG1, SB1, and RB1) said that drawing up an outline helped them 

to keep track of their thought flow and thus they could write with a better organization. 

Another three respondents (IB1, IB2, and RB2) expressed that they voiced their 
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different ideas about teacher comments through cover sheets. Still two respondents 

(IG1 and SB3) mentioned self-evaluation in cover sheets. Only two interviewees 

talked about how they felt about cover sheets. IB2 thought that his questions were 

answered more or less. SB1 did not think much of cover sheets. He knew that his 

main problem was limited vocabulary so he felt his problem was too big to be solved 

by cover sheets. 

The effect of multiple revisions is found out in Question 8 and Question 9. The 

interviewees’ ideas are described below: 

Q8. What were the differences between your first revision and the second?  

Seven interviewees in all groups mentioned that they revised on a larger scale 

in the first revision than they did in the second revision. In the first revision, the 

respondents had to look for the correct answers for the errors and to revise the content. 

That is why RB1 said,  

The first revision was like rewriting an article. [It was] because in the first draft 

I just stuffed everything I could think of in a limited period of time. In the first 

revision, I would revise what the teacher pointed out and rewrite the content 

with my own opinion. 

In contrast, the second revision was easier and faster for two interviewees (IB2 and 

IG1) because errors in grammar and in misspellings were minor and fewer (IG1 and 

RB2). SB1 and RB2 expressed that they would consider how to make the expression 

more fluent. Only RB1 would rewrite the article from a different angle by changing 

some expressions and content. Therefore, most interviewees agreed that the first 

revision focused on form and on content, and that the second revision was centered on 

minor and fewer errors in form. 

Q9. Was the second revision necessary? 
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Most interviewees in three groups acknowledged the importance of the second 

revision, but two from “the same” did not regard the second revision as necessary. For 

seven interviewees, the second revision was one more chance to polish the article, 

especially in form. This is exemplified by two excerpts. 

IB2 said, “It was necessary because more or less some mistakes were left after 

the first revision. Besides, if I missed catching the key points in the first 

revision, I had another chance to re-catch them. Furthermore, I would look over 

the returned second revision for the mistake I made like grammatical errors.” 

RB2 stated, “Since contents in those two revisions were somewhat repeated, I 

found it a waste of time. But it is a good way to correct errors. Because more 

minor errors are pointed out, the article is improved.” 

On the other hand, based on different perceptions of minor errors, two respondents 

from “the same” did not regard the second revision as indispensable. SB2 mentioned 

the number of errors. He indicated, “It depends. If almost all the errors have been 

pointed out in the first draft, there is little for revision. But sometimes I still made 

many errors in the first revision.” SB3 did not take minor errors seriously. He said, 

“[The second revision was] not as important as the first revision. [It was] because 

what to fix was minor errors, which were fine to me.” It seems that the interviewees’ 

attitude toward errors decided the necessity of the second revision. Since most of the 

interviewees considered practice makes perfect, the second revision was regarded as 

necessary. 

The influence of grades is investigated from Question 10 to Question 12. The 

respondents’ perceptions are described as follows: 

Q10. How did grades affect your writing behavior?  

No matter which group the interviewees belonged to, grades influenced them in 
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three ways. One was an indicator for six interviewees’ writing performance. IB1 

added that a composition with grading was stressful to him. RG1 stated that grades 

were used for comparison with her self-evaluation. Another was a motivational factor 

in three respondents’ writing. The respondents said that higher grades would make 

them happy. Thus, they had more confidence in themselves and they were more eager 

to write. The other was that grades did not matter too much for three respondents. For 

IG1, it was true that she would be happy for good grades, but she did not feel too sad 

for poor ones. For SB3 and RG1, grades were not very important because there were 

comments for reference. 

Q11. Would you look at the grade first when you received your graded draft?  

If there were grades, most respondents in three groups would look at grades 

first for two reasons. The major reason was features of grades, such as an indicator for 

performance (SB1, RB1, and RB2), the place of grades (IB1), a convenient way to 

understand the interviewee’s performance (SB2 and SB3), and the big size of grades 

(IG1). For example, IB1 stated, “Because the grade was given at the bottom, it was 

easy to notice [the grade].” IG1 said, “I would [look at grades first] because numerous 

English words and Chinese characters made the big score outstanding and 

eye-catching.” The other was human nature, as RB2 explained, “Yes. It is common for 

everyone to do so.” In contrast, RG1 would look at comments first rather than grades. 

For her, comments were relevant to grades and the former carried more weight than 

the latter. 

Q12. If you did not see the score as you expected, what would you do?  

The interviewees did not agree on which draft should be graded for various 

reasons, except those from “improved.” In terms of evaluating writing performance as 

a real test did, all the interviewees from “improved” suggested the first draft should be 
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given a score. For the sake of practice, four respondents (IG1, SB1, RG2, and RG1) 

thought the third draft should be graded because it was the final product after 

numerous revisions. As for the convenience of comparison, RB1 proposed that all the 

three drafts should be assigned with a score or none of them ought to be graded. In 

this case, he would refer to comments as evaluation. In terms of efforts, SB2 put forth 

that the second draft be graded because this draft was a comprehensive revision. One 

exception was SB3, who thought which draft was graded did not matter to him. In a 

word, in multi-draft writing, which draft to grade carried different meanings for 

interviewees. 

If the returned composition was not graded, the interviewees had diverse 

reaction. In terms of emotion, three interviewees (IG1, SB1, and RG1) said that it did 

not make a big difference to them whether a draft was graded or not. IB1 and SB1 

even indicated that they had less pressure in writing because there were not grades for 

evaluation. However, most interviewees would seek other indicators for writing 

performance. They would read comments (IB1, IB2, and SB2), compared their 

compositions with their classmates’ (IB2 and RB2), and read the error correction 

(IB1). Therefore, if there were no grades, some interviewees would feel less stressful, 

and most of them would read teacher feedback or make a comparison with their 

classmates to know how well they had done.  

Based on findings from the questionnaires and interviews, the teacher feedback 

in this study was a favored and effective method. First, the participants welcomed this 

practice and had improvement and more interest in writing. Second, they 

acknowledged the importance of multiple revisions because the first revision was to 

rewrite on a larger scale on content and on form, while the second revision was to 

take care of minor errors in expressions. This supports the process model proposed by 
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Williams (1998), in which revising is prior to editing. Third, comments served various 

functions. The participants emphasized comments for their evaluative value, 

directions for revision, and a sense of readership. This echoes the findings of Chao 

(2004), Ferris (1995b, 1997), Goldstein (2005), and C. P. Wu (2003) that students 

think highly of teacher feedback. Fourth, the participants took a constructive attitude 

toward grading. They regarded grades as a motivational factor and an indicator for 

writing performance. They even had their rationale for which draft to be graded, and 

they would look for other teacher feedback features as substitutes for grading. Those 

are in line with the idea of Nadell, McMeniman, and Langan (1994) that other forms 

of teacher feedback, such as comments, are more important than grades. Fifth, the 

participants favored the error feedback, giving coded correction prior to direct 

correction. The participants had a sense of autonomy in solving the problems and 

deeper impression of correct usage through coded feedback and later they got the 

teacher’s correct answers. Sixth, cover sheets were a channel of teacher-student 

communication. The participants used cover sheets to organize the content through an 

outline, to clarify confusion, and even to make up for shyness from asking the teacher 

in person. Similar to the ideas of Ferris (1997) and of Storch and Tapper (1997), the 

benefits that cover sheets bring to both teachers and students cannot be ignored. 

 

 

 

 


