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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

“But you didn’t say anything about that on the rough draft!”
Disgruntled First-year Composition Student

As a composition instructor, | stopped writing comments on rough drafts ygans a

part because of comments like the one above, but | had other reasons too. First, by
writing comments on the rough drafts | felt | was in fact undermining thenxg/process
because this rough draft feedback so easily put the focus on the product. Secondly, |
seemingly became responsible for the quality of the student’s final pajzersee

students felt slighted if | commented on something in the final draft thatfallaed to
address in the rough draft. As someone who ‘grew up’ professionally during thesProces
Movement (I was an MA candidate in English and a teaching assistarst-ipefar
composition during the 1980s), | felt a commitment to rough draft feedback as a way to
encourage students’ personal growth as writers. | had been influenced and ibgpive
scholarly work of Peter Elbow (1981), Nancy Sommers (1980) and other process
proponents of that era. So | did not easily abandon the practice of providing detailed

rough draft feedback.



When written comments on rough drafts seemed ineffective, | turned to
conferencing with students, inspired by Donald Murray (1979), Muriel Harris (;1286)
other one-on-one instructional advocates. However, that strategy also pusteatifrg
over time as | saw multiple students during rough draft conferences whase draf
reflected little effort, as if students were waiting for me tbtbkedm what to do before
they really did anything. |thought it must be me. | tried to give cleasénuictions on
what a rough draft should ‘be.’ | tried harder to have the “Listening Eyetdy
described. | preached Emig’s (1977) writing to learn philosophy, which | dtgMeeo
be true. Unfortunately, students, on the whole, were not buying into this strategy. The
did not show evidence of acquiring better writing skills from the rough draft felkedba
mostly they wanted me to tell them how to get a good grade — preferably an A. The
investment in time and effort on my part yielded too little return. | spent ansine
week meeting one-on-one with each student. They traded three hours of classrwaork f
15-20 minute conference.

To be fair, the ESL students were nearly always more prepared and engaged
especially at this time during the 1980s and 1990s before technology had made it so easy
to cut and paste or had introduced them to translation tools. Now they too have means by
which they can shortchange the tedious, time-consuming process of developimgi@acade
writing skills

Perhaps it is not surprising then that despite a growing body of second language
writing research (hereafter referred to as L2 writing), the questibastfpractices
remains a subject for further study as evidenced by the publication esatda major

books in recent years: Bitchener and Ferris (2011), Casanave (2002; 200g ) 266%;



2003), Goldstein (2005), Hyland and Hyland (2006), Kroll (2003), Leki (2007), Matusda,
Cox, Jordan, and Ortmeier-Hooper (2006), and Matsuda and Silva (2005). These books
highlight the complex nature of teaching and researching second languagg. @tiief
among the challenges is the issue of teacher response to written work, Hyfacd and
Hyland (2006) note that the following “hotly debated” questions remain concerning
feedback:

What are the most effective teacher practices?

How do students respond to feedback?

Does feedback improve student writing in the long term? (2).
Furthermore, Hampton-Lyons (2006) states unequivocally “the most fundartnemdgsl.
that we do not know about feedback are how effective it is and how circumstances and
conditions affect it” (142). Clearly, the relationship between L2 writingrovement
and feedback practices remains open for further study.

Even so, | still believe in the multi-draft process, in the value of prewriting,
writing, rewriting, and editing. Feedback is an important part of this processsanat|
to provide students with a feedback-rich, process-writing environment in the umiversi
level classes | teach. I just do this without collecting their rough dvafittng on them,
and returning them. Nor do | routinely cancel class and schedule individual cmefere
with students concerning rough drafts. Instead, during the drafting stage, student
participate in written and oral peer reviews, open class discussions, andinAtiag
workshops during which 1 visit briefly with each student to address a specific noncer
that particular student might have. During the drafting stage, | encouraigatst to visit

the writing center, and | tell them they can schedule a face-to-fasgdinali conference



with me if they want to. Some students accept this offer. Most do not. Those who do take
the initiative to meet with me during the drafting stage often show a epgaactive
stance to their writing process. For example while working on the first effais
research study, a Chinese student asked if he could schedule an appointment with me to
discuss his paper. | was concerned that*)aekted to meet with me, so he could ask me
to ‘fix’ any problems he had before his final draft. Instead, he came to meevit
specific questions about the content and structure of his paper. “Is this pass&je clea
“Can | put this example here?” He had already been to the writing center andthea w
multiple drafts of his paper. | was impressed both with the content of his paper and the
quality of his questions to me. This example illustrates that | am willingotode
specific, targeted feedback to students during the drafting stage egpebetl they seek
it, but my reigning pedagogical strategy is to reserve formal, detailed;wide
feedback for final drafts. | apply this strategy because | have found it usgliting
students to think for themselves during the drafting stages as Jack did in the previous
example. However, as detailed in the literature review, using findlfdesfback as an
pedagogical tool in a multidraft classroom goes against commonly descricbahte
practices, but from my experience, when students know that the primary feedbask come
on their final drafts, they learn to pay attention to the final draft feedbadkBF-[Even
though the FDFB evaluates their writing, students learn to attend to it ifaimhprove
future grades

Moreover, | have found over the past fifteen years of teaching writingeslé#sst

students do pay attention to written final draft feedback. However, | have also been

L All names are pseudonyms.



influenced by the number or studies showing student confusion over teacher comments;
thus, | am mindful that students may not always understand what | mean bywrhet |

So | have become most comfortable, and confident, going over graded papers with
students face-to-face in a one-on-one setting. Unfortunately, this stoatiegly

becomes time-consuming and cumbersome if | follow it for each student and gvery pa
In fact, it becomes logistically impossible for both teachers teachingpiaidections of
composition and for students leading busy lives. Consequently while | provide oral and
written final draft feedback when possible, | often provide only written firedtt dr

feedback when | return graded papers to students.

Therefore for some time, | have provided my most carefully thought owemvrit
feedback to students only on their final drafts. | try to frame this feedback to be both
evaluative and instructive. In other words, | want my students to know why théegot t
grade they did, but | also want them to have information that will assist thenyas the
approach their next writing assignment. | have been very pleased with the o¢shis
feedback strategy as students learn to rely on themselves and as they leathgo use
resources at their disposal during the drafting stage. The purpose of this study is to
interrogate these impressions from my anecdotal experience.

The literature review in chapter two reveals that certain resegposhrgéeedback
research are more prevalent than others. For example, little researchuszsifon the
effect of final draft feedback, usually referred to as summative feedbaeptasc
conclude that it has minimal value apart from justifying a grade and offering
encouragement (Ferris 2003; Leki 1992). Yet, two decades ago Raimes (1991) observed

that “[i]f teachers see their response as the end of the interaction, then sivitistbe



there. If, however, the response includes specific directions on what to do nextis.there
a chance for application of principles” (419). While this principle has been @pplie
rough drafts, as Raimes intended, few studies have examined the instrucioaailf
final draft feedback and its potential effect on future writing. This lacksé#arch
indicates a static perception of the writing process that ends with edattréiftifHyland
2000).
Just recently have L2 writing scholars begun to tiptoe into the idea that fiftal dra
feedback might be formative in that it might affect future writing. Thasdiest
(Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Lee, 2008b), discussed more fully in Chapter
Two, challenge the assumption that final draft feedback cannot be forntlasives,can
only be evaluative and summative. This study is based on the hypothesis that final dra
feedback can be formative in that it can point students forward not just to revision of a
current assignment but to the next writing assignment and in doing so, the ffhal dra
feedback becomes an instructional tool to assist students in their developmetgras wri
Using an instrumental case study approach (Stake 2005), this research study
proposes to examine student response to final draft feedback (FDFB) in adirst-y
(multilingual)’ university composition course. The research questions for this descriptive,
gualitative study are non-directional:

¢ What were the features of FDFB that students received on their graded?papers

e Did students attend to these features as they completed subsequent writing
assignments in the same class?

% The parenthetical reference to multilingual stugdéndicates that the composition classes at this
university are a random mixture of native Engbgleaking (NES) and non-native English speaking
(NNES) students.



e Did method of feedback delivery affect the attention students gave to the FDFB?

Following a naturalistic research setting (Belcher 2001; Leki, 1995; 2@07elZ 1990),

the research for this study began with two first-year composition (FY&edaa

morning class (9:30) and an afternoon class (1:00). Classes met on Tuesdays and
Thursdays (75 minutes each day) for 15 weeks during a spring semester. Sitigating
study within the classroom allowed for exploration into the social contelRedéedback
which is important because, as Sperling (1994) and others have noted, instructional
context has a profound effect on teacher feedback. To that end, this case studyrs$ an eff
to look at writing instruction in the “local context” of the classroom (Muchiri].et a

1995, p. 194), such an approach is not new. Years ago Leki (1990) pointed to a
connection between class instruction and instructor feedback and suggestexhéyst pe
the research on teacher response and how it has worked or failed to work is overlooking
the role that classroom context plays in developing L2 writing skills.

In a similar fashion to other case studies (Cheng, 2006, 2007, 2008; Kutz, 1990;
Sternglass, 1993; Spack, 1997), | act as both researcher and instructor. Teacher as
researcher is a growing trend in L2 writing as evidenced by Golds{2i0gl)
encouragement to writing instructors to “assess [the] contexts” in whichethely
writing (p. 66). While it remains underrepresented in the literature (Borg 2eaeéher
as researcher is also not a new research strategy. For example, K sh{ree-year
longitudinal study started in her own classroom. While Spack admits that heasrol
researcher influenced [her] role as teacher,” she pointed out that this thetigjitted
the research process” because of the relationship it allowed her to build witlsder ca

study participant (7). More recently, Cheng (2006, 2007, 2008) has also shown the



effectiveness of instructor-based writing research which “documeniti] learners learn

and how they learn it...” (2006b, p. 79) Furthermore, teacher as researcher can address
the “lack of interaction among scholars and teachers” which Matsuda (2003) calls
“problematic” (p. 28). A means of addressing this problem is to make the classroom a
source of research by the teacher. Borg (2009) refers to teachechesegsystematic,
rigorous enquiry by teachers into their own professional contexts” (20). This apjsoac
not without pitfalls or critics, but if strict standards of research al@Wel, it is a viable

way to merge the worlds of scholars and teachers (Nunan 1997).

As explained more fully in Chapter Three: Methodology, data triangulation
included analysis of written and oral feedback on final drafts, student intepards
completion of a class survey. | also chose to vary the FDFB strategy in tlyge wa
providing only written final draft feedback (WFDFB) on one paper, both oral andmwritte
final draft feedback (O&WFDFB) on another paper, and only oral final draft ée&db
(OFDFB) on a third paper. | framed the research according to case stimbgoiegy.

Case study research studies an individual and in doing so may show likeliness to others.
While conclusions drawn from studying an individual do not represent an entire group, as
Polio (2001) pointed out the benefit is that “we learn more about one individual writer”

(p- 91). One might question the value of learning about “one individual writer” when all
writers regardless of their L1 are clearly unique individuals living imsaorlds with
advantages and constraints specific to each person (Leki 2007). If case statgtref

an individual does not allow for generalization to the whole, in what way does cage stud
research benefit the whole? Those who support second language case stutly resear

methodology emphasize that it allows L2 “students’ voices [to be heard] in tia¢ulite



about them” (Leki 2001, p. 26) and that it “captur[es] the complexity of L2 learning”
(Benesch 2001, p. 164). Case study research allows for diversity of reseaoibaoesti
and research settings; this diversity is not only a strength but also a rezpti(@hatsuda
2003). In fact, according to Stake (1995) “the real business of case study is
particularization not generalization” (p. 8); Cheng (2006a) has called fer ‘ivase
studies that emphasize the epistemology of the particular” with detailslabmsrs in
other contexts (303). In fact, a strength of case study research lies sciiptien of
context because context plays such an influential role in teaching pedazpaiyadk
practices, and student behavior. Not surprisingly, Goldstein and Kohls (2009) have
pointed out that case studies can “best illuminate the complex, interactiessgsof
teacher feedback and student revision” while Zamel (1990) reminds us that the
particularities of case study research reveal the unique individuals in ssrodns.

