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中 文 摘 要 ： 本研究探討兩個理論及其運用到英語教學的方法與效益，其

一為近期發展的評量新概念—以形成性評量輔助教學

（Assessment for Learning），另一為過去常用於企業管理

的目標設定理論（goal setting theory）。研究者首先回顧

兩個領域的文獻，並整理出目前研究已知與待解問題，提出

將兩者結合運用的理論基礎及運用在教學之創新觀念，規畫

其在大專英語課室中操作的模式。原計畫預計將理論運用在

口語訓練，唯計畫通過後再做文獻補強時，發現到口語練習

之即時與不可逆的特性較不利於需要學習者有心規範自身行

為的目標設定方式，故在執行一期後將原本設定在口語訓練

的教學實驗中止，改以寫作與修改的訓練為標的，以期較能

適切觀察到目標設定對學生學習行為的影響，發揮研究的效

益。研究以筆者設計的形成性評量寫作修改教學教案為本，

設計三種不同的實驗組別，以探討其對學習寫作修改的影

響，三個組別分別是「評量為本之教案」、「評量為本之教

案＋目標設定」及「評量為本之教案＋目標設定＋策略輔

助」，以檢驗目標設定理論運用在寫作教學的效果。依過去

研究發現，目標設定用在複雜的學習情境下，不見得如早期

在工廠環境中使用目標設定來得有效，因為以目標設定激勵

行為需有兩個條件，目標的設定僅是心理上的動機激發，必

須再搭配行為者的能力，否則無法奏效，因此給予策略輔助

以加強能力十分重要，且目標必須著重過程的學習而非量化

的最終結果。若行為人欠缺必要的能力，目標的設定則可能

導致焦慮而造成反效果，還可能比不設目標的情況更糟。三

組大一學生分別在這三種情況下學習修改自己的英文寫作初

稿，且反覆課程週期數次，以期觀察到較長期且將所學運用

到不同寫作任務的學習發展。兩位有經驗的評分員分別依研

究者修定的評分表獨立評價所有學生的作品，經由統計分析

得出以下主要結論。首先，評量為本的教案的確有助學生將

初稿的品質提升，每組學生每次修改都有顯著進步，但各組

間單次的進步都沒有顯著差異，顯示目標設定與策略在單次

的學習中都不能在評量為本的教學之上有外加的效應。進一

步檢視跨時的多次練習效果，三組的各個練習初稿仍是沒有

顯著差異，顯示三組學生在將前次所學運用到下次初稿的寫

作時均沒有顯著的效果。但在檢視幾次不同的修改稿時，卻

看到很有趣的現象，將所有的修改稿進行跨組比較，「評量

為本之教案＋目標設定＋策略輔助」組顯著優於「評量為本

之教案」組，而「評量為本之教案」組又顯著優於「評量為

本之教案＋目標設定」組。這個結果相當程度地在寫作教學

場域驗證了目標設定理論既有研究的主張，即給學生目標必

須搭配明確教導方法，否則寧可不設目標，但以上的效果是



在多次學習之後才顯現出來，不會是單次就發生影響。本研

究的結論對理論的詮釋與教學實務都有重要的啟示。 

中文關鍵詞： 目標設定、英文寫作、寫作修改、課室評量、形成性評量、

教師回饋、教學法 

英 文 摘 要 ： Assessment for learning (AfL) emphasizes involving 

learners in the assessment process to promote 

learning. To facilitate this process, findings in 

goal-setting mechanism were designed into an EFL 

writing course. In a quasi-experimental design, 

college learners engaged in learning to revise their 

English writing and improving the quality. The 

purpose of this study was to examine whether the 

addition of goal setting and strategy provision 

enhanced learning effectiveness of instruction based 

on AfL. The three experimental groups were AfL, AfL + 

Goal, and AfL + Goal + Strategy. All three groups 

went through similar draft-instruction-revision 

procedures for three times. All students were 

expected to acquire the ability to self-assess own 

current ability and move to reasonable desired 

learning goals. The difference among the three groups 

was one in the manipulation of goals. The first group 

did not explicitly set goals. They only reflected on 

the strategies used and assess their drafts and 

revisions after revision was completed. The second 

group was asked to set goals for revision and plan 

the revision beforehand. The third group was further 

given a simple list of strategies as a reminder to 

facilitate their behaviors. All three groups 

significantly improved the quality of writing in 

revision over time. They, however, did not differ in 

the magnitude of single improvement. The data was 

examined across three tasks. When compared on the 

quality of drafts, they did not differ. But when 

compared on revisions, it was found that the AfL + 

Goal + Strategy performed significantly better than 

the AfL Group, and the AfL Group performed 

significantly better than the AfL + Goal Group. The 

results seemed to suggest that goals were effective 

with the facilitation of strategy. Goals alone may be 

more deleterious than not having goals. Such effect 



was not present in any single practice and could only 

be observed across time. 

英文關鍵詞： goal setting, EFL writing, writing revision, 

classroom assessment, formative assessment, teacher 

feedback, pedagogy 
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Introduction 

 

About a decade ago, McNamara (2001) called for a reconsideration of priorities 

in language assessment research. Among the competing demands of measurement 

validity, accountability management, and classroom teaching/learning, it is said that 

the latter one had long been sacrificed at the price of the other two. For the interests of 

learners and teachers, McNamara argued that the boundary between classroom-based 

assessment and pedagogy could and should be blurred, and assessment research 

should be more responsive to the needs of teachers and learners. Other researchers, 

around the same time, made similar contentions that the pedagogical function of 

assessment, although having been recognized, deserves more research attention 

(Rea-Dickins & Gardner, 2000). That call at the beginning of this millennium has 

since gradually influenced the conception of both teaching and assessment in the field 

of language education. Scholarly efforts have in recent years been directed to the 

integration of assessments, curricula, and pedagogy (Cumming, 2009; Lee, 2007), to 

the development of a conceptual basis (Leung, 2004), and to theorization of such 

assessment ideas (Davison & Leung, 2009), be it labeled as formative assessment, 

teacher-based assessment, classroom-based assessment, or assessment for learning.  

 

A Theory of Formative Assessment 

 

A recently developed theory of formative assessment helps us understand the 

concept more comprehensively (See Figure 1). Black and Wiliam (2009) formulate 

formative assessment in two dimensions consisting of five sequential pedagogical 

procedures. The two dimensions feature three agents in a classroom, i.e. the teacher, 

peers, and the learner him/herself as well as three key processes in learning and 

teaching, i.e. establishing where the learner is going, where the learner is right now, 
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and, in order to bridge the identified gap, how to get there. Framed under these two 

dimensions, the teacher first clarifies learning intentions and criteria for success, and 

then helps learners acquire this critical knowledge through their peers in the 

classroom. In the second step, formative assessment comes in, with evidence of 

student understanding, or lack thereof, elicited by questioning or task performance, to 

help teachers determine where the learner is right now. With both learning intentions 

established and learner performance assessed, the teacher is able to diagnose the 

discrepancy between the two and provide valid feedback to move learners forward. 

Pedagogical interventions do not stop here because it is actually more important in 

steps four and five to make sure students obtain a similar understanding of the gap and 

are able to, through the scaffolding of the teacher and their peers, move toward their 

learning goals and become the owners of their own learning.  
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 Where the learner is 

going 

Where the learner is 

right now 

How to get there 

Teacher 1. Clarifying 

learning 

intentions and 

criteria for 

success 

 

Understanding 

and sharing 

learning 

intentions and 

criteria for 

success 

 

Understanding 

learning 

intentions and 

criteria for 

success 

2. Engineering 

effective classroom 

discussions and 

other learning tasks 

that elicit evidence 

of student 

understanding 

3. Providing 

feedback that 

moves learners 

forward 

Peer 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Activating students as instructional resources 

for one another 

Learner  

5. Activating students as the owners of their 

own learning 

Figure 1. Framework of Assessment for Learning (Black & Wiliam, 2009; p.8) 

 

This theory illustrates a pedagogical approach with assessment at the center stage. 

As the metaphor “inside the black box” suggested (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & 

Wiliam, 2004; Black & Wiliam, 1998), teacher assessment is often unknown to others. 

Both teachers and learners had been used to approaching their jobs of teaching and 

learning without attempting to reveal this black box. Although the mysterious 

mechanism of teacher assessment has always been functioning and influencing 

teaching and learning, it has been an area rarely explicated to learners and not clearly 

articulated by teachers. The theory and relevant publications in the past years 

advocate a kind of instruction in which learners are more aware of their goals and 

their current status in comparison to the goals, and teachers endeavor to facilitate 
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learners in the process of acquiring this subtle and complicated knowledge of 

professional assessment. It is believed that once students are empowered with a 

capacity to understand assessment criteria and to assess themselves, their leaning 

would be equipped with a clearer sense of direction and their achievement could be 

raised. This is probably what makes formative assessment pedagogy stand out from 

more traditional instructional designs. 

 

Learning, however, is not complete when learners are able to self-assess. In fact, it 

is when learning will take off. Once learners are equipped with the clearer sense of 

direction in mind, as depicted in steps one, two, and three of the Black and Wiliam 

framework, they are expected to go on with steps four and five to activate 

instructional resources from peers and themselves for their own learning. Even with 

assessment criteria clarified and status quo evaluated, learners do not automatically 

move from where they are to where they want to go. What could a teacher do to 

facilitate this process? Discussions to date on these two steps are relatively scarce 

compared to the previous three. One reason may be that, at this point, it is assumed 

that the nature of instruction becomes not so different from those of other instructions 

that lack a formative assessment component. But is this really the case when, after all 

the efforts from teachers, peers, and learners themselves, learning goals are 

deliberately established? 

 

Instructions without a formative assessment element are like sailboats in the sea 

without a compass. They could not inform learners of what they are targeting, despite 

all the effort put forward for learning. They could not be genuinely responsive to 

student learning needs. And the lesson is not contingent on actual learner 

performances. Nevertheless, holding a compass alone does not suffice and it will not 
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take learners to their destiny. Assessment and pedagogy needs to be put together for 

collaboration in the classroom. As the boundary between these two blurs, they share 

similar features. As McNamara (2001) elaborates, one of these features is that both 

“lead[s] to decisions about intervention and the targeting of learning effort” (p. 344). 

At this point, a theory, goal-setting, which deals with self-regulation mechanism and 

goal-directed behaviors, seems to be relevant and will be introduced below. The 

reason why goal-setting seems fit in an instruction framed under formative assessment 

has to do with the premise of formative assessment in the setting of goals. Formative 

assessment, or assessment for learning, makes sure that learning goals are deliberately 

clarified and communicated to learners. As in the above framework, with the goals 

established in step one, current status evaluated by the teacher in step two, and 

feedback provided in step three, teachers expect to activate the student group in step 

four and individual students themselves in step five as instructional resources. To aid 

this challenging empowering procedure in steps four and five, goal-setting theories 

seem to offer some inspiration. A discussion of the theory and up-to-date empirical 

findings will follow. 

 

Goal-setting  

   

Goal-setting is an inductive theory developed along the accumulation of 

numerous empirical studies over the past half century. Representative scholars are 

Edwin A. Locke and Gary P. Latham. The theory concerns human behavior and 

motivation as well as how efforts could be optimally directed under appropriate goals. 

It has been mostly applied in workplace management to enhance organizational 

effectiveness and efficiency (Locke & Latham, 1990). For example, assembly line 

supervisors set goals for workers to enhance productivity or reduce costs, and sales 

managers set goals for salespeople to obtain certain market share. Other than the 
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workplace, goal-setting is also adopted in athletes’ sports training, patients’ health 

management and therapies, and many other human behaviors that require 

goal-directed self-regulation. 

 

Goal-setting mechanism has been explicated in the theory. It is postulated that 

when faced with a goal that is reachable, specific, and committed to, people will 

automatically utilize goal-relevant knowledge and skills to achieve the goal (Latham 

& Kinne, 1974; Schutz, 1994). When existing knowledge and skills are inadequate, 

people would search in past similar experiences solution strategies and consciously 

regulate their behaviors (Latham & Baldes, 1975). According to Locke and Latham 

(1990), there are four aspects in the functioning of goal-setting. First, goals provide a 

direction. Appropriate goals direct human’s attention and behaviors toward 

goal-related activities. Under the regulation of goals, people selectively reduce their 

limited time and effort on activities that are unrelated to goals and focus on goal 

attainment. Second, goals motivate and reinforce efforts. Especially when goals are 

difficult, more time and efforts could be mobilized through goals. This has been 

supported by empirical evidence in both physical and mental activities (Bandura & 

Cervone, 1983). Third, goals influence the persistence of effort. Difficult goals usually 

make people sustain their effort longer. Fourth, goal-setting could indirectly lead 

people to discover and use goal-related knowledge and strategies. Therefore, once a 

goal is accepted by the individual, it affects personal conduct and cognition, and 

consequently enhances performance standards. The evaluation of goal attainment is 

simple in some work situations when an objective figure, such as the number of pieces 

of products completed or the percentage of market share increased, could be obtained. 

There are also other situations when the performance in comparison to goals set 

involves professional judgment. A less direct indicator – goal 
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commitment/adherence – has also been commonly used to refer to the degree of 

engagement as one way to evaluate the success of a particular goal-setting mechanism 

(Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon, 2001). 

 

Three factors have been identified as having the potential to influence the effect 

of goal-setting. They are individual commitment to goals, performance outcome and 

feedback information, and task complexity (Latham & Locke, 2006; Locke & Latham, 

1990, 2002, 2006). Details are explained below. 

 

First, a goal has to be acknowledged and committed to by an individual in order 

for the mechanism of effort regulation to function in the person. In addition, high 

self-efficacy of the person in the particular task will facilitate this commitment. Other 

ways of ensuring commitment include making goals known to the public and leaders 

clearly communicating a vision and support. Other than assigned by the authority, 

goals could be collaboratively or self-set. Research findings were mixed in this 

respect. Some said when difficulty level of goals was held constant, assigned goals 

and collaboratively-set goals did not show significant difference (e.g. Latham & 

Marshall, 1982; Latham & Steele, 1983). Others demonstrated that having employees 

participate in goal-setting decisions was superior to giving goals assigned by their 

supervisors (e.g. Erez, 1986; Erez, Earley, & Hulin, 1985; Erez & Kanfer, 1983). 

Latham, Erez, and Locke (1988) investigated these studies and concluded that both 

types of goals could have their due effect, as long as the purpose and rationale of 

goal-setting are fully and successfully communicated. That is to say, goal-setting 

effects could not be expected if assigned goals are coercive and not accepted by the 

individual. Moreover, giving employees ability training, success experiences, a role 

model, or expressing trust and confidence in them may enhance self-efficacy and 
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consequently goal achievement (Bandura, 1997; White & Locke, 2000). 

 

Secondly, simply setting the goals at the beginning of a task with no input 

provided during the course of action may not lead to satisfactory goal attainment. 

Timely information on performance outcome and level of achievement could lead the 

individual to adjust follow-up behaviors. If interim goal attainment is below 

expectation, people would usually exert more effort or refine strategies to catch up. 

Generally, feedback is necessary. But the optimal frequency of feedback depends on 

the nature of task. For example, giving truck drivers daily or weekly report on what 

they have completed may be informative. On the contrary, providing hourly weight 

records would be unnecessary for weight watchers. Too much information may 

sometimes interfere with goal-directed behaviors and cause extra anxiety (Locke & 

Latham, 1990). It is, however, not so straightforward in determining the optimal level 

of information feedback under different circumstances for different tasks. This aspect 

of effective goal-setting is particularly relevant to a formative assessment pedagogy, 

in which the concept of performance standard is infused in learners at the onset and 

they learn to self-assess own performance against the target standard. For one who has 

already learned about self-assessment and could provide him/herself feedback, 

goal-setting may be expected to function differently than those without adequate 

self-assessment knowledge. But how this knowledge may influence goal-attainment 

behaviors and, if there is an influence, whether it is facilitating or debilitating is 

subject to further study.  

 

Finally, task complexity is an important variable in goal-setting mechanism. 

Earlier studies on goal-setting were mostly conducted using simpler tasks, such as 

putting labels on pencils. The effects of goals in regulating these behaviors were 
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obvious. More recent studies extend to more complex tasks such as the acquisition of 

complicated skills like playing golf or the increase of market share to a certain level. 

Our understanding on goal-setting effects is thus becoming more sophisticated. 

Empirical studies providing evidence for the efficacy of goal-setting in complex tasks 

have accumulated over the years. A few properties of effective goals have been 

repeatedly tested and confirmed (Locke & Latham, 2002), including goals being 

difficult, proximal, and specific. First, given the ability to reach the goal, more 

difficult goals elicit more efforts and hence higher performance. Difficult goals are 

usually better than “do your best” goals, which lack clear reference to results and 

therefore could not regulate behaviors. Without a certain level of difficulty, goals 

could be reached without much effort and the original intention of goal-setting in 

motivating more effort is sacrificed. Second, proximal goals help in dividing an 

overall distal goal into more manageable smaller units and thus the goals become 

more achievable. Proximal goals have been demonstrated to be facilitative (Seijts & 

Latham, 2001). Third, specific goals have been shown to exert more effort than a 

vague “do your best” goal (Locke & Latham, 2006).  

 

Performance Outcome Goals versus Learning Goals 

 

Research has shown that goal-setting does not always lead to better performance 

than not having a goal. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) indicated a condition when goals 

could be deleterious. Because goal-setting is not just a theory of motivation; it is a 

theory of both motivation and ability (Seijts & Latham, 2005; Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & 

Latham, 2004). In performing a difficult task for which one lacks the necessary ability, 

high motivation stimulated by goals alone is not enough. When the degree of task 

complexity is high relative to an individual’s capability, the discovery of new skills 

and strategies becomes part of goal-achieving efforts. The necessary skills are yet to 
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be automatized and require conscious self-monitoring and the use of limited cognitive 

capacity. Under these conditions, high performance outcome goals may not be 

facilitative and, if not set appropriately, may cause individuals to scramble in what 

they do and feel anxious. Seijts and Latham (2005) make a distinction between 

performance outcome goals and learning goals. As they postulate, goals may be 

framed in different ways. Although the workplace manager’s ultimate concern may be 

the same performance outcome, a goal could either be framed “so that the focus is on 

performance, (e.g., decrease costs by 10 percent this quarter)”, or be framed “to focus 

attention on knowledge or skill acquisition (e.g., find ten ways of developing a 

relationship with end-users of our products)” (Seijts & Latham, 2005, p. 125). This 

distinction is analogous to another dichotomy, that of product (i.e. performance 

outcome) and process goals (i.e. learning). It is argued that under difficult tasks, a 

learning goal which directs attention to the discovery of strategies and mastery of 

skills and away from the performance outcome and stress is more ideal than a 

performance goal. 

 

Nevertheless, findings from empirical studies are not so straightforward. Recent 

results favoring learning goals as opposed to outcome goals include a task in a 

complex business simulation for maximizing market share (Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & 

Latham, 2004) and one in a laboratory setting using a class-scheduling task (Seijts & 

Latham, 2001). In both studies, performance as well as goal commitment is higher 

under specific, difficult learning goals as opposed to no goal or performance goals. 

Contrary to the above findings, in a physical education setting where learners try to 

acquire a dart-throwing skill, no difference was found among process goal, 

performance outcome goal, and a combination of both (Kolovelonis, Goudas, & 

Dermitzaki, 2011). What benefits in acquiring this physical skill, rather, is 



 

11 
 

self-recording.  

 

Goal-setting in Academic Learning Situations 

 

Goal-setting has been much less frequently applied in academic learning 

situations in comparison to work situations and results to date were mixed. First, 

effect of goal setting in school learning has been illustrated with learners as young as 

age five to six (Palmer & Wehmeyer, 2003). Quite a number of goal-setting studies in 

education are concerned about special education for learners with disabilities. For 

example, Page-Voth and Graham (1999) helped 7th- and 8th-grade students with 

writing and learning disabilities set goals for their essay writing. The goals designed 

to increase the number of arguments or counterarguments did help students write 

longer and better. But positive effects of goal-setting were absent in another study on 

learners with learning disabilities. Johnson, Graham, and Harris (1997) taught grade 

school students reading comprehension strategies. Their results indicated that reading 

strategy instruction produced meaningful, lasting and generalizable effects on students’ 

story comprehension skills. However, explicit instruction in goal setting and 

self-instruction did not improve the comprehension performance of these students. 