In the end, whether or not students ‘do something’ with final draft feedback or
just ignore it, may rely more on the teacher’s stated expectations than on theywbrdin
the feedback itself. Raimes’ (1991) call for “specific directions on whadd teext” (p.
419) has been understood in the context of feedback on rough drafts. This study theorizes
that this principle can also apply to final draft feedback provided the teachesfitin
that way. Consequently this pedagogical strategy of relying of FDFB alibmgnxing
the method in which the feedback is given led to my research questions which ateestig
whether students attend to final draft feedback so as to effect positive ahdunigee
papers. If so, does final draft feedback strategy matter? Can studemts lea better

writers from final draft feedback? The following study investigatesttemtion students



give to FDFB and the relationship between the way in which FDFB is provided and its

effect on new writing assignments.
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CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

“We don’t know enough about how multilingual writers write.”
John Hedgcock, TESOL Presentation

Perhaps the most time consuming and often frustrating task of teachimg writi
has to do with providing feedback on student papers both in L1 and L2 composition
classrooms. The complexity of the task is evident from the number of studies
investigating teacher commentary. If providing effective feedbmekchallenge in L1 —
as highlighted by Knoblauch and Brannon (1981) years ago, the difficulty would
certainly be heightened in L2 — made clear by Leki (1990), years ago as adiigAo
the frustration is the fact that feedback has been researched from a nbarges
sometimes yielding conflicting results and almost always illustyahe challenge
teachers face as they attempt to respond to student writing in a way thamnisghga
and useful to the student.

The complexity of teachers providing feedback to student writers isifurthe

evident from the number of terms used to describe and classify this common composition
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classroom activity. For the most part, the comments that teachers provideeot st
writers are referred to interchangeablyesdback, commentargt responsdFerris,
2003; Goldstein, 2005; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Within those terms are subterms that
are usually more restrictive. For example, formative feedback isajgn@mentioned in
the context of feedback given to papers that are expected to be revised (i.e. roayjh draft
whereas the tersummative feedbadias been used to describe feedback that evaluates a
paper for which revision is not expected, such as final, graded drafts (Hyland and Hyland,
2006, “Contexts...”). Another common division distinguishes between global (content-
level) and local (surface-level) feedback as well as directive (éigistns) and
facilitative (e.g. questions) (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006). Worth noting is the point
made by O’Neill and Fife (1999) that these bifurcations are somewhatialtfutside a
particular classroom context.

In most cases these terms are used to describe written feedbackidesfere
oral feedback are described as conferencing and even teacher “feedaals’tut
(Anderson, Benson, & Lynch 2001, p. 2). For the most partective feedbachkas been
used in the context of error or linguistic corrections. One exception is Sheen (2007) who
states that “written corrective feedback...addresses different asgestiting — content,
organization, rhetoric, and mechanics, as well as linguistic accuracy” (p.T2ii8use
is, however, not consistent with other uses of the term probably because many teachers
would not consider their feedback on students’ “content, organization, or rhetoric” to be
“corrective” but would rather see it as informative feedback from a caesfder. At any

rate, other studies further classify corrective feedback as lelingct or direct( Hyland
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& Hyland 2001);coded, uncodeayr marginal Robb, Ross, & Shortreed 1986); and
form-focusedHedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994).

Due to the focus of this study, the following review of literature is limied2t
composition research and concerns the issues of providing feedback to non-native
English speaking (NNES) writers in university or pre-university (Ehdts Academic
Purposes — EAP) classes. While some overlapping occurs, the review is generall
organized according to three main sections: studies addressing rougketibfidk,
studies investigating student perception of feedback, and studies examining final dra
feedback. The role of oral feedback is intertwined in each of the above categories

As far back as 1991, Raimes referred to providing feedback as a “thorny” issue (p.
418). Furthermore, Hyland and Hyland (2006, “Contexts...”) clearly state that response
to L2 student writing has been a subject of research for 30 years, but, they point bout, unti
the 1990s that research was directed primarily to the role of error conrdatieed,
feedback research and teacher practice have come a long way since ZE®88)soft
cited study which found that teacher comments were mostly concerned ntehcse
level errors and students were mostly confused or frustrated by the vagasanipfive
nature of the comments. Although Zamel’s (1985) study has been criticized &mkitsf |
transparency and replicability (Goldstein 2001), it opened the investigative ddbr to
writing and teacher commentary and in doing so the study shed light on what had perhaps
been a widespread problem. Teachers just did not know whHattdh L2 student

writing.
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Rough Draft Feedback Studies

Ferris’ (2003) statement that “teacher commentary is most efficacioers it is
provided on intermediate rather than final drafts of student papers” (p. 94) rdfkects
common intuition of writing teachers. Not surprisingly then, numerous studies have
investigated feedback as it occurs on student papers that will be reviseddde aldre
surprising factor is that Ferris’ attitude remains dominant in L2 wrjtegdpgogy despite
the repeatedly inconclusive results of these studies in that rough draft feedbdck on L
writing has, from the earliest studies, resulted in a certain amount of amligiatms
of determining cause/effect.

In one of those early studies of feedback effect, Robb, Ross, and Shortreed (1986)
sought to investigate “the most effective and practical feedback stratethat] would
have a significant effect on improving the student’s overall writing quality8%) when
the students revised their rough drafts. So they applied four different feediadegiss
to four different groups of EFL university students. The study was concernedilyrima
with the effect of feedback on grammatical accuracy: “lexical, syotaetd stylistic
errors” (p. 86). The four feedback strategies were complete correctiangthestor
corrected all errors), coded correction (the instructor identified the typkeation of
the errors using a code sheet), uncoded correction (the instructor idehgfieddtion of
an error without classifying the error), and marginal correction (the instremunted the
number of errors in each line and wrote that number in the margin). The students revise
their essays based on this feedback. These strategies were applied over ¢hef @urs
academic year in which students wrote “expository, narrative, and desceptays” (p.

86). The results of the study found that no one feedback strategy was moreectfexti
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the other in that “students in all of the groups ... wrote more complex structures as the
course progressed” and that “improvement was independent of type of feedback” (p. 91).
Clearly Robb, Ross, and Shortreed were measuring improvement in terms of gcatnmat
accuracy, which is only one measure of writing quality, but it is worth noting tinett w

might have seemed an intuitively useful feedback strategy (correctorg er coding

errors and having students revise) was not shown to be any more effective than just
having students revise their rough drafts.

In spite of (or because of) these findings, a good portion of feedback research
continued to focus exclusively on the usefulness of error feedback. Truscott (1996)
stirred up quite a controversy when he argued that error feedback had “no place in
writing courses and should be abandoned” (p. 328). He cited L1 composition research,
foreign language (not English) research, and English as a Second Langaeagehrssch
as the Robb, Ross, and Shortreed study. While his particular argument is not directly
related to this study in that | am not investigating error feedback plemsation it
because his stance seemed to inspire another error feedback study wiwetdfall
similar design as Robb, Ross, and Shortreed, resulting in similar findings. dretr
Roberts (2001) varied the error feedback in three ways (coded, uncoded, and no
markings). Their results also showed no advantage for coded over uncoded feedback.
Only the no feedback group appeared to be at a disadvantage — correctingnl&ss d¢iha
the errors on their own. The Ferris and Roberts study is described more thoroughly in the
following section of this chapter, but | mention it here because in these studies, the
students improved or failed to improve from rough draft to final draft regardless of

feedback strategy.
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In a study more aligned with process pedadoggrris (1997) specifically
ignored grammar comments when she investigated what effect teacher feedback ha
student revision in an ESL college composition course. In this study (N=47), students
wrote four major assignments with a minimum number of three drafts reqoireddh
assignment. Ferris collected the first and second drafts of the firstabsggnments. and
categorized the comments according to length, type, use of hedges, and téixitgpeci
She found that students paid attention to the written feedback especially when itdnvolve
a text specific request and that most revisions “overwhelmingly tendegtovienthe
students’ papers” (p. 330). However, she also noted that students unexplainably
“sometimes ignore or avoid the suggestions given in teacher commenta380]p.
Furthermore, she examined first and second drafts of a three draft tysiehve effect
of feedback is perhaps expectedly tangible in that a first draft is presuthableakest
draft and in most need of revision. Unfortunately, the study tells us nothing about the
feedback, if any, to the second draft and the overall strengths as determined by the
teacher of the final drafts. It would be interesting to know if the teacheingarovement
from the rough drafts to the final draft and whether she felt the effort extemded i
providing written rough draft feedback was worth the time required.

In a similar manner, Ashwell (2000) also looked at the effect of teacher ékedba
in a multi-draft context; his study was somewhat more focused if less dordiugn
Ferris’. Ashwell's (2000) examined the best practices assumption of moswiiiig

classes wherein teachers limit their comments on first drafts (tesrBdf) to issues of

¥ A somewhat loaded term, process pedagogy is afiderstood to value exploratory writing early in an
assignment with attention to detailed revision aditing later. Generally, teacher commentary in
alignment with this approach first considers thrgda concerns of content over sentence level méchas
Ferris does in this study.
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content and save comments addressing grammar for later, penultimateDitafts (
Ashwell (2000) examined the efficacy of this order by mixing response mmttefour
ways among 50 Japanese university students over the course of an acadenmc¢hysar.
study, each student wrote three drafts of each assignment. In addition to theotyjscal
described above, Ashwell (2000) also described the effects of reversing théDdrder
grammar-based feedback then D2 — content-based feedback), mixing the order (D1
receives grammar and content-based feedback as does D2) and providing no feedback.
Contrary to common assumptions underscoring classroom feedback practiceslyhis s
revealed “no significantly different results” from one feedback oxléne other (p. 227).
Furthermore, the study found that all the rough draft feedback had minimalceffec
revision. Such conclusions may call into question the practice of teachers devoting so
much effort to rough draft feedback.

Actually, a decade earlier Fathman and Whalley (1990) arrived at arsimil
conclusion although they came to it by a different path. Fathman and Whalley (1990)
investigated the difference between feedback on grammar and feedback on content in
reference to student revisions. They found that student revised drafts were stranger
the first drafts, but they could not tie the improvements to the feedback strateéges pe
For example, students who received only grammar feedback improved in both the content
and grammatical features of their second drafts. But the reverse was nStudents
who received only content feedback improved the content of their second drafts (making
more grammatical errors in the process), but students who received no feddlback a
improved the content of their second drafts. Fathman and Whalley (1990) concluded that

“revision without feedback and writing without teacher intervention should be valuable
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components of the curriculum. They require minimal teacher time, help the student writ
more fluently, and may result in student improvement” (p. 186). For unexplained reasons,
L2 feedback scholarship has largely ignored this suggestion that revision opportunities
without teacher written commentary may lead to improved student writingadhisg
feedback studies continued to examine the effect of instructor rough draftdieddiva

various angles.

Hampton-Lyons took a unique look at feedback in a multi-draft setting by
examining the feedback from the context of portfolio assessment. Hampton-Lyons
described a semester-long study of an L2 student in a basic writing ARgsight be
expected of a portfolio-based composition class, the students received feeteaak s
times on each assignment in multiple ways: informally as the teacherdaaound the
computer lab, formally when the teacher wrote comments on student drafts, as well a
orally and in writing from peer groups. Hampton-Lyons analyzed the feedbdck a
revisions of one student in the course as the student stayed focused on one particular
assignment throughout the course. Long after the class and teacher had moved on to other
assignments, this student continued to seek feedback on and to revise an assignment from
early on in the course. Consequently, she wrote multiple drafts of this assignneeht bas
on multiple forms of feedback (oral and written from peers, the writing centthex
teacher). According to Hampton-Lyons, the participant in the case study did not know (or
learn) how to distinguish between these different kinds of feedback; she could not
distinguish whether feedback was “directive or advisory” (p. 154), and the chdidge
not result in an improved draft. Hampton-Lyons described the student as being in a

“negative [feedback] loop” (p. 151) and stated that by the end of the semester feedback
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had moved from a positive to a negative “element of learning” for the student (p. 154).
Hampton-Lyons’ study indicates that there might be such a phenomenon as too much
feedback especially if students are not taught to evaluate the feedbiaekcrit

Another study that examined teacher feedback in a multi-draft settimaf isf
Ferris, Pezone, Tade, and Tinti (1997). These researchers studied an instruitten's wr
rough draft feedback over a span of two semesters. The focus of their reseah was
study “pragmatic intent and linguistic form” (p. 159). They were also intelra@steeeing
whether the teacher changed her response practices based on the studéets'tabili
various assignments, and the time of the semester. They found that tegquiresaes
practices do not fit neatly into comments on content and comments on form and that L2
research does a disservice to writing teachers by implying that resgonbe so neatly
categorized. It is much too complex. They also found that teacher commentsega®a
the term progressed. They suggest that this change is not due to “teaghet it is a
natural result of continued class instruction (p. 176). In other words, the need for
extensive teacher feedback is less as the semester progressgsdsea they concede
that they did not examine what students did with the teacher feedback thegdeusiv
end with a call for classroom-based qualitative research.