 

Going beyond the limits of special education, the following example may well 

illustrate how goal-setting for complex learning in tertiary-level education has been 

experimented. In a college psychology course, Fleming (2002) improved students’ 

exam performance by introducing goal-setting and study strategies. Her experimental 

group was given two kinds of forms – goal-setting and activity report. The 

goal-setting forms contained three learning activities: reviewing notes, reading, and 

studying material. Listed under each category were seven descriptions of learning 

strategies, such as “reading chapter” or “test myself on what I read.” Students were 
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asked to note down the number of minutes they planned to spend on each of the three 

activities and circled the strategies they intended to use. The activity forms were 

parallel to the goal-setting forms in content, except that same descriptions were 

phrased in past tense and learners recorded the actual time spent on three activities. 

The relevant learning strategies were addressed in the content of Unit 2 in the course 

itself, so the instructor/researcher did not spend additional time discussing the 

strategies, nor did she grade the forms. Learners knew this and simply handed in the 

forms as a class routine. Although the control group learned the same strategies in the 

same way, they performed less satisfactorily on exams than their peers who were 

aided by the self-regulatory mechanism these two forms afforded. The kind of goals in 

this study caters to strategies learners need, helps them regulate behaviors, and 

demonstrates positive effects. 

 

But a goal-setting study by Shih and Alexander (2000) situated in Taiwan for 

fourth-grade pupils learning math fraction showed that goal-setting had no effect. 

What influenced learners was the referent of feedback. Those in a self-referenced 

feedback group performed better than those in a social-referenced group. The goals 

they set for learners were the number of problems solved correctly. This, by definition, 

is an outcome goal, rather than a learning goal.  

 

In the context of foreign language learning, two recent studies found goal-setting 

to be less favorable. First, Huang (2008) compared two different types of process 

goals with a control group and examined their effects on foreign language learners’ 

oral production. Participants were put into three groups of conversation dyads: control 

(do your best), meaning-focused (produce more argument points), and form-focused 

(mind syntactic and grammatical aspects of oral output). Results indicate that the three 
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groups were not different in language accuracy, fluency and complexity. The only 

difference lies in number of turns of conversation. That is, the control group dyads 

produced significantly more words and conversational turns than the other two. It was 

suggested that in the absence of a goal, while learners were busy enough dealing with 

their communication tasks, they were less restrained cognitively and could focus more 

on their oral practice and produce more turns. The real time communication demand 

taxed learners’ cognitive capacity and extra goals may inhibit their effort. The nature 

of the oral conversation task and its result resonate with Kanfer and Ackerman’s (1989) 

resource allocation model. But a question remains. Whether these form-focused or 

meaning-focused goals are learning or performance goals is subject to discussion. The 

definition of learning versus performance goals may not be so straightforward. The 

second one is Kato (2009). Framed under the topic of learner autonomy and 

self-regulation, this study on college learners of Japanese, requires students to record 

and review their learning activities on a weekly basis as either under goal-setting or 

self-assessment. Results indicated that both were evaluated as effective by more than 

half of the students. But student surveys revealed that learners prefer self-assessment 

to goal-setting. Moreover, beginners seem to benefit more from such interventions 

than do advanced learners. 

 

Revision in the writing classroom 

 

Many experienced writers consider revision an indispensible part of the entire 

writing process. Yet, unlike feedback on student writings being considered by many 

writing teachers as a must, revision is seldom explicitly taught. Despite the main 

purpose of feedbacks in helping learners improve their writing, many feedback 

messages are not heard or, if heard, not understood. Even when they are understood, 

students often do not know what to do with them. In a Singaporean English context, 
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Silver and Lee (2007) found that, although 80% of students responded to teacher 

feedback and revised their drafts, only 10% of these revisions were successful. They 

concluded that it is insufficient to simply provide feedback and expect students to 

revise. Butler and Britt (2011) found similar problems with their American college 

freshmen in argumentative writing. They designed written tutorials to inform learners 

of both a revision and an argumentation schema. Their findings suggested that 

revision, especially global revision, could be improved by instruction. And they 

argued that such revision instruction was especially critical for learners who had been 

used to having their writings corrected for grammar and local errors only. Similar 

effects from revision lessons were also found in Sengupta (2000) for Hong Kong 

secondary students’ writing performance.  

 

What are entailed in revision and the teaching of revision? Revisions are 

considered both a goal- and a problem-oriented process (Williams, 2004), or a 

goal-driven and problem-solving one (Butler & Britt, 2011). Williams distinguishes 

the three linear stages of revision as detection/evaluation/comparison, 

diagnosis/identification, and operation/execution/correction. These are sometimes 

condensed in a two-stage model (e.g. Myhill & Jones, 2007) requiring two types of 

abilities. First, writers have to be able to identify areas for improvement. And 

secondly, they need access to various techniques to revise those areas for the better. 

Revision is not easily automatized – it requires conscious effort and self-monitoring. 

Revision strategies are usually classified into metacognitive, cognitive, and social 

strategies, or global revisions of meaning and structure and local ones of grammar and 

lexis. Writers may add, delete, substitute, or reconstruct existing texts. During the 

revision process, reference resources such as dictionaries or opinions from others are 

usually sought.  
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Setting goals for revision 

 

Despite the fact that revision is often regarded as a goal-driven activity, 

goal-setting is seldom utilized in the teaching of writing revision. However, one such 

study proved to be quite informative. Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999) devised a 

well-defined revision task in which high school girls were asked to combine a given 

series of kernel sentences into a single non-redundant one. There were an outcome 

goal group focusing on minimizing the final number of words, a process goal group 

emphasizing a three-step method, and another group shifting sequentially from 

process to outcome goals. Results showed that the shifting-goal group outperformed 

the process-goal group, which in turn outperformed the outcome goal group. The 

authors concluded that it is the progressive mastery of hierarchical goals that made 

learners more independent and more self-motivated, and eventually performed better 

than the other students. Process goals at the beginning helped learners focus on their 

learning. Once they were more familiar with how to deal with their work, the outcome 

product goal of reducing the number of words had a positive effect. 

 

Although goal-setting research has been well established in other fields and the 

effectiveness demonstrated, its application and influence in second/foreign language 

teaching and learning is largely unknown. Existing studies render mixed results. As 

reviewed above, Huang (2008) suggested the possibility of interference from 

goal-setting on learners’ real-time oral production, and Kato (2009) demonstrated the 

superiority of self-assessment over goal-setting as self-regulatory tools among 

learners of Japanese. More positive results are found in Zimmerman and Kitsantas 

(1999) using shifting goals for writing revision. But their very straightforward task of 

combining several sentences into one reflects only a small part of the whole spectrum 
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of challenges of writing revision in naturalistic settings. With the complexity of 

revision tasks faced by L2 writers, how may goals be framed to facilitate revision? 

Given some choice, what types of revision goals, such as content or language, would 

learners adhere to? In addition, taken into consideration the complexity of revision 

and the conscious effort required, will the provision of strategies complement the 

insufficiency of goals and help learners allocate their resources better? These 

questions guided the design of this study, as explained below. 

 

The Study 

 

The above literature review started with assessment for learning and its 

implication for instructional practices that empower students as the owner of their 

learning. It then continues with how goal-setting, a theory of both motivation and 

ability, may accommodate the entire process of assessment for learning. Research 

findings on goal setting and its application in academic learning situations have been 

synthesized and a number of questions have been raised regarding how goal setting 

could benefit the learning of writing revision in a foreign language.  

 

Research Questions 

The specific research questions are: 

1. Does an assessment-for-learning pedagogy improve the quality of student writing 

from draft to revision?  

2. Do the additions of goal setting or goal setting plus strategy provision make a 

difference in the quality of each student revision? 

3. Given a series of draft-instruction-revision tasks, do student drafts improve over 

the three writing tasks? 

4. Given a series of draft-instruction-revision tasks, do student revisions improve 
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over the three writing tasks? 

 

Participants 

 

One hundred and eleven college freshmen in a Taiwanese university participated 

in the study. They were enrolled in three different sections of the first semester of two 

of a four-credit required College English course taught by the same 

instructor/researcher using the same syllabus and materials. In this integrated skill 

course, students met once each week for two fifty-minute sessions for eighteen weeks. 

Selected by two national entrance examinations, these students generally performed 

more satisfactorily than most of their peers academically. Specifically on their English 

test scores, out of a standardized scale of 15 with 15 being the highest and 0 the 

lowest, almost all students got scores of 15 or 14. The only two exceptions among 

these 111 got a 13 and a 12. Their high school English writing experience was mostly 

gauged around the composition part required in the entrance examination, which is 

usually a 120-word description of a series of four comic strips or a narrative of two 

paragraphs. The three intact sessions were randomly assigned into one of the three 

treatment groups, namely AfL only, AfL + goal-setting, and AfL + goal-setting + 

strategy list.  

 

Instructional Procedures 

 

The target writing genre in the instructional plan was argumentation in the form 

of a 300-word opinion essay similar to the last part of TOEIC writing. Students were 

expected, under the formative assessment pedagogy described in Huang (under 

second review), to understand the criteria and standards of good opinion essays, to 

assess their drafts against these criteria and standards, and to revise their drafts 

accordingly. The instructional rubrics designed to facilitate the learning of assessment 
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and to be used in peer review and self-assessment is presented in Appendix A. 

Learners went through the same learning cycle for three rounds under three prompts 

on topics related to campus experience (see Appendix B). In weeks 3, 6, and 11, they 

wrote the draft and in weeks 4, 7, and 12 they worked on the revision. For each 

writing cycle of two weeks, the three groups went through the same procedures except 

in the last period of fifty minutes when they worked on their revisions. Figure 2 

illustrates the procedures. 

 

All three groups started with drafting individually for 30 minutes without any 

pre-writing intervention from the instructor. After the draft was completed, the 

instructor guided them in reviewing and discussing a finished essay of the same topic 

written by a more experienced peer – their course TA. The instructional rubrics were 

used again in this discussion. Against the set criteria, the instructor evaluated the 

sample, showing learners what was done well and what could be improved and why. 

This discussed was designed as a model for the follow-up learner peer review in small 

groups. In groups of 3 or 4, learners rotated their drafts and provided evaluation to 

their peers using the same rubrics, giving both numerical figures and verbal comments. 

The authors then collected evaluation sheets from peers, clipped them together with 

the draft, reviewed them, and turned their work in before the end of the class. 
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 1st session of 50 minutes 2nd session of 50 minutes 

Week 1 
Individual writing of the draft for 30 

minutes 

Teacher-led 

discussion of a TA 

sample 

Teacher modeling peer 

review using the TA 

sample and 

instructional rubrics 

Group peer reviews 

At the end, learners collect reviews from 

peers and self-assess 

Week 2 

Teacher’s summary of 

assessment on drafts 

and explanations of 

problems indentified 

 

 

Teacher-led discussion on how to 

revise; 

Group discussion on specific 

revisions 

AfL 

Only 

Group 

Individual revision for 30 minutes 

Reflection on 

revision using 

worksheets 

(Appendix C1) 

AfL+   

Groups 

Planning revision 

using worksheets 

1. Appendix C2 

(AfL + goal) or 

2. Appendix C3 

(AfL + goal + 

strategy) 

Individual revision for 30 

minutes 

Final 

check 

against 

work- 

sheets 

 

Figure 2. Instructional Steps of One Draft-Instruction-Revision Unit in the Control and Experimental Groups  
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In the following week, the instructor returned the drafts to students and delivered 

a 50-minute lesson based on AfL principles. First, a summary of assessment on 

student drafts in bullet points was presented, including both areas done well and those 

in need of improvement. The focus was on the latter part, consisting of common 

problems identified, anonymous student excerpts illustrating the problems, and 

discussions on how the problems could be fixed. After the problems were pointed out 

to students, they were asked to discuss in small groups for a few minutes to come up 

with a collective solution. Later their revisions were presented to the class on the 

blackboard. The instructor then guided learners through these various revisions and 

discussed the plausibility of each. Different strategies for revisions were packed as 

mini lectures at the end to inform students of various approaches they could use. Up 

till this point, all three groups had the same writing experience. The only difference 

happened in the second period of the second week, when participants were asked to 

work on their revision. Revision worksheets for the three groups are presented in 

Appendix C. 

 

The Experimental Groups 

 

Control Group: AfL Only 

This group was simply told to revise their draft. After thirty minutes when 

participants completed their revised version, they were given twenty minutes to 

self-assess the revised version using the same rubrics. It was at this point that they 

were given time to reflect on what they did for the revised version. As seen in 

Appendix C1, control group participants were asked to list in writing what they 

attempted and check those items they had completed. 
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Experimental Group 1: AfL + Goal Setting 

This group was given a written prompt (Appendix C2) and fifteen minutes to 

work on it independently before they started to revise. The five criteria of the 

instructional rubric, which had been discussed and used by learners in peer review and 

class discussion, were listed for them to circle the one or ones they wanted to focus on 

in revision. Students then wrote down on the blank table the strategies, or a to-do list, 

they had in mind for their revision. They were expected to draw on the same 

instructional resources they had been exposed to as the other two groups. The 

additional feature, compared to the AfL Only Group, was a goal-setting stage in which 

they were consciously primed to focus on one or more specific criteria they chose and 

list the strategies they planned to apply in revision. Once done with the revision, they 

were given five minutes to check their self-set lists and self-assess their revised work. 

 

Experimental Group 2: AfL + Goal Setting + Strategy Provision 

This group experienced the same goal-setting as the AfL + Goal-setting Group 

did using the same length of time. The additional feature was the provision of a 

strategy list right below the blank table (See Appendix C3). The list included general 

strategies for writing revision and may be more comprehensive and less specific 

compared to revision strategies discussed in class. It was believed that the list 

provided an additional resource when learners set their learning goals for the revision 

work. Whether or not such resource served as a support or taxed their limited 

cognitive capacity is one question to be answered in this study. Same as the AfL + 

Goal-setting Group, after completion of revision, students spent five minutes checking 

their self-set lists and conducted self-assessment. 

 

 



 

22 
 

Instruments and Measures 

 

Quality of Drafts and Revisions  

In order to evaluate the quality of student writing, two independent raters were 

paid to rate all learner drafts and revised versions. Blind to the experiment, they both 

rated on a holistic scale of 1 to 15, with 1 being of the poorest quality and 15 being 

the highest. One of them is an experienced EFL instructor and has been involved in 

the rating of English writing for national college entrance exams and the General 

English Proficiency Tests. The other is a research assistant from the English 

department of the same university.  

 

Revision Worksheets 

The three groups used different revision worksheets (Appendix C1, C2, and C3) 

that were designed to facilitate their revision. The AfL Only Group, after the revision 

instruction, was left on their own to work on the revision. Therefore, in the fourth 

class period of each writing unit, participants were given their drafts and told to revise. 

It was after these thirty minutes of revision that the worksheets were given to them. 

The first part of the worksheet enabled learners to record peer assessment on the draft 

as well as the learners’ self-assessment of both the draft and the revised work. The 

second part of the worksheet asked learners to reflect and record the strategies they 

used in revising the draft.  

 

The other two groups were asked to do some planning before the revision started. 

For the AfL + Goal Group, the worksheet guided learners to set a goal for their 

revision. They could choose among the five goals of holistic quality (H), 

argumentation (A), organization (O), lexical use (L), and grammar (G). They could 

also decide to work on single or multiple goals. The setting of goals was meant to 

direct their attention to some selected specific aspects of the revision so they would 
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not feel lost in handling such a complicated task of revising a draft. The provision of 

choice rather than an arbitrary assignment of goals, according to past study findings, 

could make learners more committed to their own goals. Right below the area where 

they circled the goals, a table was provided to let learners write down strategies they 

intended to use in the coming up revision. Learners were given about fifteen minutes 

to plan their revision with the help of this worksheet. And later they started revising 

their drafts for a total of thirty minutes. At the end of the class period, about five 

minutes were allotted for them to check on the original strategy list for what was and 

was not done successfully. They then performed the same self-assessment the AfL 

Only Group did. Finally, they completed a five-item goal commitment questionnaire. 

 

The AfL + Goal + Strategy Group went through the same procedures as the AfL 

+ Goal Group did. The only difference was the provision of a strategy list at the time 

when they set goals and planned for revision. The list simply provided brief verbal 

descriptions of revision strategies discussed in the feedback lessons given to all three 

groups. According to studies comparing learning goals and performance goals, the 

provision of strategies, in addition to setting goals, is crucial when the tasks are 

complicated and involve learning. 

 

Data Analysis and Results 

 

Inter-rater reliability was first calculated between the two independent raters. As 

shown in Table 1, their ratings were all positively correlated at significant levels 

except for the second revision of the AfL + Goal Group. After discussions with 

statisticians, it was decided that the figures were generally acceptable and further 

rating may contaminate the results. However, cautions should be exercised when 

interpreting results regarding the second revision of the AfL + Goal Group. 
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Table 1. Inter-rater Reliability  

Groups Task Statistics  Draft Revision 

AfL Only 1st Pearson Correlation Coefficient r 0.640  0.578  

Significance (two-tailed) p (0.000) (0.000) 

2nd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.622  0.506  

Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.002) 

3rd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.860  0.834  

    Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.000) 

AfL + Goal 1st  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.576  0.784  

Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.000) 

2nd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.752  0.343  

Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.093) 

3rd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.958  0.946  

    Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.000) 

AfL + Goal  1st  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.789  0.882  

+ Strategy Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.000) 

2nd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.943  0.963  

Significance (two-tailed) (0.000) (0.000) 

3rd  Pearson Correlation Coefficient 0.563  0.397  

    Significance (two-tailed) (0.001) (0.044) 

 

The second examination was on the first draft between the three groups. If the 

three groups differed significantly from each other, their draft scores would be used as 

covariates in further comparisons. Results of analysis of variance on the first draft 

were shown in Table 2 and Table 3. 

 

Table 2. Summary of ANOVA on First Draft Among Three Groups 

df F p η2 obs. power 

Groups 2  9.21***  .000  .150  .974 

Errors 104  (3.64)               
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Table 3. Follow-up Multiple Comparisons Using Tukey Tests 

(I) Group (J) Group  (I-J) p 95% CI 

AfL Only 
AfL + 

Goal 
-0.51  0.484 [-1.56, 0.54]  

 

AfL + 

Goal + 

Strategy 

1.43**  0.006 [0.35, 2.50]  

AfL + 

Goal 
AfL Only 0.51  0.484 [-0.54, 1.56]  

 

AfL + 

Goal + 

Strategy 

1.94***  0.000 [0.83, 3.05]  

AfL + 

Goal + 

Strategy 

AfL Only -1.43**  0.006 [-2.50, -0.35]  

  
AfL + 

Goal 
-1.94***  0.000 [-3.05, -0.83]  

 

The above information indicated that the three groups, as measured by their first 

drafts, were not the same. The third group, AfL + Goal + Strategy, scored 

significantly lower than the first group, AfL Only, by 1.43, and further lower than the 

second group, AfL + Goal + Strategy, by 1.94. The differences between the AfL + 

Goal + Strategy Group and the other two were statistically significant. This difference 

was taken into consideration in follow-up analyses. 