A more recent study of instructor written feedback is that of Lephaidla a
Pienaar (2008) who evaluated three types of written rough draft commfmtary
online ESL course. They found that instructors’ feedback fell into one of three groups:

minimal feedback focusing exclusively on language errors...

general, non-text specific vague commentary..., and

focused feedback on content and organization (p. 72)
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Lephalala and Pienaar criticize the first two types of feedbadkéarfailure to assist
students with future learning. However, Lephalala and Pienaar do not analydetlamy
student revisions based on the commentary. They simply analyze the wording of the
commentary to evaluate whether it is formative and helpful. In doing so, theytheake
reasonable claim that for “feedback to be effective it should be formative, gromot
learning and aim to improve students’ language and academic proficiency”;(p. 71)
however, their examples of feedback that “interacts with the writer and paoitnit®w
the argument can be strengthened” (p. 79) are all in question form: a feedbaduec
that has been challenged elsewhere as ineffective (Ferris, 1995, F&9iis Goldstein &
Conrad, 1990; Patthey-Chavez & Ferris, 1997). Furthermore, they fail to ikutsteat
effectiveness (or lack thereof) with these different categorieseaiack.

Lee and Schallert (2008) took a more affective analysis to the effemigif draft
feedback and student revision. They examined the role that trust between teacher and
student played in whether the student attended to the teacher’s feedback on rivsigh dra
Not surprisingly, Lee and Schallert found that when students respected artlittraste
teacher and when they perceived the teacher as caring about their work, this stede
more likely to attend to the teacher's comments than those students who eithesteais
the teacher (she was not a NES) or who felt their English was ali@exhllent” (p.

525). In their well contextualized study, Lee and Schallert describe studemtsvauld
immediately begin to review her comments on their papers, spending many hours in
revising their drafts” (p. 525), but the scope of the study did not examine whether the
revisions resulted in improvements to the final product. They do point out that the work

load of responding fully to the rough drafts became overwhelming for the teadhet s
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2/3 of the way through the course, she had to curtail her responses by elimindting e
comments. Although not often mentioned in studies of rough draft feedback, the concept
of work load is a worthy consideration because many writing teacherd)dilané in Lee
and Schallert’s study, are “constrained by conflicts ... in the time and effadsgary to
provide thoughtful feedback (p. 523).

Finally, Ferris, Brown, Liu, and Stine (2011) recently took a unique and long
awaited look into rough draft feedback purely from the teacher’s viewpoint.Sbugit
to investigate the teacher variable so often missing from feedback stitieesan initial
survey (N=129) regarding feedback practices, Ferris, et al. followed up2@tteacher
case study narratives” (p. 219). They found that most teachers tended to focus on
language errors and determined that these teachers were largelyeuagihia
challenges L2 writers face. Additionally, these researchermethihat many teachers
were either overly compassionate or completely insensitive to thdtenges. They did
single out one group of teachers as those “being responsive to L2 writexd’ asad
individual needs” (p. 221) Ferris et al. define these teachers as those whe balanc
sentence-level and global feedback, who practice selective error orreotr
comprehensive, and who use error codes and feedback rubrics. Rather than place all
blame on the teachers, Ferris et al acknowledged that poor practicesheydeauld be
symptoms of “larger, institutional problems” (p. 223). They also mentioned, almost in
passing, that “a number of our interview participants observed that time vepsfigant
issue that constrained all of their response practices” (p. 222). This point is even more
important given the fact that “teaching load was not a topic specificaldran either

the survey or interview protocols” (p. 222). In other words, the researchers were not
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specifically interested in investigating the role time constraintsiplésedback practices,
but it was a topic clearly on the mind of the teachers.

To summarize the ten studies mentioned in this section, four varied the order or
type of feedback given at the rough draft stage (Ashwell, 2000; Fathman & Whalley
1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986). Ashwell and Fathman
and Whalley examined both grammar and content feedback; whereas, Ferrgbarns R
and Robb, Ross, and Shortreed studied only grammar feedback. All of the studies found
that grammar feedback was attended to regardless of when it was provitedéate,
or after content feedback) or how it was provided (coded, uncoded, marginal, or full
corrections). On the surface, these findings suggest the efficacy aéiteacbviding
detailed rough draft feedback, at least for grammatical concerns, buifeéhelstudies
also has mitigating factors that detract somewhat from that conclusiotwd Istudies
with control groups (Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001) also
documented improvement from the no feedback groups leading Fathman and Whalley to
speculate that simply “rewriting is worthwhile and teacher interventiootislways
necessary” (p. 186). Robb, Ross, and Shortreed also noted that more feedback did not
lead to more accuracy and suggested that “highly detailed feedback on sesehce-I
mechanics” are not necessary (p. 91).

Though each one examined some aspect of providing rough draft feedback, the
following six studies are especially notable for the diversity of their fbons context
(distance learning) to assignments (portfolios) to affect (caring artjitmusacher
variable (feedback practices) Lephalala and Pienaar (2008) analyzadtors

commentary for 100 essays and found that 60% contained minimal feedback which the
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researchers deemed “least helpful” (p. 73); however, they did not examine revisions
based on the feedback so their conclusions as to what constituted “helpful” feedback is
informed conjecture on their part. Ferris, Pezone, Tade, and Tinti (1997) analyzed 1500
teacher comments on first drafts of university students. They studied the othame
discourse acts but did not study any student revisions to the comments. Ferris (1997)
conducted another study that relied on textual analysis and did look at subsequent
attemps at revision. She analyzed teacher feedback between the firstcamttidsatts

and found that students were most likely to attend to marginal comments that asked for
more details and end comments regarding grammar. However, she also noted that
students sometimes ignored feedback for unexplained reasons. Hampton-Lyons (2006)
described a case study from a portfolio-based classroom and details hdiya hig
motivated, engaged student became stuck in a “negative feedback loop” andwvithdre
from the peer feedback group she had initially embraced. The negative transhoronati
the student led Hampton-Lyons to question whether too much feedback could have a
negative effect on a student’s development. Lee and Schallert (2008) took a unique look
at rough draft feedback from the view of affect. They found that the teaetiyaiek

more likely initiated revisions when a reciprocal sense of caring existeddrethe

student and the teacher. Finally, Ferris, Brown, Liu, and Stine (2011). examirtest teac
response practices by studying the teachers both quantitatively with g andve
qualitatively through interviews. They found that for the most part the teasbezanot
prepared for the challenge of responding to L2 student writing and that for thpartost

the teachers did not follow best practices as identified in L2 compositiatuiter
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Each of these studies revealed insights into student and instructor behavior
concerning rough draft feedback; each study was both informative and inconatussve i

own way.

Student Perception Studies

Several feedback studies have surveyed student populations to better understand
the student point-of-view concerning teacher feedback primarily at thb dvafj stages.
These are useful studies of student perception especially as the latey stigtigted to
connect rough draft feedback to subsequent revisions.

Initially several studies considered rough draft feedback from an affactgle,
investigating student feelings and attitude toward teacher commemtane lof the
earliest studies of L2 student attitude toward teacher feedback, RadeSuvales
(1988) reported results of a survey (N=59) given the first week of class bafdents
had received any teacher feedback. Although they did not provide the survey instrument
in the research, they described “an 18 item questionnaire” that asked studaimssgjues
such as how they felt about “receiving a heavily marked paper” or about the use of
“marking symbols” (p. 357). Other questions asked whether students read thentemme
or just looked at the grade. The focus of their study concerned student “attitudgstowa
different types of comments” (p. 357). They distributed the survey among foueditffer
class groups: an advanced EAP class, a first-year ESL composition class, devgiper
ESL academic writing class, and an advanced ESL technical writing class

Based on the survey results, Radecki and Swales “placed students into three
categories: Receptors (46%), Semi-resistors (41%), and Resistors (p3B57). They

found that most students claimed that they would read the comments, but they admitted
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to looking at the grade first. The greatest distinctions among the three grdupsdioa
with attitudes towards types of comments and attitudes toward revision. The Receptor
and Semi-resistors were open to lengthy comments “that were conteificspehereas,
Resistors “preferred short evaluative adjectives and a grade, or a lgraele(p. 358). In
terms of revising, both Semi-resistors and Resistors saw little valuenig sloi viewing
it primarily as punishment. The researchers also found distinctions amongéhendif
groups of students. The first-year composition students were most recepgaelier
feedback, and the upper level academic writing students were most resiatitkiRnd
Swales followed up the questionnaire by interviewing eight students (five Rex;epte
Semi-resistor, two Resistors); however, they conceded that they did not “observe how
students behave after having received a teacher-marked assignment” (p. 363).
Furthermore, students answered these question acontextually, based on what they
believed they would do. Nevertheless, the Radecki and Swales study provided a useful,
early look into student attitude toward feedback and found that almost half are receptive
to teacher feedback on some level. Such studies identifying “feelings” feleoliviack
provided a useful stepping stone on which to build the next layer, that is, if students say
they like feedback and teachers provide it, what do students actually do withdibeclee
they receive in a particular class setting and how do affective factecs tféir response
to feedback? Fortunately future studies attempted to show the effect of rofigh dra
feedback on subsequent revisions.

Kasper and Petrello (1998) theorized that the ESL students at their community
colleges had been negatively affected by too much corrective feedback whicH tad le

increased writing anxiety and hindered their L2 writing development. So, theyppegel
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a “non-judgmental” approach to providing rough draft feedback. The ‘non-judgmental’
approach they described involved asking “questions that focus directly on revisidn tasks
and avoiding grammar related feedback (p. 181). Even though the question technique has
been documented in other places (Ferris, 2003) as confusing to L2 students, Kasper and
Petrello claimed that the content-focused questions encouraged students and ted them
take on “more responsibility for their own writing” (p. 182). The students in this study
“were required to produce two to three revisions of each essay” and while ther teach
feedback was primarily content-focused Kasper and Petrello did indicater‘m

errors...by circling those errors” (p. 182). Following this approach, Kasper amedld’e
claimed that “grammatical accuracy improved” (p. 182) as wehasanfidence of the
student writers and the content of their papers. Although the data analysis from thei
study is somewhat sketchy, e.g. they do not explain how they measured improved
grammatical accuracy, they do offer two pieces of evidence to supportl#neis.d-irst
students wrote a “post-course autobiography” that compared their feziogstheir

writing abilities at the end of the course to their feelings at the beginnitigoWgiving

exact numbers, Kasper and Petrello report that the autobiographies show an “over-
whelming emphasis was on the discovery of their strengths as writel82pand

“increased confidence in their writing” (p. 183). Secondly and more objectively, the pass
rates of the two classes increased over previous semesters moving up frc@@89%31es-

the intermediate students and from 60%-72% for the advanced students. While this study
is encouraging especially for process approach advocates, the findisgsnawehat

limited by a lack of detail. For example, the contextual information is ipteim Kasper

and Petrello do not mention the number of students in the courses, the length of the
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courses, or the teaching commitments of the instructors. This informatiopastamt in

that students wrote “multiple drafts of each paper” (p. 181), and the authors imply they
provided “non-judgmental” written feedback on each draft. This multi-draft, multi-
response pattern seems to be a key component to the success of the approach, but the
missing contextual information prevents other L2 writing teachers fromrdisgethe
applicability of the approach to their own teaching environments. FurthermorerKasp
and Petrello fail to provide detailed methodological information that would enable
replication of the study.