 

Descriptive statistics, i.e, the average holistic scores between the two raters of 

each group and each piece of writing, are shown in Table 4. The same information 

was depicted in Figure 3 as three lines representing the changes of scores over time 

for each of the three groups. As illustrated in the line graph, all groups performed 

better in revisions than in the relevant drafts. AfL Only Group improved from the first 

draft to the first revision, and further from the second draft to the second revision; but 
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there was a sharp drop in the third draft before the score picked up in the third 

revision. For the AfL + Goal Group, they performed better than the other groups in 

the first task. Their second draft and revision were relatively the same as the scores 

they obtained in the first round. But the drop in the third round was more obvious than 

the AfL Only Group. The AfL + Goal + Strategy Group, however, started much lower 

than the other two groups, but their improvement over the three tasks was steady. 

Eventually in the third round, they outperformed the other groups and obtained the 

highest scores among all three.  

 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of All Drafts and Revisions by All Three Groups 

 

      AfL Only (n=40)    AfL + Goal (n=35)    AfL + Goal + Strategy (n=33)

    M SD 95% CI M SD 95% CI M SD 95% CI 

1st 
Draft  8.16  1.74  [7.60,  8.72] 8.67  1.69 [8.09, 9.25] 6.73  2.29  [5.91, 7.56]

Revision  9.36  1.76  [8.78,  9.95] 9.66  1.79 [9.01, 10.32] 8.54  2.09  [7.73, 9.34]

2nd  Draft  9.50  1.29  [9.07,  9.93] 8.73  1.44 [8.22, 9.24] 7.61  2.30  [6.78, 8.44]

Revision  10.23  1.30  [9.78, 10.68] 9.60  1.08 [9.15, 10.05] 8.98  2.17  [8.19, 9.78]

3
rd
   Draft 

7.81  2.25  [7.03,  8.59] 6.65  2.56 [5.71, 7.58] 8.43  1.43  [7.89, 8.98]

Revision  8.28  2.01  [7.63,  8.93] 7.89  2.43 [6.84, 8.94] 9.56  1.34  [9.02, 10.10]
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Figure 3. Line Graph of Writing Scores for Three Tasks from Three Groups 
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For research question one on whether learner revisions improved from drafts, 

each revision score was subtracted by its associated draft score. Descriptive statistics 

of the resulted figures are presented in Table 5 with means, standard deviations, and 

95% confidence intervals. As shown, all the means are positive and none of the range 

of confidence intervals include zero, which indicated that the improvement on all 

writings for all groups was statistically significant.  

 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Draft-to-Revision Improvement of Three Groups on 

Three Tasks 

1st Writing 2nd Writing 3rd Writing 

Groups M SD 95% CI M SD 95% CI M SD 95% CI 
AfL Only 1.22  0.83  [0.94, 1.49]  0.68  0.7  [0.43, 0.92]  0.62  0.71  [0.37, 0.86] 

AfL + Goal 1.18  1.14  [0.76, 1.60]  1  0.82  [0.66, 1.34]  0.8  1.19  [0.29, 1.32] 
AfL + Goal 
+ Strategy 1.71  1.65  [1.08, 2.35]  1.37  1.83  [0.70, 2.04]  1.04  0.87  [0.69, 1.39] 

 
 
 

The next question to ask is whether the improvements among the three groups 

differ in magnitude. The null hypothesis is that the three groups did not differ in terms 

of levels of improvement. Before comparing the three groups, test of the homogeneity 

of regression coefficients was conducted (results shown in Table 6). It was found out 

that the interactive effect between independent variable (Group) and covariate (scores 

of the first draft) was not significant (all p values are larger than 0.05), indicating that 

the regression coefficients were homogeneous, which renders justification for the 

follow-up ANCOVA test. 

 

Table 6. Summary of the Test of Regression Coefficient Homogeneity  

1st Writing 2nd Writing 3rd Writing 

Source of Variance df F p df F p df F p 

Scores of 1st Draft 2 2.18 0.119 2 2.03 0.137 2 0.12  0.890 
Group 1 10.80** 0.001 1 0.19 0.664 1 3.97* 0.050 
Scores of 1st Draft × 
Group 

2 1.96 0.147 2 1.36 0.263 2 0.17  0.841 

Within Group Errors 90 (1.26)   83 (0.93)   77 (0.82)   
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ANCOVA analyses were conducted on the improvement between drafts and 

revisions for all three groups in all three tasks. The results, as shown in Table 7, 

indicated that for all three tasks, the p values are above the significance level of 0.05. 

That is to say, looking at each revision separately, the three groups did not differ from 

each other in terms of the levels of improvement.  

Table 7. Summary of ANCOVA on Improvement among Three Groups in  

Three Tasks 

ANCOVA Summary on the 1st Writing 

Source of 
Variance 

df F p η2 obs. power 

Score of First 
Draft 

1 14.34*** 0.000 0.135  0.963  

Group 2 0.22  0.803 0.005  0.084  
Within Group 
Errors 

92 (1.29)       

ANCOVA Summary on the 2nd Writing 

Source of 
Variance 

df F p η2 obs. power 

Score of First 
Draft 

1 0.51  0.479 0.006  0.108  

Group 2 1.62  0.203 0.037  0.334  
Within Group 
Errors 

85 (0.94)       

ANCOVA Summary on the 3rd Writing 

Source of 
Variance 

df F p η2 obs. power 

Score of First 
Draft 

1 3.79  0.055 0.046  0.485  

Group 2 0.84  0.437 0.021  0.189  
Within Group 
Errors 

79 (0.81)       

 
Research question three is concerned about learners’ performance on drafts and 

revisions over time, that is, comparisons among all three drafts and among all three 

revisions. First, repeated measure ANOVA was conducted on three drafts. As shown 

in Table 8, the difference among three groups was not significant. That is to say, none 

of the three groups improve more than others from draft to draft. Results of follow-up 
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multiple comparisons using Bonferroni tests were shown in Table 9. For the groups, 

scores on the second draft differed from the first and the third ones. 

Table 8. ANOVA Summary on Three Drafts 

Source of Variance  df F p η2 obs. power 

Group  2  2.64  .077  .057  .512 

Within Group Errors  87  (6.90)             

Table 9. Multiple Comparison on Three Drafts Using Bonferroni Test 

(I)Writing  (J)Writing 
Difference of Means

(I‐J)  p  Difference 95% CI 

1  2  ‐0.73**  0.001 [‐1.21, ‐0.24] 
3  0.35  0.350 [‐0.19, 0.89] 

2  1  0.73**  0.001 [0.24, 1.21] 
3  1.08***  0.000 [0.52, 1.63] 

3  1  ‐0.35  0.350 [‐0.89, 0.19] 
   2  ‐1.08***  0.000 [‐1.63, ‐0.52] 

 

   The second part of research question three is concerned about the difference among 

three revisions in three groups. Test of homogeneity, as shown on Table 10, indicated 

that the interactive effect between independent variable (Group) and covariate (score 

of first draft) was significant (p value smaller than 0.05). Therefore, the estimated 

regression coefficients were calculated and presented in Table 11 for use in follow-up 

analyses. 

Table 10. Summary of the Test of Regression Coefficient Homogeneity  
on All Revision Scores 

Source of Variance df F p 

Group 2 6.56** .002 

Score of 1st Draft 1 98.39*** .000 

Group x Score of 1st Draft 2 4.64* .013 

Within Group Errors 69 (2.72) 
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Table 11. Estimated regression coefficients for first draft (X) and revisions (Y) 

    Writings   

Group 1st  2nd  3rd  

AfL Only 0.901*** 0.372** 0.441* 

AfL + Goal 0.843*** 0.243* 1.214*** 

AfL + Goal + Strategy 0.64*** 0.402* 0.109 
 

Results of repeated measure ANOVA on three revisions among three groups, as 

shown in Table 12, suggested that the three groups differed in their three revision 

scores. Multiple comparisons in Table 13 showed that the AfL + Goal + Strategy 

Group, when all three rounds of writing were taken into consideration, performed 

better than the AfL Only Group in revisions, and the AfL Only Group in turn 

performed better than the AfL + Goal Group. 

Table 12. ANOVA Summary on Three Revisions 

Source of Variance df F p η2 obs. power 

Group 2 155.65*** .000 .812 1.000 
Within Group 
Errors 

72 (1.07) 
   

 
 
Table 13. Multiple Comparison on Revisions by Groups Using Bonferroni  
Tests 

(I)Group (J)Group 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 
p Difference 95% CI 

AfL 
AfL + 
Goal 

1.61*** 0.000 1.18 2.04 

 

AfL + 
Goal + 

Strategy 
-1.69*** 0.000 -2.08 -1.29 

AfL + 
Goal 

AfL -1.61*** 0.000 -2.04 -1.18 

 

AfL + 
Goal + 

Strategy 
-3.30*** 0.000 -3.76 -2.84 

AfL + 
Goal + 

Strategy 
AfL 1.69*** 0.000 1.29 2.08 

  
AfL + 
Goal 

3.30*** 0.000 2.84 3.76 
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   Multiple comparisons were performed among the three rounds of writing, as shown 

in Table 14. When all three groups were assessed together, they performed best in the 

second revision, followed by the third and then the first. 

Table 14. Multiple Comparison on Revisions by Writings Using Bonferroni  
Tests  

(I)Writing  (J)Writing 
Mean Difference

(I‐J)  p 
95% CI of the 
Difference 

1st    2nd    ‐4.56***  0.000 ‐4.80  ‐4.32 
3rd    ‐2.01***  0.000 ‐2.33  ‐1.69 

2nd    1st    4.56***  0.000 4.32  4.80 
3rd    2.55***  0.000 2.23  2.87 

3rd    1st    2.01***  0.000 1.69  2.33 
   2nd    ‐2.55***  0.000 ‐2.87  ‐2.23 

 
 
 

Discussions and Implications 
 

In sum, results of statistical analyses provided clear answers to the three research 

questions that guided this study. First of all, all three groups, instructed under the 

assessment-for-learning framework, regardless of having goals or being provided with 

a strategy list or not, improved from each draft to each associated revision, and the 

improvement was all significant. But the draft-to-revision improvement among three 

groups was indistinguishable. This means that single improvements from draft to 

revision, as long as the “assessment for learning” design of instruction was present, 

were not strengthened by either the addition of goal setting or strategy list. 