Nevertheless, the attention to studeertceptionover studenaction concerning
teacher feedback continued in other research. For example without actualiggtudy
effect of feedback on future writing, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994) asked
undergraduate second language writers (N=247) what type of feedback they thought
helped them improve their writing. In addition to asking what type of feedbackstude
found helpful (content-based or grammar-based), Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994) asked
what form of feedback students found helpful (written feedback or oral feedback). A
major thrust of this study was to investigate possible differences udattietween ESL
writers and FL writers. Both groups of students complete writing tasksimgadge
other than their first language but usually for different ends. The ESL student® need t
develop writing skills that will help them succeed in getting a degree, ag)dhee FL
students tend to develop L2 writing skills as part of general skill development in the
foreign language.

In spite of these differences, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz recorded somarsimi

findings. For example in regard to type of feedback, both groups of students valued form-

27



focused feedback and expected to improve their writing and learn when teachers
highlighted grammatical errors. With reference to form of feedbaattests preferred
written feedback with oral feedback when given that option. Additional relevanibes t
dissertation is that Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994) further investigated wisttickemts
preferred different types of comments on rough drafts than on final drafts.Sthe E
writers in their study showed some preference for content-based feedbackbrirafts
over grammar-based feedback, but on final drafts the ESL writers rated &dsom
idea organization as more useful than grammatical corrections” (p. 154). These sa
students rated “teacher response to writing style and content...as more useful
than...reactions to lexical and mechanical mistakes” on their final drafts (p.Tibgl).
finding contradicts commonly held assumption that final draft feedback servédyg ass
grade justification.

Additional feedback studies continued to focus on student reactions to feedback
without looking at any effect on future writing. Ferris (1995) reported on a quevatitat
study (N=155) examining what students prefer regarding teacher wri¢iginafek in a
multi-draft setting. She surveyed mostly immigrant students enrolled in presityiye
multi-draft composition (EAP) classes. She administered the surveyirds-into the
15 week semester. Interestingly, students in this study indicated that theyla
feedback even final draft feedback, but that what they value in the feedback varies
slightly depending on when the feedback is given. Whereas content feedback was
particularly welcome on preliminary drafts, students valued “comments on vagabula
and mechanics” on their final drafts possibly because they believed theserdesmme

provided “information they could apply to any future writing project” (p. 42). In any
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case, her study showed that NNES students say they value and attend to teacher
commentary throughout the writing process. This study was useful in repdutiiens
perception of what they value and how they use teacher feedback. It was no¢diésig
examine the accuracy of student perception. In other words, it asked studerttseyhat
thought about feedback, but it did not actually examine what students did with the
feedback. Nevertheless, it opened the door for a more qualitative look into student
reaction to rough draft as well as final draft feedback.

Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) stepped through this door by comparing student
perception of rough draft feedback to their perception of final draft feedback among
distinct groups of L2 writers. They used quantitative (survey) and qualitatteeviews)
methods to study what students thought about teacher feedback and what saidents
they did in response to it. Hedgcock and Lefkowitz administered the survey to 316 L2
writers at a university. These students comprised two groups: “Anglophone Rérkear
of French, Spanish, or German” (N=192) enrolled in upper level language courses and
ESL students (N=124) “enrolled in nonnative sections of freshman composition” (p.
291). The survey data indicated key differences between these two growgrendds
both in the teacher feedback they were accustomed to and the teacher feegback the
preferred. The “Anglophone FL learners” were used to receiving (almdsisesely)
sentence-level feedback on their papers though they might have appreciateckfeadba
“content and rhetorical soundness” (p. 293). The ESL students felt they “learned the
most” about revising when teachers offered feedback on all areas: contehitess we
mechanics (p. 295). Following an analysis of the survey, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz

interviewed 21 of the participants and reported the qualitative data on four: thvee nat
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English speakers studying German, French, and Spanish respectively and aagv&on-
English speaker learning English. The interview data largely supportedrirey

findings as Hedgcock and Lefkowitz found distinct differences between the twpsgr
largely because the FL students saw feedback primarily in its role oterrection.
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz attribute this perception to the effect of classdtisn. The

FL students were not taught writing in a process environment, and the teachatedhdic
less concern for their content ideas than for mechanical correctnessokledgd
Lefkowitz concede that in each study the information is self-reported on the student
part thus limiting their conclusions somewhat because they did not actually look at
whether teacher feedback actually effected any change in future.p&tiesfthese
studies of student perception and preference are useful a reference pointstfrom wi
teachers can build their response practices. They are limited by faikkwenpare what
students say with what students do concerning teacher feedback.

Later studies moved away from straight survey answers and sought to provide
research regarding practice and perception by studying student Boaftse, Fiona
Hyland (1998) made a concerted effort to tie student attitude toward rougfeddifack
to actual revisions. While still predominantly concerned with student attitude, Fiona
Hyland (1998) investigated how students interpreted and responded to rough draft
feedback throughout a semester long course. Hyland did not try to manipulate the
feedback in any way instead she sought to investigate what types of feedbhekstea
gave to their students and what impact that feedback had on future writing. Hyland used
multiple methods of data collection including interviews, questionnaires, class

observation and text analysis. She worked with two teachers and two classess®ne cla
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was preparing for university level work while the other was preparingrémtuate work.
Three students from each class agreed to serve as case studies. Syalydxdfers
several insights into a composition classroom taught by experienced tedtieers
teachers responded to rough drafts which the students then revised and the teachers
graded. Both teachers addressed grammar and content issues simulfanebasbugh
draft feedback. In analyzing the feedback, Hyland categorized which féeabac
“usable” or not “in terms of its potential for revision of a draft” (p. 262). In thidyst
feedback that was evaluative, “positive reinforcement, or reader responsedtwas
“usable.” (p. 262). Hyland determined that five of the six case studies “acted on”
approximately 90% of the usable feedback. Hyland found that all six students in her case
study “not only said they valued feedback, but demonstrated this through their actions in
response to it” (p. 262). In fact, they all attempted to respond to the feedback, but they
admitted to sometimes not knowing why a change was needed. Consequently rather than
gaining confidence and learning from the feedback, at least one student repostedfa
confidence and a “greater reliance on her teacher’s feedback” (p. 273). Although the
students attempted to incorporate the feedback into future drafts, Hyland offers no
evidence that students were actually learning to be better writers.

In another study, Ferris and Roberts (2001) focused their study spectically
feedback concerning error correction. They wanted to know specifically withoki
teacher feedback aided students in self-correcting, whether the kind of gréeedfback
students preferred corresponded to “their textual data” (p. 163), and to what extent
students’ own grammar knowledge affected their ability to “process [émengar]

feedback” (p. 163). Ferris and Roberts limited the error correction feedbackr er
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involving verbs, nouns, articles, sentence structure and word choice or form (p. 169).
They divided 72 immigrant ESL pre-university students into one of three error feedbac
groups: A “codes” group (errors in the five categories were underlinedoded); a “no
codes” group (errors in the five categories where underlined but not coded), anablk contr
group (no error markings) (p. 168). The study began with students in all three groups
writing a 50 minute in class essay. Two weeks later, students received thgs \with
error feedback according to one of the three feedback groups and were given 28 minute
to self-correct their essays. Ferris and Roberts triangulated tned=da by adding a
grammar pre-test and grammar survey to the study. The pre-test was e bhie five
error categories receiving grammar feedback; the survey asked quabtenstudents’
previous grammar instruction, perceptions of their grammar problems, and pregerenc
for grammar feedback. Ferris and Roberts found “statistical sigmigtgp. 176)
between the groups that received some form of feedback and the control group, but there
was no statistical difference in ability to self-correct between thedcaxwle uncoded
feedback groups.

As mentioned earlier, this study was primarily concerned with thet effec
varying error correction feedback, but Ferris and Roberts also found that whatstude
perceived as most helpful (direct, coded marking of errors) was not shownrty ineie
effective than indirect marking of errors. This study offers practi¢afination for
teachers concerned with marking student error in papers in that the time steatiegy
of indirect error marking may be just as effective as the slightly nmaeedonsuming
strategy of direct, coded marking. It also shows that student perception amdrqrefare

not necessarily reliable sources of information.
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In an effort to shed more light on student perception, some scholars have added an
oral component to the research design. For example, Hyland (2000) continued to examine
the effect of rough draft feedback on revisions looking not just at written feedback but
oral feedback as well. Her findings revealed a complex relationship bettueents
peers and writing teachers. Although students believed rough draft feedback could help
them not only with the current paper but also with their development as writers, students
misinterpreted the teacher’s feedback or the student sought outside help frgm fami
members — feedback that the teacher disapproved of and in fact directed thetstude
ignore. The study revealed misunderstandings on several levels as stitdempsed to
incorporate rough draft feedback in ways that either the teacher disapproved oflor coul
not understand. For example, one student repeatedly received written feedbahlsfr
professor asking him to write simpler sentences and avoid attempts at incogporat
idioms and complex vocabulary words. However, the student persisted with tiéigystra
because he saw it as a way to “test out his own knowledge” knowing the feedback from
his professor would evaluate his ability (p. 48). As the student continued to ignore the
feedback, the professor became increasing frustrated not realizingdbetsivas
employing a learning strategy that relied on getting rough drafb&esk from the
professor. As a result of several mismatches, Hyland (2000) concluded thedfdssors
were focusing on the rough draft as a product while the students saw it astpart of
learning process. Additionally, the students were not proceeding with the learning
process in a way the professors knew or understood. Her study highlights atdeast t
facts: sometimes students have reasons for ignoring teacher feedback and onerah-one

feedback can be useful in learning these reasons and reducing misunderstandings
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between instructors and students. Many of these misunderstandings could have been
prevented had the teacher and student met face-to-face to discuss the studiegt’'s wr
and the teacher’s response to it. In this study, the oral feedback came frerarpaen
family members rather than from the teacher.

Perhaps because of its time consuming nature, oral feedback tends to “come and
go” as an element of feedback studies. A decade before Hyland’s (2000) studigiGolds
and Conrad (1990) had compared “discourse in the conference” to “successful revision”
(p. 446). They defined a successful revision as one in which the writer “improved upon a
rhetorical problem discussed in the conference” (p. 449). Goldstein and Conrad focused
their study on three students and found that “conferences do not necessarilpresult i
revision” (p. 456) but that successful revision was more likely when the student and
teacher both contributed to the discussion of a particular concern (i.e. “negotiated
revision” p. 452). This study offers some worthy insights. One is that studenéfteac
conferences concerning rough drafts do not necessarily result in better diitsl Tihe
act of conferencing itself is not a “magic teaching bullet.” Secondiy, $tudy showed
that conferences are not naturally interactive. Teachers may inadyedt@ninate;
students may remain passive. In sum, Goldstein and Conrad concluded that the results of
their study did not confirm the typical arguments in favor of conferencing. They
suggested that the nature of conferences might be at least partezdgbe in that
conferences are dynamic interactions that follow no predictable path. Jteaemstr
conferences are subject to the constraints of context and personality and theagtonst

affect outcome. A valuable deduction from their study is that teachers néyoree
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mindful of getting students to interact in the conference. Teachers canmoeabsit the
one-on-one set-up of the conference will naturally lead to student engagement.
Nevertheless, Thonus’ claim that “metacognitive/ metalinguisticaot®ns with
writers can produce positive outcomes” (n.p.) reflects the intuitive view thetngene-
on-one to discuss a student’s draft benefits the student’s learning, writieggraad
subsequent draft. Consequently, additional oral feedback studies have tried to understand
student perception of feedback by focusing on the relationship between writing cente
interactions and subsequent revisions.. Williams’ (2004) study of five internationa
students yielded some of the same results as the Goldstein and ConraBatudy.
example, Williams also found that student interaction in the session had an imgeet on t
amount and type of revisions made. Just as in the Goldstein and Conrad study, students
who were more engaged in the session attempted more revisions than the more passive
students. Furthermore, Williams pointed out that explicit feedback especialytmmse
level issues was more likely to be addressed in revision than feedback addcessent
and organization which Williams speculated was due at least in part to easesioh.
Williams also noted that certain student responses to the oral feedback \eeretits
of [the] impact [the feedback would have] on revision” (p. 186). Specifically, students
who resisted the feedback or offered minimal reaction were not likely to atieenpt
revision. In contrast, students who made “a written notation about a problem or change”
were more likely to act on the oral feedback and attempt a revision. Therefora] iofste
trying to isolate and account for each individual change, Williams examinedidwege
in quality...for the entire second draft” by looking at the difference in gradedo8he

that revisions did not necessarily result in significantly higher gradesstudents in
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Williams’ study had their first drafts rated by letter grade and thesdbend drafts rated
again with letter grades. Of the five students, only one moved up a full letter fycade (

a C to a B); two students kept the same ratings (B- and C+) and two students moved up
half a letter grade (C to C+; B- to B). Grades alone are, of course, moincieators of
whether students attended to the feedback or not. Williams found that at least one of the
cases made “extensive revisions” (p. 182) based on tutor feedback that helpgthearif
assignment and organize the analysis. The student rewrote three-cpfdtierpaper
resulting in “numerous new sentence-level errors” (p. 183). Because the stuelents w

not interviewed after revising their papers, it is not possible to know why theseid

specific suggestions from the oral feedback. It was also not possible to ¢éie@sabms to

the oral feedback because the study did not include teacher commentary.

A slightly different oral feedback study was conducted by Weigle anadiels
(2004), in that they took a case study approach that was not situated in either a writing
center or an ESL classroom. Instead the students who acted as tutorstudlyh&ere
completing graduate coursework in second language writing. Weigle asdnN#gscribe
these tutors as inexperienced and untrained in tutoring. For the study, threeegraduat
student tutors worked with three ESL student volunteers who were also graduate students
enrolled in various academic writing programs. The study involved ten hours of tutoring
(one hour/week) over the course of a semester. Weigle and Nelson wereddtierésé
relationship that developed between the tutor and student and how this relationship
affected what each considered tutoring success. The case study ineéshgatffect of
the tutoring sessions by asking the participants to self-reflect. They foairalltthe

participants felt the sessions were successful, but that each tutor ardakfirted a
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successful session differently. For the tutees, success meant havigg#eimet; these
goals ranged from having grammar questions answered, gaining confidencettiagd g
an A on the final paper. The tutors defined success in terms of their ability ttheee
goals of the tutees, their ability to help the tutees become more indepenitienst and
their own capabilities to answer tutee questions and communicate cleardye \Afel
Nelson’s study illustrates the difficulty of operationalizing successfllfeedback. Still
they were able to offer conclusions relevant to this study. For one, they fourtiethat t
amount of tutor talk was related to the level of fluency on the part of the tutee aind tha
directive strategies communicated clearly, saved time, and weremezddy less
proficient students. In fact, Weigle and Nelson concluded that negotiation ofmdles a
strategies to meet expectations of the tutor and tutee was more importantytearykn
tutoring technique. Thus how much the tutor talked or whether the feedback addressed
higher order or lower order concerns played a secondary role to the studen{gi@erce
of a successful tutorial. Also, even though this study was primarily an igagsti of
oral feedback, for two of the tutees written feedback played an important role dass
the tutor would email comments to the tutee as a way to supplement the oralkedbac
another case, the tutor wrote comments on the tutee’s paper during their tutorial.

In concluding this section, two studies are especially notable for tfaair tef
look holistically at classroom interactions concerning student perception séaction
to teacher feedback.

Hiroko Saito (1994) investigated teacher practices and student preferences
concerning feedback and found that teacher instructional practicetssafféent attitudes

toward feedback, that students preferred feedback on grammar, and that students ofte
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did not rewrite papers even when it was assigned as homework. This studyedoofsist
three “experienced ESL writing teachers” (p. 48) and their undergraduate student
(N=39) over the course of a semester. The teachers provided rough draft feedback
according to their normal feedback practices, which included a mixture of oral and
written feedback on content and sentence features. In addition to examiniragties te
feedback, Saito administered an end of semester survey which asked studentheo rate
“usefulness” of the different feedback practices along with their égfied for handling
feedback and their preferences for feedback” (p. 50). Saito found that students
overwhelmingly preferred teacher feedback to peer feedback and setfticorre
Additionally, they preferred for teachers to focus their feedback on sententertevs.
This finding alone might not be so surprising except that the majority of studemts a
said they would not revise their papers. This finding, that students want sentezice-lev
feedback but do not want to rewrite based on the sentence-level feedback, may suggest
that students see sentence-level feedback as a kind of gauge of they atniiiiy. In

other words, even though this feedback may come on a rough draft and without a grade,
students still see it as having an important evaluative role that they find Uisééuims

of receiving coded feedback, students were generally favorable, but this fiadmgd

to tie directly to teacher practices. In a class where the teacher ltbith@esodes
inconsistently, the results were mixed. In a class where the teacheghkmutlyeand
consistently used the codes, the students listed it as a preferred feedbagi. dtra
summary, student attitudes toward feedback seemed directly connected @oseach
expectations and practices concerning feedback. All students received sonoé doam

feedback and rated this feedback strategy highly on the survey. However, Saito does not
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clearly explain in each case how the oral feedback was provided. Shelstateset
teacher conferenced with students in class while they were writinghéother two
teachers she just references apparently optional “tutoring sessionsirtteassidents
received. Saito’s study is useful in showing that instructional practifeest atudent
attitudes toward feedback. Unfortunately it also shows that students often faikto re
rough drafts after having received teacher feedback even when the feedisaskat the
students preferred. This lack of revision may indicate that some students come to the
finish line in an assignment sooner than their teachers or process advocatgduite

this decision not to revise is made irrespective of the rough draft feedback.

The Conrad and Goldstein study (1999) also shows the complexity of student
perceptions to feedback in their case study of three ESL students in a university ESL
composition course. The study lasted all semester, 16 weeks, and included fggir essa
along with multiple drafts of each essay and recordings of student/teacteneccoet.
Conrad and Goldstein coded the rough draft feedback according to “intended
function...,formal characteristics..., and the type of problem to be revised” (p. 153).
They then examined the revised drafts and coded all revisions as “successful,
unsuccessful, or no change” (p. 154). They further distinguished between oral &l writ
feedback. They found that one-third of the revisions in response written feedback was
not successful and that written feedback concerning higher order contergddatgr.
feedback asking for more analysis) was even less likely to be sucgeatierided to
than written feedback concerning lower order content features (e.g. feedikaty for
more examples). They conclude by emphasizing the extent that the studené yaagbl

in whether feedback is attended to or not.
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To summarize, the thirteen student perception studies reveal, among otler thing
student reactions to feedback. Five studies are based on survey or sédfdrdpta by
the students and are not designed to compare what students say about feedback to what
students do with feedback. (Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; 1996; Kasper &
Petrello, 1998; Radecki & Swales, 1988).

The remaining eight studies attempted to compare student perception of teacher
feedback to revision strategies (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris & Roberts, 2001,
Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Hyland, 1998; 2000; Saito, 1994; Weigle & Nelson, 2004;
Williams, 2004;).. Six of these eight studies report efforts to clarifghalraft feedback
by adding an oral dimension. (Hyland, 2000; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Conrad &
Goldstein, 1999; Saito, 1994; Williams, 2004; Weigle & Nelson, 2004).The oral feedback
studies often revealed the complexities of tying revisions and improvemsmbsequent
drafts directly to the oral feedback sessions. Conferencing has remaiogedla p
feedback choice for students — not necessarily conferencing alone, but in conjuncti
with written feedback. When it is included in a research design, students invariaiely

oral feedback along with written feedback.

Final Draft Feedback Studies

While most of the research has focused on feedback at the rough draft stage, some
scholars are beginning to study feedback on final drafts. These studigsiGakyt
designed with a narrow and somewhat limited focus.

Hyland and Hyland (2001) examined final draft feedback from the sociolinguistic
angle of praise versus criticism or directness versus indirectnesgicafigcthey

analyzed the written feedback of two teachers in an EFL setting. Theyl@ach
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feedback point into one of three categories: praise - indicating that abhuttjof the
paper] is positively valued”, criticism - indicating some level of “disattion” with the
text, and suggestion - indicating “a relatively clear and accomplishaide &ut
improvement” (p. 186). Hyland and Hyland collected data from six university ssudent
during a 14-week writing course resulting in 51 student essays. For each studentf t
these essays followed “a feedback/revision cycle, consisting of the woftangraft,
followed by written feedback, and then a revised version in response to the feggback”
189). In each case, Hyland and Hyland limited their analysis to end commentsdggnori
all marginal or in-text feedback. This limitation may have directljpericed the results
in that they found the largest category of comments to be ones of praise (44%doll
by criticism (31%) and ending with suggestions (25%). Had they included thd in-te
feedback “which focused on language inaccuracies and corrections” (p. 190), the
percentages would have likely been quite different. Hyland and Hyland also found that
the two teachers in their case study incorporated praise mostly to safitcism or lead
into suggestion. Their case study of six ESL university students revealeebitiatrs
and students viewed the value and role of praise and criticism quite differentlg. tiéhi
teachers sought to use praise to build self-esteem among the ESL writerd, thet&S
often found the praise confusing and even “useless” because they were not™serious
comments (p. 202). In terms of final draft feedback, they found that teachenseresst
of their praise for final drafts believing that the praise can “motivatsttigents in their
next writing” (p. 193).

Some researchers are turning their attention to the effect of final drdiftaiek on

future writing. These final draft feedback studies are most often coulcerinearily with
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the effect of corrective feedback on future writing. In other words, when rsaciaek
grammatical mistakes on final drafts, do students learn from that feedbaaKrand r
from making the same grammatical errors on future papers? Bitchener,, aoang
Cameron (2005) studied whether “the type of corrective feedback on linguistie err
determine[d] accuracy performance in new pieces of writing” (p. 195). The study
involved “53 post-intermediate migrant learners” (p. 195). The students were divided
almost equally into three different groups. Each group completed the same taskag
for the study. Bitchener, et al. examined the errors of the first wtasigto determine
which categories of error were most prevalent for the students. They founththat “
greatest difficulty occurred with the use of prepositions (29.23% of all efolisyed
by the past simple tense (11.96% of the total errors), and the definite article (1f.45%
the total errors)” (p. 197). To investigate whether different types of fekditaategies
led to improved accuracy on new writing, each group received a different fekedbac
strategy: written feedback with oral feedback, written feedback only, and ectooer
feedback. Although the accuracy of preposition use did not improve with any type of
feedback, they found that written feedback combined with oral feedback improved
student accuracy in use of the simple past tense and the definite articke liviteld to
these features of grammatical accuracy, their study supports the notiteetizck is
most effective when students receive it in both oral and written form.

In a similarly focused study, Bitchener and Knoch (2008) examined whether
written corrective feedback had any effect on grammatical accufaemowriting. The
study was designed around three 30 minute in-class writings in which stuéeats w

instructed to “describe what was happening in a picture” (p. 420). The three writings
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occurred over a period of ten weeks with the first two writings occurring dumenfirst

two weeks. The students (n=144) were “low intermediate” (p. 418) and were more or
less evenly divided between visa holding students and migrant students. Bitchener and
Knoch divided the students into four groups of roughly the same number. For this study,
they focused their research on the indefinite and definite English anttheaaied the
feedback strategy among the four groups in four ways: no corrective feethmack (
control group), written corrective feedback only (direct correction of the gwatden
corrective feedback with written explanations, and written corrective feleabtc

written and oral explanations. The written and oral explanations weré/adeaigned for
this study. The oral explanations involved a “30 minute lesson” to the whole class afte
their first marked writings were returned to them (p. 421). The written exasati
included a statement of rules governing article use and an exampletitgsting rule.