Furthermore, when student performance was compared across three tasks, we found 

that the draft scores among the three groups were not significantly different. However, 

the differences among three revisions were. To be more specific, the AfL + Goal + 

Strategy Group performed better than the AfL Only Group, which in turn performed 

significantly better than the AfL + Goal Group. 

 

The results bear significance in both theory and practice. First, the consistent 

significant improvement from drafts to revisions for all three groups in all three tasks 

suggested that the “assessment for learning” ideal as advocated in the literature 

worked well for EFL learners who were learning to improve their essay writing. We 

have learned from past L2 writing studies that learner revisions are not always better 

than their drafts (e.g. Lee, 2007; Silver & Lee, 2007). Oftentimes the revisions are not 
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better than the drafts, even when teachers provided individual feedbacks. However, in 

this study, although individual feedbacks were not given to students, the instructional 

design as shown in Figure 2 worked. Students, after being guided to understand the 

quality desired and to assess the quality of their own works, were given detailed 

explanations on pervasive patterns of problems identified by the instructor. They were 

then given a chance to revise selected experts and discuss the revisions. This type of 

instruction was meant to empower learners to apply the principles into their own 

learning, diagnosing own problems and finding solutions. This is an encouraging 

finding as teachers may have a chance to be liberated from the laborious commenting 

of individual work and instead to focus on teaching learners better ways of revision. 

 

Secondly, we learned from the answer to the second research question that the 

addition of goal setting and the provision of a strategy list did not make a difference 

when each revision was examined. That is to say, learners performed equally in 

revising their drafts, either with goals or not and either with a strategy list or not. This 

result seemed to suggest that the three groups were the same. But we have to look at 

the question in more depth. Research question two, when examined together with 

questions three and four, revealed important messages. The last two questions allowed 

us to investigate this study across different learning tasks over time. Although there 

was no difference among three groups when draft-to-revision improvements were 

examined separately for three tasks, if the effect is present when all three writings 

were considered, it has important implications. Our answer from research question 

three was a negative one, suggesting that there was no group effect from one draft to 

another. But the answer to question four was a positive one. AfL + Goal + Strategy 

Group performed the best, followed by the AfL Only Group, and further by the AfL + 

Goal Group. It means that the addition of goal setting plus a strategy list was most 

helpful in facilitating learner revision. The addition of goal only, however, was the 

worst among the three groups, rendering inferior results than the AfL Only Group. 

This finding coincides with previous findings in theories and from other studies in 

different learning situations and will be discussed below. 

 

Goal setting, as suggested by Kanfer and Ackerman (1989), Seijts and Latham 

(2005), and Seijts, Latham, Tasa, and Latham (2004), may bring potential damages. 
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When the task is complex and requires learning and when the performer lacks 

necessary strategy and skills, performance outcome goal may become a source of 

anxiety and lower the performance. It would be worse than not having a goal at all. 

That is why scholars advise the addition of strategies to augment goals. In this study, 

the findings confirmed past conclusions in the EFL writing revision situations. 

Although the difference among treatments was not found when revisions were 

examined separately, it was obvious when three tasks were considered aggregately. 

The impact was not robust enough to be seen in any single writing task or across three 

drafts. But when three rounds of revisions were considered together, the effect of 

learning from one task to another in the AfL + Goal + Strategy Group was observed. 

Learners benefited most by goals and strategies. And goals alone resulted in the least 

favorable result as it may have already aroused stress in learners for the complicated 

revision task they were required to do. It was better not to set goals if a strategy list is 

not provided.  

 
This study was probably one of the very few that applied goal setting theories in 

foreign/second language learning contexts, in particular EFL writing revision. The 

combination of assessment for learning with goal setting has its theoretical 

background and the results indicated that this is a viable direction for EFL teachers to 

consider using these strategies in instruction to empower students as self-regulated 

learners. Goal setting, when applied in learning situations, is much more complicated 

than in work settings, because learning goals could be defined in various ways and 

many learning tasks are comparatively more complex than work-related tasks. The 

results are encouraging and warrant more study in this direction. 
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Appendix A. The Three Writing Prompts 
 
1. Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of having a job while in college and 

then state your own opinion on this topic. 

2. Many college teachers encourage group discussions among students. But some 

students feel listening to peers is a waste of time as compared to listening to 

teachers. Do you agree that teachers should encourage more group discussion? 

Include specific reasons or examples to support your answer. 

3. In some universities, students do not choose their majors until the second or third 

year, while most students in Taiwan are put into different professional/academic 

departments before they are admitted. Which do you think may be a better 

arrangement for college students? Why? Provide detailed reasons for your answer. 
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Appendix B. Rubrics for instruction and grading 
 

項目 Scoring 
Criterion/Level 

Excellent 
(90% & up)

15, 14, 13 

Good 
(80%-89%) 

12, 11, 10 

Fair 
(70%-79%)

9, 8, 7 

OK 
(60%-69%)

6, 5, 4 

Poor 
(below 60%) 

3, 2, 1 
總分 Holistic Score 

作文整體品質 
極優秀 優良 良好 尚可 一般水準之

下 
 
內容 
Content 

Argument 
主題/主張 
細部論點 

+   主題清晰、立場明確、有解釋、很容易就知道作者的主張 
(-)  (找不到主題、或需費力尋找、令人不清楚作者的意圖)  
+   有明確清楚的細部理由、解釋清楚、能說服人、適當舉例 
(-)  (沒有支持主張的理由、沒有充分說明理由、不能說服人) 

Organization 
整體組織結構 

+   有清楚開頭、逐漸發展完整的內容、良好收尾、整篇文章統

一、連貫、順暢、有邏輯 
(-)  (漫無目標、雜亂的內容，或空有開頭結尾的形式) 

 
語言 
Language

Lexical Use 
字彙/用語 

+   用語恰當、自然、有變化、生動、有力 
(-)  (用語令人迷惑不解、重複多、不自然) 

Grammar 文法句
構、書寫體例  

+   句構、單複數、人稱、時態、動詞變化、標點符號、拼字等
文法均正確、幾乎沒有錯 

(-)  (很多明顯的文法問題)  
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Appendix C: Revision Worksheets 
 
C1: AfL Only 
 
修改完成後的自我評估 

項      目 初稿同儕評 

(15-----------1) 

初稿自評

(15-----------1) 

修改稿自評 

(15---------1) 

Holistic Score 總成績       

Argument  主題與論點       

Organization 組織結構       

Lexical Use  字彙用語       

Grammar/Structure  

文法句構等 

      

 
我修改時試圖做以下這些事 
 

修改精進的方法 做到了 
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C2: AfL + Goal-setting 
 
在初稿撰寫、同儕互評、自評與全班討論之後，請自五個評分項目中選擇一個或

數個做為修改稿精進的目標。 
 
你的修改目標是 H, A, O, L, G（請圈選） 
 
選定之後，你要做的是從你過去現在學過的精進英文寫作的方法中，盡量列出可

行的來做，請花五分鐘將你修改時要做的事寫下來，並在修改完後將做到的項目

打勾。 

修改精進的方法（請將你要做的事寫下來） 做到了 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
對修改稿的自我評估 

項      目 初稿同儕評 初稿自評 修改稿自評 
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(15-----------1) (15-----------1) (15---------1) 

Holistic Score 總成績      

Argument  主題與論點      

Organization 組織結構      

Lexical Use  字彙用語      

Grammar/Structure  

文法句構等 

     

 
 
針對此次修改所自設的目標 (goal adherence/goal commitment) 
 
Goal Commitment 對目標的承諾 

非
常
同
意 

同
意 

無
意
見 

不
同
意

非
常
不
同
意

1. It’s hard to take this goal seriously. (R)  
我很難認真地看待我定的目標 

     

2. Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not. (R)  
老實說，我不是很在乎有沒有達成我的目標。 

     

3. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal. 
我下定決心要完成目標。 

     

4. It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon this goal. (R)  
我對這目標只有三分鐘熱度，沒多久就放棄了。 

     

5. I think this is a good goal to shoot for.  
我認為這是一個滿有意義的目標。 
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C3: AfL + Goal-setting + Strategy List 
 
在初稿撰寫、同儕互評、自評與全班討論之後，請自五個評分項目中選擇一個或

數故做為修改稿精進的目標。 
你的修改目標是 H, A, O, L, G（請圈選） 
選定之後，你要做的是從你過去現在學過的精進英文寫作的方法中，盡量列出可

行的來做，請花五分鐘將你修改時要做的事寫下來，並在修改完後將做到的項目

打勾。底下的初稿修改工作清單提供給你做參考。 

修改精進的方法（請將你要做的事寫下來） 做到了

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
初稿修改工作清單 

目的 做法 

1. 重新檢視分析之前所寫下的文章，找到問

題與可修改之處，以增進文章品質 

從頭將文章朗讀一遍，或請同學讀給自己聽，一邊將有問題或可

改進的地方畫線，將寫出的內容歸納成論點 

2. 檢查修正主題句，使切合題目、立場明

確、用字恰當、語法正確、讀者能懂 

重新構思、改變說法、重寫句子、增加、刪除、或替換某些文字

3. 檢查修正論點，使支持主題句、分項詳細

闡述主張、有相關的例子或說明、邏輯清

晰、有說服力 

與老師同學討論、回想個人過去相關經驗、或查找外部資訊如新

聞報導與研究報告等，以增刪或調整某些論點 

4. 檢查修正開頭與結尾的段落 增加、刪除、重組各段內容，使有明確的開頭與結尾 

5. 檢查修正各段內容，使論點流暢、清晰，

各段間有恰當的轉折或銜接 

增加或刪除、重組原有的內容、調整表達的方式、安排句與句間

的連結 
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6. 檢查修正字彙，使用字精確、優美、有適

度變化、拼字正確無誤 

查找字典等工具書、與老師同學討論、回想過去所學、找出以前

讀過的類似主題文章，依自己欲表達的意思找出正確恰當的用字

或片語等慣用法 

7. 檢查修正文法、句構與書寫細節 逐字逐句檢視拼字、標點，檢查文句看是否符合單複數、人稱、

時態、動詞變化等基本文法規則，句子結構是否完整，必要時找

老師同學討論，查找過去使用熟悉的文法書 

 
對修改稿的自我評估 

項      目 初稿同儕評 

(15-----------1)