For the second writings, the control group received no feedback while the other three
groups received notations indicating correct (a tick) or incorrect (a arsss)of the
English articles. Bitchener and Knoch found that students who received angffor
written corrective feedback performed better in new pieces of writing thaotie|

group which received no written corrective feedback. Specifically, theyteepibrat the
“students who received written corrective feedback significantly improvedatmuracy

in using the targeted functions of the English article system and that thew detiais

level of accuracy when writing a new text seven weeks” later (p. 425). Bitchuetie
Knoch did not find that one type of corrective feedback strategy was niecé\ef than

the other for improving accuracy of English articles in new writing. ligartant to note

that these findings are closely tied to a very specific context and féeslipaiegy in that
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the written feedback was limited and the oral feedback was a granssan.le
Nevertheless, this study offers some support for the notion that written n@rect
feedback on final drafts can assist students in developing written accuracyren fut
writings. It also supports the practice of minimal markings as an efdegdback
response to certain surface-level errors such as those involving articles.

Otherwise, little research has focused on the effect of final draftdeledbsually
referred to as summative feedback, except to conclude that it has little vatuecapa
justifying a grade and offering encouragement (Ferris 2003; Leki 199&)agsumption,
however, has not been substantiated in the literature — quite the contrary(1P&%is
reports on survey population (N=155) where “even on final drafts” the students attended
to the teacher commentary. Still the attitude that Leki (2007) displays infeesmee to
final draft feedback as “unsolicited” and “least useful” (210) dominates daguayy.

The prejudice against final draft feedback as a useful pedagogical todhes fu

illustrated in Underwood and Tregidgo’s (2006) recommendation to not include a grade
with “detailed feedback” because grades reduce the “impetus to rqui€f)( While
students may not be allowed to revise a “finished,” graded assignment, | wowddlzagu
“detailed feedback” could provide information to use or to improve the next paper. It is
important to note that Underwood and Tregidgo mix studies from L1 composition
research and L2 composition research somewhat randomly without noting the L1/L2
difference in research focus as if the difference does not matter. &uopkx they state

that students view grades and feedback mainly as “grade justification” arstuttherits

“tend to ignore specific diagnostic comments when a grade is also included” (ph&5). T

two sources they cite to support these claims come from L1 composition hesearc
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However, when they discuss content and surface level feedback, they rely on findings in
L2 composition research from Ferris (1995), Cohen and Cavalanti (1990), Hedgcock and
Lefkowitz (1994) and Zamel (1985 ). Certainly this mixture of research studres fr
different research groups calls into question the recommendations they makenat tie
the article.

However, Hyland and Hyland (2006, “Interpersonal aspects...” ) point out that
final draft feedback does “more than justify a grade. [It provides] tatgeséruction” (p.
206). In an apparent change of opinion from ealier views, Leki (2006, “You cannot
ignore”... in Hyland & Hyland) agrees pointing out that especially acrosstinzs
where feedback on writing may be minimal the teacher’s final draft &édis likely to
have the greatest impact on the writer’'s developing sense of where tthgbhewnext
writing attempt” (p. 267). Leki’s claim is not without empirical support. Hee ciisdy
of graduate students across academic disciplines showed that the students djd, in fac
read and pay attention to FDFB (p. 275).

In summary, these five research studies concerning FDFB fall intorowpsg
studies that ask primarily how students feel about FDFB (Ferris, 1995; Hylante&dy
2001; Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006) and studies that investigate whether attention to
grammatical error on a final draft affected grammatical accurasybsequent writing
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005). Although each study
is a useful additional to the body of L2 feedback literature, the scope of eachvahls re
a gap in the literature: an examination of teacher practices and steaetrdmns to final
draft feedback in multi-draft L2 writing classrooms in which teachers nesfudly to

student final drafts (content, organization, grammar, and mechanics).
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Summary

Ferris (2003), who generally disparages any value to final draft feedback beyond
justifying a grade, points out that “written commentary ... is a criticafuctional
opportunity” (p. 123). While the assumption on her part and others is that this
“instructional opportunity” only occurs when students have the option to revise according
to the written commentary, this assumption is unproven and untested in the broad context
of an ESL writer in a first year composition course. Furthermore, appeals tdezons
final draft feedback from an instructional angle have been ignored. Over a dgoade a
Muncie (1999) challenged the practice of teacher rough draft feedback because it
“reduc[ed] the necessity of learners having to choose and discriminat)(p4Auncie
argued, as do |, that teacher rough draft feedback leads more to teacher depgbadence
to learner autonomy. He suggested that instructors reserve writtdraéiefor final
drafts and that with the return of each graded assignment students refer to those
comments and make a list of “how | can improve future compositions” (p. 51). Muncie
claimed that this pedagogical strategy taught students to be moral thitikers and
more autonomous writers. However, his support for these claims is limited tola smal
survey sample (N=29) which asked students how they used peer and teacher feedback on
revising. He reported that students were overwhelmingly inclined to be less
discriminating with instructor rough draft feedback than they would be with pegii rou
draft feedback. Despite a small research sample, Muncie’s argumengtiaana
deserves further exploration.

Thus this research study investigates whether final draft feedbackwean ha

instructional value for NNESs as they move from one assignment to the next in a
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university level composition course. What teachers expect students to do with the
feedback they receive and how they hold students accountable for attending to the
feedback is as, if not more, important than when and even how teachers provide the
feedback. In other words, if teachers want students to pay attention to and incorporate
information from the feedback they receive on their graded papers, then they must
communicate that expectation explicitly and hold students accountable regafdles
when the feedback is provided.
In conclusion, specific findings from this review of the literature that are
especially relevant for this study include the following:
Students value final draft feedback (Ferris, 1995).
Students do not compartmentalize feedback into arbitrary dichotomies such as
formative or evaluative (Saito, 1994).
Oral feedback combined with written feedback seems to be most effective in
promoting student learning (Bitchener, et al., 2005). When given a choice,
students prefer oral with written feedback (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994).
Class context affects students’ expectations and perceptions of teadbackee
(Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996).
Finally, scholars are calling attention to the often limited scope of feedhadies and,
in Lee’s (2009) words, to the need for a “feedback revolution” i.e. not only an
understanding of feedback practices but also an awareness of “practitedintsis
facing teachers (p 7). Furthermore, a recent article by Danielle Ga1é2@07) addressed
pedagogical issues concerning teacher feedback. While Guénette’s promeeyn is

with the efficacy of corrective feedback, her underlying premise is¢hahérs need
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guidance for classroom activities. She points out that feedback studies argt not |
“interesting” from a research perspective. They are either helpful comoakssroom
teachers. Guénette writes as a teacher needing answers. Unfoytdaatidack studies

may be rich in data and poor in answers. According to Casanave (2004), feedbask studie
may tell us something about changes made in revising within one assignment, but the
studies tell us “nothing about what students have actually learned that might apply to ne
pieces of writing” (p. 91). One way to provide answers for classroom teasherstudy

the classroom. This gap in classroom-based research has been noticed by schaars suc
Polio (2003) who notes that “surprisingly” few studies explore what “actually happe
writing classes” (p. 59) and Lee (2008b) who reiterates this need bylyszadhihg on
teacher/researchers to “undertake action or classroom based researctharelgosl
feedback practices” (p. 82). In an effort to address this gap, this researchxsndges

the instructor practices and student reaction to various final draft feedbatelyists.
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CHAPTER Ill

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, | present the methodology used to form two case profilea from
first-year composition (FYC) class. Following a teacher as relseadesign, these case
studies emerged from my own sections of FYC. The chapter begins with a ratoznale f
the research methodology and continues with details concerning the researghiset
this chapter | also explain the data collection methods and data analysis precesdhat
to investigate final draft feedback.

The analysis of this study relied on some of these definitions by name ciBcifi
the following six termsfeedback, written feedback, oral feedback, direct feedback,
directive feedbaclkandsummative feedbackven though these are defined and discussed
in the literature review, a list of definitions follows:

Feedbackncludes “all responses that a teacher makes on a student’s draft
including shorthand symbols, punctuations markers, grade earned, and in-text as

well as end comments” (Lee & Schallert, 2008, p. 507)
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Written feedbackefers to handwritten or typed comments or notations made

directly on the papers (Ferris, 1997).

Oral feedbacknore often described as “conferencing” refers to verbal discussion
of a student’s text with the student writer (Conrad & Goldstein, 1990).

Direct feedbacks explicit and generally refers to written insertions, substitutions,
or corrections made by a teacher or peer on a student’s paper (Ferris, 2003).

Direct feedback may also lirective— telling students exactly what to do or

change in their papers (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006).

Summative feedba@valuates the paper and is usually associated with end
comments on final drafts (Hyland & Hyland, 2006, “Contexts...”).It is also
known as evaluative feedback and includes a final grade (Hedgcock & Lefkowi
1996)

Additionally, this study coined three more terrosntent feedback, sentence-level
feedbackanddocumentation feedback

Content feedbackefers to feedback concerning the essay’s thesis, support,

organization, unity, clarity, and coherence

Sentence-level feedbaicicludes feedback directed at grammar and mechanical

issues within the paper.

Documentation feedbackfers to feedback addressing manuscript form, in-
text citations, and works cited concerns.

These terms describe the focus of the feedback and seek to avoid an ofter artificia

either/or dichotomy as when, for example, global feedback (content) is reféienc
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contrast to local feedback (sentences). This study never aimed to conteashtif/pes

of feedback so avoiding implied dichotomies was important.

Rationale for the Study

As illustrated in the literature review of the previous chapter, reseadie st
investigating feedback and university level ESL writing were first@sted primarily in
student preference for and understanding of feedback without considering whatsstude
actually did with the feedback they received. When researchers began atuegtighat
students did with the feedback they received, they centered the studies on the role of
feedback on writing and revising (or failure to revise) rough drafts. Moeatrstudies
have begun to explore the role final draft feedback might play in developing L2 writing
skills, but these studies have been narrowly focused on either specific lingasties
or timed writings of single-drafts. There are no L2 final draft feedbtackes situated in
a semester long composition course. Therefore, this study seeks to expand our
understanding of the role of final draft feedback in a multi-assignment, dnaftifirst-
year composition class. The research question guiding the study asks how students
respond to final draft feedback (FDFB) on graded compositions in the saseTdia
more specific research questions investigate the features of FidHRBw the FDFB
was conveyed to the student. For these questions, | defined features of FDFBeas writt
notations or oral responses addressing the essay’s content, sentences)tatiomnnaad
overall evaluation. These questions ask the following:

1. What features of FDFB did students receive on their graded papers?

2. Did students attend to these features as they completed subsequent writing

assignments in the same class?
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3. Did the method of FDFB delivery affect the attention students gave to subsequent

writing assignments in the same class?

This research is guided by my own pedagogical practice developed over ywargyof
teaching, during which | began to focus instructional efforts on the final deafbéck |
provided in the process of grading student papers. That the research questions come from
my own current practice is not without merit, as illustrated in Borg's (2@@@&nt study
(N =505) of “English Language Teachers’ Conceptions of Research” whicHinti
“three main reasons for research [including] to find better ways of tep¢hisolve
problems, and ... for professional development” (15). Walvoord and Anderson (1998)
define such classroom based research as “a teacher’s systeteatft & investigate the
relationship between teaching and learning in his or her classroom and to use that
information to improve teaching and learning” (p. xvii).Thus, in an effort to in\astig
current practice and to address an existing research gap, | adopted an explasator
study approach investigating what university level students writing indbnag a second
language did, if anything, with the feedback | provided on their final drafts in & multi
draft, multi-assignment course. Borg (2009) defines “teacher reseatayftematic,
rigorous enquiry by teachers into their own professional contexts” and points outghat thi
teacher research is seldom “made public...in ELT” (20). The following infoomati
attempts to “make public systematic, rigorous enquiry” into my own professiontaxt
— a context representative of many first year composition classes in NoetticAm

As Ferris (2003) has pointed out this “teacher variable” is an important but too
often missing variable in existing studies (p. 47), perhaps because condudsngaria
research while keeping teaching standards in place is a challenge. iHahie\e

challenge “worth trying to meet” (Nunan, 1997, p. 367). To that end, this researah desig
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involved data collection and analysis at both the classroom and individual level.
Adopting a grounded theory approach, | combined quantitative and qualitative
methodologies to collect and analyze the data. Combining both approaches allowed for
“mutual verification” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 18) that would contribute to the thick

description necessary for the case profiles.