初稿自評

(15-----------1)

修改稿自評 

(15---------1) 

Holistic Score 總成績      

Argument  主題與論點      

Organization 組織結構      

Lexical Use  字彙用語      

Grammar/Structure  

文法句構等 

     

 
針對此次修改所自設的目標 (goal adherence/goal commitment) 
 
Goal Commitment 對目標的承諾 

非
常
同
意 

同
意 

無
意
見 

不
同
意

非
常
不
同
意

1. It’s hard to take this goal seriously. (R)  
我很難認真地看待我定的目標 

     

2. Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not. (R)  
老實說，我不是很在乎有沒有達成我的目標。 

     

3. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal. 
我下定決心要完成目標。 

     

4. It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon this goal. (R)  
我對這目標只有三分鐘熱度，沒多久就放棄了。 

     

5. I think this is a good goal to shoot for.  
我認為這是一個滿有意義的目標。 
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國科會補助專題研究計畫項下出席國際學術會議心得報告 

                                    日期：99 年 11 月 30 日 

一、參加會議經過 

此次日本 JALT 年會會期共四天，為本人第二次參加這個研討會，自有一份熟悉感。

會議自 2010.11.19~22 共四天，主題為 Creativity: Think outside the box，為

搭配會議主題，特將報告中的教學創意部份突顯於標題中，報告時間被安排在第二

天星期六的下午 3:50~4:15，歸類為 College & University Education: 

Speaking/Communication 的 short paper。會場人山人海，日本各地各級學校的本

土與外國教師與會人數眾多，某些學者場次，例如一場臨時加入的字彙專家 Nation

的演講，幾乎擠不進去。除了 keynote speeches，我參加的發表場次含有以下 

計畫編號 NSC98－2410－H－004－133－MY2 

計畫名稱 設定目標以激勵口語品質的提昇—目標明確度與參照對象的研究 

出國人員

姓名 
黃淑真 

服務機構

及職稱 
政治大學外文中心副教授 

會議時間 
99年 11月 19日至

99 年 11 月 22 日 
會議地點 日本名古屋 

會議名稱 

(中文) 日本全國語學教育學會 2010 年會 

(英文) The Japanese Association for Language Teaching 2010 

Annual Conference 

發表論文

題目 

(中文) 大學英語學習專案中的創造性 

(英文) Creativity in a college EFL learning project 

附件四 
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 Collett, Paul – Shimonoseki City University – “On Goals” 

 Hoskins Sakamoto, Barbara – Teaching Villages – “High tech ideas for low 

tech classrooms” 

 Cates, Kip – Tottori University – “Ten steps to an international classroom” 

 Yamaguchi, Hiromichi – Blackboard Japan – “Moodle+Blackboard: Metting 

diversified challenges” 

 Geluso, Joe – Kanda University of International Studies – Google as corpus 

and concordance 

 Maass, Miyoko – Seigakuin University – “A self-management approach for 

student success” 

 Banares, Elena – TESOL-SPAIN – “Moodle to foster speaking in monolingual 

groups” 

在個人發表方面，現場約來了十五位聽眾，有在日本當地教學的本國籍與母語教師，

亦有一位來自早稻田大學的大陸籍教師，並在 Q&A 階段有兩個與發表內容相關的提

問，事後交換名片，略做討論。 

二、與會心得 

日本的這個研討會有點類似台灣的 ETA，與會人數眾多，代表各級的教學與研究單

位，有十分研究導向的場次，如 Nation 談論字彙的，亦有十分應用的場次，如日本

當地的英文母語教師，以實際教學經驗為本，具有實驗性質的教案等，都十分有趣。

由於本次的主題是創意，相當多場次中亦看得到各式各樣的教學創意及實踐的方

法，是一般研討會中較缺乏的元素，為本次研論會的特色，深感獲益良多。 
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三、考察參觀活動(無是項活動者略) 

略 

四、建議 

此次研討場地為愛知縣勞動產業研究中心，類似一辦公大樓，雖無開闊的戶外空間，

但因各研論室密集分布於上下幾層樓中，移動與轉換場地十分便利，會場即時訊息

的公布亦能快速傳達予參與人員，或可為未來國內大型研討會之參考。 

五、攜回資料名稱及內容 

研討會大會手冊一本 

六、其他 

無 

 

寄件者： JALT2010 database manager 

收件者： huang91@nccu.edu.tw 

主旨： JALT2010 presentation proposal status notification 

日期︰ 2010年7月25日上午 10:18:15 

Dear Dr Shu-Chen Huang, 

We are thrilled to inform you that your proposal for a Short Paper has 

been accepted for the JALT2010 Annual Conference to be held November 19 

to November 22, 2010 in Nagoya, Japan. Your details are: 

Contact: Shu-Chen Huang 

Presentation number: 1576 

Title: Creativity in a College EFL Learning Project 

Format: Short Paper 

Content area: Speaking/Communication 

Presenters: Huang, Shu-Chen - National Chengchi University 

Day: Saturday 

Date: November 20th 

Time: 3:50 PM - 4:15 PM (25 minutes) 

Room: 1204 

During the vetting process, our reading committee members are encouraged 
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to give comments on the decisions they made regarding each presentation 

read. However, in some instances, due to the large number of 

presentations each reader needs to work with, it is just not possible to 

give advice or comments for everyone. Where the readers have left 

comments, they are below. We hope you find these useful in planning your 

presentation, or in making future submissions. 

At this point, there are three more things we need you to do: 

1. Confirm your presentation. Go to <http://jalt.org/2010/confirm.php? 

p=1576> and follow the instructions. This lets us know you have received 

and read this message and that you still intend to present at JALT2010. 

The deadline is August 1 to confirm your intention to present. As we 

have a long waiting list to present this year, presenters who do not 

confirm by the August 1 deadline will have their presentations cancelled 

and their spot given to someone else. 

2. Pre-register for the conference by Friday, October 1. Refer to the 

Conference Preview in the July/August issue of The Language Teacher, or 

register online at <https://jalt.org/joining>. 

Note that as contact person for your presentation, it is your 

responsibility to ensure that all co-presenters also pre-register, and 

that all the necessary AV equipment is ordered and paid for. Presenters 

who do not pre-register by the October 1 deadline will have their 

presentations cancelled. 

3. You are invited to post your presentation abstract on JALT Forums 

<http://forums.jalt.org/index.php/board,55.0.html>, where visitors can 

read and comment on your abstract. This is a great way to generate 

interest in your presentation and engage others in dialogue on the 

topic. An explanation of JALT Forums is available at <http:// 

forums.jalt.org/index.php/topic,626.0.html>. 

Finally, thank you for taking the time to participate in our annual 

conference, and we look forward to working with you to make JALT2010 a 

successful event! See you in Nagoya 

Kind regards, 

Suzanne Bonn 

JALT2010 Program Chair 

<conf-program@jalt.org> 

Reader Comments 

------------- 

------------- 

------------- 

__________ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 5543 

(20101018) __________ 
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The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 
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投影片 1 

S H U - C H E N  H U A N G  黃 淑 真
A S S O C I A T E  P R O F E S S O R

F O R E I G N  L A N G U A G E  C E N T E R
N A T I O N A L  C H E N G C H I U N I V E R S I T Y ,  T A I P E I ,  T A I W A N

政 治 大 學 外 文 中 心

J A L T  2 0 1 0
3 6 T H  A N N U A L  I N T E R N A T I O N A L  C O N F E R E N C E  O N  

L A N G U A G E  T E A C H I N G  A N D  L E A R N I N G
1 9  – 2 2  N O V E M B E R ,  2 0 1 0  /  N A G O Y A ,  J A P A N

Creativity in a College EFL 
Learning Project

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 2  Outline

2010/11/20

2

 Teaching Creativity

 Project-based Learning

 The Evolution of a College EFL Learning Project –
Problems and Solutions
 Topics for the Group Project

 Associated In-class Materials

 Time Frame and Development Stages

 Latest Form of the Course Project – Spring 2010

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 3  On Teacher/Teaching Creativity

2010/11/20

3

 Teaching as an art vs. science
 “…The quality of this interaction is influenced by teachers' decisions, 

their timing, their choice of tasks, even the use of their voices. When 
all this happens, when everything flows, …teaching ceases to be an 
action and becomes art” (Pugliese, 2005)

 Combinational creativity – to produce new ideas by 
associating or combining old ideas in unfamiliar ways

 Exploratory creativity – learning rules and then 
exploring what the rules allow one to do

 Transformational creativity – altering, adapting or 
breaking conceptual rules

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 4  On Project-based Learning

2010/11/20

4

 PBL – defining characteristics
1. Involve the solution of a problem
2. Result in an end product

 PBL – common characteristics
1. Relatively long term
2. Teacher role as advisory, not authoritarian
3. Authenticity and contextualization
4. Open-ended, allowing variation
5. More learner control
6. Opportunities for modification and revision 

(Adderley et al., 1975; Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Helle, Tynjälä, & 
Olkinuora, 2006; Johari & Bradshaw, 2008)

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 5  On the Effectiveness of PBL

2010/11/20

5

 Not much serious positive evidence 
 Consistent effect of cooperative learning from a meta-analysis 

(Springer et al., 1999)

 No conclusion on PBL, teacher interpretation and pedagogy 
intervenes (Turnbull, 1999)

 Best on satisfaction, but knowledge/skill ? (medical)

 Needs satisfaction, only for highly self-determined students

 Perceived skills learned and metacognition, null

 On enjoyment and value, ¾ groups significant decreases

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 6  On the Effectiveness of PBL

2010/11/20

6

 Conditional on…
 Student involvement in curriculum decisions (Turnbull, 1999)

 Student embark on projects with intrinsic or more 
autonomous forms of motivation (Liu et al., 2009)

 Cooperation, quality of group process but not group 
heterogeneity; high/low achievers can both achieve (Cheng et 
al., 2008) 

 Properly trained tutor to provide instruction in problem-
solving (Norman & Schmidt, 2000)

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 7  The Project

2010/11/20

7

 Initial Motivation of the Project
 Student self-initiated topics, related to life on campus 
 Prospective and newly arrived international students are usually 

informed officially only.
 How can we, as local students who can communicate with them, help 

them get to know the campus and surroundings better? 
 Current Form of the Project and the Product
 To become future global citizens, we need to look beyond Taiwan and be 

aware of and understand environmental and cultural differences. In 
order to do that, we also need to be able to search, collect, synthesize 
information and report effectively. 

-> A Comparison between Taiwan and another country on one specific 
issue 

 Input: web search + international student informants
 Output: A group presentation to be videotaped

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 8  The Evolution

2010/6/20

8

Academic Year 2007
NCTU (1 term)

2008-2009
NCCU (1 year)

2009-2010
NCCU (1 year)

Topics Campus Life Campus Life + 
Young Adult 
Subcultures

Comparison on one 
issue:
Taiwan vs. ?

Associated In-class 
Materials

Short Articles on 
US Campus Life + 
Audio

+ Discussion Qs
Extensive Readings 
+ Podcasts + Qs

Time Frame and 
Stages

One Single Final 
Stage

Completion 1st

term; Revisions 2nd

term

2nd term when Ss 
more mature; 3 
stages

Products Group 
presentations 
videotaped

Group 
presentations 
videotaped

Group 
presentations 
videotaped

Grouping Self-chosen
4~5 members

Self-chosen
4~5 members

Self-chosen
4~5 members

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 9 

2010/6/20

9

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 10 

2010/6/20

10

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 11 

2010/6/20

11

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 12 

2010/6/20

12

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 



 9

投影片 13  Problems and Solutions - 1

2010/11/20

13

 Topics
 Advantages of old topics: student familiarity with content, easy 

access to information, confidence

 Disadvantages: unidirectional, more surface-level concerns, 
not much research needed, lack of opportunity for critical 
thinking, lack of an international perspective, topic similarity 
and exhaustion

 Solutions: adding a comparison component, trying to be more 
specific, creating needs for learning new things through 
reading/listening/speaking, giving opportunity for critical 
thinking and cultural comparison

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 14  Specific Project Topics

2010/11/20

14

 2007
 Student Camps, Entertainment on Campus, Campus Sculptures/Modern Art, Restaurants on 

Campus, BBS, Proclamation of Affection

 2008
 NCCU Alumni, NCCU Libraries, NCCU Ghost Stories, NCCU Freshmen Activities, Food Around 

NCCU, Sceneries Around NCCU/Taipei, Night Markets, Uniform Day…

 2009 

 “Coming with us tonight?”  Nightlife – Taiwan vs. El Salvador

 Studying Abroad – Taiwan vs. India

 Life Style – Taiwan vs. Britain

 Food Culture – Taiwan vs. Japan vs. France

 Dietary Culture – Taiwan vs. Korea

 TV Series – Taiwan vs. America

 College Life – Taiwan vs. El Salvador

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 15  Problems and Solutions - 2

2010/11/20

15

 Associated In-class Materials (input)
 Student reported challenges: terms, expressions, cultural-

bound concepts, speaking in front of others

 Teacher observation of problems
 Information source more local and limited 

 Not enough extensive reading and listening 

 Solutions 
 Longer texts on the Internet as core class materials

 Podcasts 

 Materials related to intercultural issues 

 The above materials used for in-class discussions

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 16  Input - Readings

2010/11/20

16

 ICYE Newsletter: Worlds of experience #20 (14 pages)
http://www.icye.org/eng/newsletter/ICYENewsletter20-Nov09.pdf

 ICYE Activity Report (39 pages, South Africa; 36 pages, Germany)
http://www.icye.org/downloads/berlinjan2008.pdf

 Chapter 3, Global Business Today: Differences in Culture (pp.80-92), Part I 
 Chapter 3, Global Business Today: Differences in Culture (pp.92-109), Part II 
 Chapter 3, Global Business Today: Differences in Culture (pp.109-119), Part III 
 Study and Research Abroad (6 pages)

http://www.prospects.ac.uk/cms/ShowPage/Home_page/Study_and_research
_abroad/p!ecdfijm

 Working Abroad (17 pages)
http://www.prospects.ac.uk/cms/ShowPage/Home_page/Working_abroad/wh
y_do_it_/p!eeXmbdc

 American Values and Assumptions (9 pages)
http://www.johnevenhuis.com/docs/Core%20Reading%201.pdf

 Four Stages of Culture Shock (3 pages)
http://www.diversityabroad.com/parents/cultural-shock#Honeymoon

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 17  Input - Podcasts

2010/11/20

17

 Introduction to Podcasts as a language learning resource (27’34”)
 From the eyes of an exchange student (34’05”)
 NPR: Ask Amy – Coping with a college roommate (17’00”) with script, with 

audience comments on the webpage
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=106928442

 Problems in the first year of college (5’51”) (15-01-2008)
 NPR: Aliens in America – a sitcom (4’17”) with script

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=14383616
 Mansfield U: Student to Mexico (14’13”) with script

http://podcasts2.mansfield.edu/wordpress/tag/student-exchange/page/2/
 Mansfield U: Student from Senegal (19’17”) with script
 BBC: Personal Saving in China (22’51”)
 BBC: Business School Responsibilities (23’04”)
 Studying in the U.S. (16’59”)

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 18  Problems and Solutions - 3

2010/11/20

18

 Time Frame and Procedures 
 Student reported challenges: coordination of schedule with 

members, share of work, member procrastination; continuous 
revision

 Novelty component disappeared in revisions

 High school graduates, not ready yet?

 Solutions
 shifting to 2nd semester rather than a 2-semester project

 3 stages “plan, progress, final report” to replace multiple revisions

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 19  Current Form of the Course Project

Spring 2010

 Objectives/Topics

 Major Requirements

 Input/Discussion

 The Project

 Summary Writing

2010/11/20

19

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 20  Course Objectives

Authentic 
Use of 

English

Use Authentic 
Readings/Listening  

Materials

Create Real 
Communication 

Situations

Cultivate a Healthy 
Attitude for 

Intercultural 
Communication 

Develop 
Communication 

Skills

2010/11/20

20

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 21  Major Requirements

•An opportunity for review
•Skills in locating and 

identifying information
•Listening + summary writing
•Reflection on English learning

•Based on assigned readings and 
podcasts

•Five discussion questions given 
beforehand

•Whole-class discussion

•First lecture: Week 4
•Five 200-word  summaries
•Overall comments + specific 

areas identified for 
modification

•Revision required

•Topic: Cultural Comparison
•Groups of 4
•Plan: Week 7
•Progress: Week 13
•Final Presentation: Week 17

Oral 
presentations 

35%

Summary 
Writing 

25%

Open-book 
Examination

20%

Class 
Participation 

20%

2010/11/20

21

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 22  Listening, Reading, Class Discussion 1/2

 Listening
 10 Podcasts, average length 20 min., various accents

 Source: BBC, NPR, Mansfield U, Sabanchi U, etc.

 Topics: College Life,  Exchange Students, Social Issues…

 Format: interview, call-in, documentary

 Reading
 7 documents, 128 pages

 Topics: international student activity report, cultural 
differences, information on study/work abroad, cultural shock

2010/11/20

22

Microsoft Office 
ord 97 - 2003 文件

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 23  Listening, Reading, Class Discussion 2/2

 Class Discussion
 1 of 2 hours per week

 Based on the listening/reading materials of the week

 5 or more discussion questions posted on e-platform at least a 
week before class

 Restate -> summarize -> 

comment -> sharing of relevant 

personal experiences

 Listen/read before class

2010/11/20

23

Microsoft Office 
Word 97 - 2003 文件

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 24  Group Project 1/2

Orientation：Input materials, previous products, class visits by int’l students 

(Gambia, El Salvador, Germany, France, Nicaragua, Korea, Peru, Britain, etc.）

Student hosts and commentators, guidelines and reflections

Phase I

Topic, Outline, 
Assignment, 

Schedule

Phase II

Mid-term 
Report (Data 

collected, 
interview, etc.), 

difficulties, 
modifications

Phase III
http://huang91.km.nccu.edu.tw/xms/

Delivery, 
fluency, 

Rehearsal with 
Powercam

2010/11/20

24

Microsoft Office 
Word 97 - 2003 文件

Microsoft Office 
Word 文件

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 25  Group Projects 2/2

 Products：20-min./4-student group presentations  in 
Powercam Files
 Studying Abroad: Taiwan vs. India

 Popular TV Series: Taiwan vs. America

 College Education: Taiwan vs. El Salvador

 Young People’s Entertainment: Taiwan vs. Japan

 Dietary Culture: Taiwan vs. Korea

 Life Style: Taiwan vs. Britain

 “Coming with us tonight?” Night Life: 

Taiwan vs. El Salvador

 …

2010/11/20

25

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 26  Summary Writing

 Importance and principles of summary writing 
(TOEFL iBT, GEPT, entrance exams)

 Using teacher’s notes as examples for summarizing

 Based on readings/podcasts

 5 summaries: 4/4, 4/25, 5/9, 5/23, 6/6

 Class discussions based on student work

 Introducing writing resources

 Writing Center/one-on-one tutoring

2010/11/20

26

Microsoft Office 
ord 97 - 2003 文件

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

投影片 27  Conclusion

• More coherent, input + output
• Input:

• Interesting and stimulating
• Output:

• 3 stages, better preparation
• Powercam, a nice tool

Problems 

solved

• Summary writing: fewer times for better quality?
• Discussion: extended to e-platform
• Earlier use of Powercam
• Integrating KM and e-learning platform

Problems 
remained

2010/11/20

27

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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投影片 28 

H U A N G 9 1 @ N C C U . E D U . T W

2 0 1 0 / 1 1 / 2 0

Thank YOU! 

 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

___________________________________ 
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值（簡要敘述成果所代表之意義、價值、影響或進一步發展之可能性）（以

500字為限） 

本研究運用目標設定理論於英語教學實務，並探究目標操弄的教學效果，主要貢獻在教學

實務應用方面，也對理論的修正與擴充有所啟示。 

 