Research Setting

The study took place in a naturalistic research setting: a privatepusligibased,
liberal arts university in North America. Although the university has a smedugte
population (N=251), it is largely a residential, undergraduate teaching istitut 2007
an independent consulting firm evaluated this university as a writing inéemsiversity
because writing is required across disciplines at a rate higher thaniveesity’s
cohorts.The Princeton Revievates it among “Best Western Colleges.”

During the semester in which the research took place the undergraduateefull-t
enrollment was 1,972 students. The student population is 75% Caucasian and more or
less equally divided between male (52%) and female (48%) students who fit the
traditional student age demographic of 18-21. Approximately 12% (N=165) of the
undergraduate student body are visa-holding international students who spedk &nglis
a foreign language - hereafter referred to as non-native English speaker

The course from which the research began is housed in the English Department -
a medium-sized department on campus that has 65-75 majors and offers three degree
programs. Additionally this department oversees the core composition and literature
courses required at the university. The eight full-time faculty all teactioss of first

and second year composition as part of their 4/4 course load. As is often the lsase wit
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small universities, the English Department lacks a composition directaméydne of
the faculty has a background in composition studies rather than literature. The
background of the faculty is relevant to the study in that departmental palifgeted
the feedback students received because some sentence-level feedback whseaudire
of complying with the departmental policies explained later.

The course in which the study is based is the first course in a three-course
sequence: First-year Written Communication, First-year Oral Comntiomcand
Second-year Written and Oral Communicatioll students with an ACT between 19-27
are required to pass First-year Written Communication with a C or highee lmefming
on to the next course in the sequence. Students with an ACT below 19 are required to
take a three-hour non-credit developmental writing course. Basic Writingaisséail
course- requiring students to score 80% or higher on two final essays and agtastm
in order to pass the course. Most visa-holding international students at this university
must pass Basic Writing before they are eligible to enroll in the FYC course

Although individual instructors have considerable autonomy in choosing
textbooks and framing assignments, the faculty had agreed upon some guidelines to
provide a certain amount of consistency among the different sections of composition
offered each semester. These guidelines included specifying what therdepaeferred
to as “major mechanical errors” and the grade values associated wsitetihers. The
excerpt from the class syllabus (Figure 3.1) is a required part of eactusyibat-irst

and Second-year Written Communication.

* Course names are pseudonyms
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Figure 3.1 Departmental Policy: Syllabus Excerpt

Although students' backgrounds and abilities vary widely, the University student
should expect to attain a literate standard in written and spoken communication.
In order to assure our students’ proficiency in Standard American English, f
length essays will be evaluated according to the following minimum standargs.
Two major mechanical errors - no higher than a "B"

Three major errors - no higher than a "C"

Four major errors - no higher than a "D"

A maximum of 4 or 5 misspelled words will be allowed for a passing essay.
(Spelling is treated separately from major mechanical errors.)

Major mechanical errors agreed upon by the Department of English are as

follows:

AGR Agreement error

CS Comma splice

FRAG Sentence fragment

FS Fused sentence (Run-on)
CE Case error

Furthermore, the faculty had agreed that they would not spend class time agplaasie
errors and how to avoid them. Rather, students were expected to enter the course with a
certain level of mechanical awareness. Students lacking such awarenegxpected to

learn on their own or in private consultation with the professor.

Class Members

The university caps composition classes at 25 students. The two sectioss$-of Fir
year Written Communication from which this research study began totaled 46 students
These were both my classes: one class met in the morning (9:30); the other met in the

afternoon (1:00). They were both 75 minute classes that met each Tuesday/Thursday for
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15 weeks of a spring semester (2009). As is typical of this university settirdasises
were a mixture of native English speakers (NESs) and non-native Engliglerspea
(NNESSs). Less typical is the relatively high almost 3:1 ratio of NESs t63$N33
NESs/ 13 NNESS) as the university has a 12:1 NES:NNES ratio meaning edsSs®f
24 students would typically have only two NNES. Of the thirteen NNESSs, nine were

Chinese. The remaining four were from Japan, Rwanda, Honduras, and Norway.

Class Assignments

The students wrote four major assignments: three essays and a report (Z)0 point
each). The essays differed in genre but were consistent in specificatibres uage
length (4- 5 pages/ 1200-1500 words) and research required (2-4 outside sources).
Approximately three weeks of class time were devoted to each eshahnsi weeks for
the report. Both classes received the following assignments in this oroide Bssay,
Memoir Essay, Commentary Essay, and Feedback Report. Each essay wawto foll
MLA documentation style. The purpose of the Feedback Report was to teach the report
genre and to encourage students to think about the feedback they had received on each
essay. Specifications for these assignments are given in Appendix AelXdios
Trimbur’s (2008) textbookThe Call to Writédbecause of its writing across the curriculum
approach and closely followed the writing activities and assignments frorald¢vant
chapters for each of the above assignments. Appendix A provides a copy of the class

syllabus which includes the assigned chapter readings.

Course Structure
The following information provides context for the structure and content of the

class. This information shows the multi-draft, process approach, feedback rich
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environment from which the final draft feedback is studied. In many waysawiinhg
style followed the dialogic model advocated by Weissberg (2006). When followsng thi
model, teachers plan for “social interaction” at “critical moments” whesttdents are
working on assignments (21). For example, in my case during the draftieg Istagated
dialogue via open class discussions (“As | take attendance, tell me youngvtirisis.”
[then to the whole class] “If that's the thesis, what are we going to exgeefriter to
‘do’ in the paper? ), responses to discussion board postings (“Post the dominant
impression you are trying to convey. Now, how can you turn this dominant impression
into a thesis statement?”), and over-the-shoulder comments as | walked & umoht
during in-class writing workshops (“It looks like you are telling a story abdatily
vacation, but a memoir is more than just a story. Where would you say the ‘moment of
revelation’ is stated?”) | repeatedly told students they were welconcbedwde out-of-
class conferences with me if they wanted more focused one-on-one feedbackhduring t
drafting stage. In this way my teaching strategy was to offerddée rich environment
at all stages of the writing process. So while | provided feedback to students ttheri
drafting stage, my pedagogical strategy was to reserve formakvelds feedback for
final drafts. During the course of this study, | varied the final draft fe&dibdaFB) by
providing it in three ways: in writing (comments on their graded papers)y (oakk-on-
one conferences about their graded papers), and both in writing and orally (one-on-one
conference to discuss the written comments on their graded papers).

As a final assignment and in lieu of a final exam, students looked over all three
essays and wrote a report about the feedback they had received over the selmester. T

type of self-analysis report has been a standard end-of-semestemesgign my classes
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for some time. The specific assignment is given in Appendix A. At the final érae,
students turned in these reports. | also asked them to complete the required course
evaluation and the feedback survey. The last two were, of course, anonymous, but
students received participation points for coming to the final and completingais&se
The course evaluation was completed online. | distributed the feedback surveys and
instructed students to put them in a manila envelope as they left class. | read and
compiled descriptive statistics three months after the course ended.

| used process pedagogy to teach the class in that students did prewritings, wrot
drafts, and participated in peer reviews with each assignment. Students wibthesse
in-class peer review had to get an approved peer review of their rough drédft. Mos
students used the writing center to make up a missed in-class peer reviewisethe
writing center visits were optional but encouraged. In class, we also dddhssprocess
of completing a writing assignment, as | encouraged students to consider what the
actually do from the day they get an assignment to the day they turn it in and alkest m
this process effective (or not) for them. | defined an effective process aswhieh the
writer turns in the assignment on the day it is due and is relatively pleaseadit
confident of the quality of the assignment. | contrasted this effective gratsone in
which students turn work in late or incomplete or without any sense of the kind of grade
it might receive. On the days assignments were due, | used that clasistpetow
students how to use the Find/Replace feature of Word to assist them with various editing
tasks, such as finding contractions or weak sentence structures (e.g.iSldrere.”). In
this way, throughout the life of each assignment | called attention to waitithg

invention strategies, revising and editing tasks, and audience awareness.
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Data Collection

Although this is primarily a qualitative exploratory study, blending quetvé
and qualitative techniques is recommended as a means of “mutual verificatiasen &
Strauss, 1967, p. 18). Following a “not uncommon practice,” | distributed a survey to all
the students in both classes and then selected a smaller number for casesstudly re
(Stake, 1995, p. 65). The quantitative procedure of a survey allowed me to supplement
and substantiate the qualitative data. Using both quantitative and qualitative methodolog
provided insights as | moved in data analysis from the larger picture obdsead a

whole, to a core group of NNESSs, and finally to the specifics of the two cases.

The Whole: Two Sections of First-year Composition

| began the data collection during the semester | was teachingsbescénd
triangulated the data by recording all the oral feedback sessions, bygmakies of all
final, graded drafts, and administering a class survey. Additional data r@me f
reviewing my lesson plans with teaching notes and reading the discussion boagkposti
in Blackboard. After the cases were selected, | interviewed the pantigad
transcribed the recorded interviews. These sources of evidence can be grouped under
categories standard for case study research: archival recadsiritgnotes and lesson
plans), physical artifacts (graded papers and discussion board postings)eauelwvst
(transcriptions and notes) (Yin, 1994). Examples are included in Appendix B.

Since the research questions are examining student attention to FDFBvétong
the methods of FDFB delivery, | needed to maintain records not only of graded papers

with written commentary but also of conversations regarding graded papersplamed
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below, | gathered this data by recording all oral feedback sessions aopyygcall

final, graded papers.

Recorded Sessions

In order to address whether the delivery of the final draft feedback ledeeain
on student attention to feedback (research question three), | used oral feedtegikstra
both with and without written feedback as | returned students’ graded papers to them
Because | did not know who had signed consent forms and who would be selected for
case study research, | recorded all the oral feedback sessions during terseme
Recording the sessions meant | did not have to rely on hastily written notes or ik the r
of poor recall. For the two papers that received oral feedback, | startedimgcatrthe
beginning of the discussion and turned it off at the end. All the oral sessions were
recorded using Garage Band. For the two sections, this number totaled eighty oral
feedback sessions. These sessions took place in my office and lasted apphpZitnat

minutes for each student.

Final Draft Feedback

Throughout the semester each final draft was copied immediatelyt aftes i
graded, totaling three graded final drafts for each student in the coursenditdrdits of
those students not signing consent forms were later destroyed. Although exyystoat
providing the final draft feedback varied with each essay as part of thectedeaign,
the process | followed to begin providing feedback did not vary. When an assignment
was due, | required students to submit their work in a folder with pockets and brads and

to organize it as follows:
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The essay that | was to grade should be in the front pocket when | opened the
folder.

All the writing related to that essay: prewritings, rough drafts, pedbéaxk,
should be in the pocket behind the ‘final’ essay.

After an essay was graded and returned to the student, all of the work asisociat
with that assignment should go in the brads.

Having students include all of the written work associated with completing the
assignment allowed me to see the prewriting and revision processes that the stude
applied to the final essay. It also allowed me to see what kind of peer feedback the
student received during the course of the assignment. As subsequent assignmeents we
turned in, the current assignment was always in the front pocket and the previous, graded
assignments were in the brads. This procedure enabled me to see not only the students
processes from assignment to assignment, but also the students’ attention tatsaonme
previous papers. Furthermore, at the end of the semester when | asked studétets to wr
their feedback report, all the data they needed for that assignment waseddanthem

in their assignment folder.

During the semester, each graded final draft was returned to studénémwit
evaluation form. While the efficacy of such forms has been called into questionl,(Broa
2003), Ferris (2003) points out that evaluation forms can be useful tools that help the
teacher focus and prioritize feedback. She further notes that students tend tarigke for
because they often clarify grading criteria. The evaluation forms | useshawn in
Appendix A. | used one type of evaluation form with the profile, commentary, and repor
assignments and another type of evaluation form for the memoir assignomsed. d

different form for the memoir essay because the personal nature of the mesagidiel
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not seem to fit with the criteria stated in the other form, which is the one | most
commonly use. Because the focus of the study was on feedback strategies and not what
kind of form was being used, varying the form did not adversely affect data icollect

As this study investigated various feedback strategies, | compheteyaluation
forms in different ways depending on the feedback strategy being used fesshg. For
one essay the final draft feedback strategy was primarily oral. | mligimarked the
essays using symbols: x’s ?’s I's and underlinings, following Hasw&®83) minimal
marking scheme. Then on the evaluation sheet, | merely checked yes/no boxes in
reference to specific questions (e.g. “Does the essay have a supportéd)thessed
the evaluation sheet to note content issues by checking the appropriate box and
underlining phrases from the holistic scoring guide. In the text if a studentisclvoice
did not seem right, | varied the notations. Sometimes | put a ? over the problem word, put
a box around it, or drew a squiggly line under it. Then in the face-to-face conference we
discussed what these notations meant — whether | was confused as to the student’s
intended meaning or whether | used these marking strategies to highlight gdoajre
lapses. After returning these essays to the students, | met with therduatly to offer
clarification, answer questions, and see to what extent they had understood thgsnarki
| refer to this strategy as Oral Final Draft Feedback (OFDFB)hdmtorning class this
strategy was used on the first paper (the profile essay). In the aftelassiit was used
on the last essay (the commentary).

A second strategy was to do what commonly occurs with final drafts:awrite
student papers, assign a grade, and return the papers. | refer to this asaéagien

Final Draft Feedback (WFDFB). In the afternoon class, this was the fastgy used; in
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the morning class it was the last. | made comments in the margins, at thecead,the
evaluation sheet. | did not meet with students to discuss the written feedback.

A third strategy | used was to write comments, grade the papers, retpaptrs,
and meet with students individually to discuss the written feedback making yalbeg) gt
a combination of the two other strategies. | refer to this strategyahs@r Written Final
Draft Feedback (O&WFDFB). For both sections, this was the strategywitsethe
middle essay (the memoir). As with all face-to-face conferened®wed 30 minutes for
each oral feedback session and recorded each session using Garage Band.gnvkéepin
Ferris’ (2003) advice to “explain feedback strategies” (p. 129), | explainedothrisach
to the students at the beginning of the semester both orally and in writing. The writte
explanation is in Appendix A

Table 3.1: Order of Feedback Strategies

Essay Morning Class Afternoon Class
Profile OFDFB WFDFB
Memoir O&WFDFB O&WFDFB
Commentary WFDFB OFDFB

Feedback Survey

On the last day of class, students from the two sections (N=38) completed a
feedback survey. With a general focus on questions directed at finalesddifiaick,
learning from feedback, and importance of feedback, | combined parts from two
published surveys (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996; Lee, 2008a) to create the timety-ni
item feedback survey used in this study. The survey included Likert Suatesntage
rankings, and open-ended items as well as questions concerning demographics. In

addition to providing information from the whole class perspective regarding firial dra
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feedback, the survey provided a useful framework from which | began the case

interviews (Yin, 1994). The full survey is in Appendix B.

Teaching Notes

Throughout the semester, | recorded classroom observations in a resgarch |
noting details about assignments, students, and procedures. | also prepared typed lesson
plans for each class period. | wrote reflections on these typed lesson plares botas
teaching and after the class and referred to these as | began data.ahadge
documents, often referred to as field notes or memos in qualitative researctef@as
Strauss, 1967; Orona, 1997), were available for review and provided insights and
reminders concerning class activities.
The Core: Non-native English Speaking Students
Case Selection

At the beginning of the course, students were given the opportunity to sign
consent forms agreeing to participate in this research. At the end of the toecsejed
twenty-four signed consent forms; six were NNESs two male and four feniialeera
traditional first-year students completing four-year degrees. Itedléite two case
profiles from these six NNESs. | started the selection process byregresaich of these
NNESs with an invitation to meet me and discuss his/her participation as case stud
informants; five responded. (The email is in Appendix B.). Of the five students, &var w
female and one was male. Three had earned As in the course, and two had earned Bs.

Fuller demographic information appears in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.2: Case Selection

Student  Grade Gender Language Classification ~ Major Research
Participant
Crissy B F Chinese First-year English Case study
) ) ) Focus
Ellen B F Chinese First-year English group
) _ Family Case study
Jessica B F Japanese First-year Studies
] ) ) Computer Focus
Martin A M Kinrywandan  First-year Science group
Polly A F Chinese First-year Interior Focus
Design group

| met with each student individually for two separate interviews. These mtesvi

occurred six months after the course had ended. The first interview was to discuss
possible participation in the study and to gather background information. This interview
took place in my office and lasted approximately 30 minutes. At the second intemgew
met in the classroom to review the feedback from the four written assignmests. Thi
interview lasted approximately one hour. After completing these interviehese to

focus the case study research on the two female students who had earned Bs in the
course: Jessica and Cridslyselected these two students largely because of their final
grade in the course. The other two epitomized top, conscientious A students who might
be assumed to pay attention to feedback of all types. While final grades do not provide
conclusive evidence of learning, they are indicators of proficiency in a partsaiting.
Presumably, a B student has more to learn about writing than an A student im¢he sa

context; thus, the effect of and attention to feedback might be a variable worthgiotic

® Pseudonyms
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As Stake (2005) has pointed out, “opportunity to learn” is a valid criterion to use in case
selection (p. 451). These case study participants not only had their own opportunity to
learn from the feedback but their reaction to the FDFB could provide an opportunity for

writing teachers to learn about student behavior to feedback.

The Informants: Jessica and Crissy

Fuller descriptions of the participants occur in subsequent chapters, but basic
information is as follows: Jessica is Japanese/Irish but identifiedfresskapanese.
Japanese is her L1. She is an Interior Design major and was completingtheardirof
studies at the university. Crissy is Chinese. She is majoring in TeachihghEama
Foreign Language (TEFL). She had completed one year of university in Cfona be
coming to study at this university. She was also finishing her first yéaisainiversity.

| transcribed the four recorded sessions with each case participant. Aisexpl
previously, two sessions occurred during the spring semester in which the students we
enrolled in First-year Written Composition and two sessions were recordexdterfg
fall semester. The first two sessions were part of the oral feedbatdgsts used in the
course with all the students. The third session was an interview in which Inexptae
set up of the case study and asked questions about family and educational backgrounds. |
also discussed their writing processes, habits, and confidence during thiemtdihe
fourth and final interview with Jessica and Crissy was a discussion of thegrémed
papers for the course. We looked at each paper in the order it was written angediscus
the final draft feedback each student had received. The semester previous tanhe one
which this study took place, Crissy and Jessica had had the same instructorcfor basi

writing. So | interviewed the instructor, too, as part of the data collectietdrded and
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transcribed this 30 minute interview. The purpose of the interview was to get intarmat
about each student’s writing background coming into the first-year compositio®.cours

All interviews were recorded using Garage Band and transcribed using Transana

Data Analysis
According to Stake (Stake, 1995) “an ongoing interpretive role of the reseercher
prominent in qualitative case study” (p. 43); thus, | began the analysis byiapeiaing
the following terms:
Final Draft — a finished, graded paper that will not be revised nor re-graded
Feedback-oral or written response to student writing
Non-native English Speakersvisa-holding international students for whom

English is not their first or home language

attending to feedbackcarefully reading all of the FDFB and attempting to
understand it in order to apply the information from the FDFB as needed to future
writing.

| then turned my attention to the specific instruments of the data collectiayan Best

with the survey which provided a ‘big picture’ overview from the class as a whole.

Feedback Survey
Data analysis began by compiling descriptive statistics from the-thgty
completed surveys. Beginning with the demographic information, | analyzbdeaey
item by collecting, counting and typing each response depending on what the fmvey it
called for. For example, for the first demographic question asking the stuchenb's |
listed each major and noted the number of students claiming that major. Table 3.3 shows

demographic information collected from the survey.
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Table 3.3: Survey Demographics

Demographics: Age Classification Gender Language
19 & under: 24 First-year: 26  Male: 16 English: 26
20-22: 11 Sophomore: 6 Female: 22°  Chinese: 8
23 &over: 3 Junior: 5 Japanese: 2
Senior: 1 Kinyrwandan: 1
Norwegian: 1
Totals 38 38 38 38

After background information, the survey asked for specific information regardi

feedback. The first of these questions was open-ended.

| typed all of the open-ended responses (N=34) and, as shown in Figure 3.2, noted

the following demographic information for each response as well: genderfictdssi,

and native English speaker status. By noting the demographic information, | could

consider whether these factors played a role in response patterns. Ig teemligh the

responses, | looked for repetition of key words and themes which eventually led me to

five groupings: Specific Details, Oral Feedback, Rough Draft Feedbadle Peédback,

and No Change.
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Figure 3.2 Class Survey Excerpt: Open-ended Data Collection

6. Please complete the following statement by listing as many specific
suggestions as you can. “I think my writing would show greater
improvement if my instructor’s feedback and comments ...”

- Were stated a little clearer if there were more meetings (FM/NES/FR

- Were available with a rough draft; were available before the final paper
(FM/NS/FR)

- Could meet with me about my writings on every paper (M/NNES/FR)

- Were given to me several times during my papers (M/NNES/FR)

- Everything | did wrong. Everything | did good. What | can do to make it
better. (M/NES/FR)

- Gave me ways like strategies to improve in my areas of need (M/NES/FR)

- My writing got better because of my teacher’s feedback (M/NES/SO)

- Ithink the class was good. | don’t have any suggestions. (M/NES/SO)

Additionally, | colored coded each response for ease in pattern coding:

Specific Details = green

Oral Feedback = orange

Rough Draft Feedback = blue

Polite Feedback = purple

No Change = pink
In most cases, each response fit solely and neatly into one of the five esteguah |
labeled Specific Details, Oral Feedback, Rough Draft Feedback, Paibd&ak and No
Change. However, | identified some ambiguity and overlap of these categofour
student responses. For example, one student completed the sentence by writing “Both
written and oral; however, details [sic] feedback may be more helpful bebaydeeip
student know what to do.” Even though the student mentioned oral feedback, | counted

this response in the Specific Details category because the student indgatgmbrtance
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over whether the feedback was oral or written by use of the contrast conjurmtiever
and the comparison “more helpful” in reference to details.

In another case, a student completed the sentence by writing “Are mearelfc
she slows down when she talks.” Even though “more clear” could mean more details, |
placed this response in the Oral Feedback category because withaveuplstatement
the student seemed to tie clarity of content to speed of delivery. Another tindeatst
wrote “Are more vocal.” | placed this ambiguous response in the category of Oral
Feedback because “vocal” is tied to speaking. Finally a student wrote thaitivey w
would improve if the instructor were “more oral and communicative.” | placed thein t
Oral Feedback category although one could argue that “more communicative’aamht
refer to providing more details. In cases of ambiguity such as these, vchatthe
student placed first in the statement or otherwise seemed to emphasize hyctheest
and wording of the response.

The remaining survey items required counting and grouping responses. Figures
3.3 and 3.4 show examples of gathering the data for survey items seven and eight
respectively.

Figure 3.3 Survey Item: Choose One

| feel | am most likely to make meaningful and noticeable improvement
in my writing when the instructor (please check only one).
____ 2 _gives me extensive written comments.
5 explains her comments to me in a writing conference.
__ 28 gives me written comments and meets with me.
3 surveys showed more than one choice (all three or the last two)
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Figure 3.4 Survey Items: Likert Scale Responses

To respond to questions 8- 14 please refer to the following scale:

6 = Strongly agree 4 = Somewhat agree 2 = Disagree

5 = Agree 3 = Somewhat Disagree 1 = Strongly disagree
Generally, | learn the most when my instructor...

comments mainly on the content of my writing.
6 — 9x 5-14x 4-13x 3-2x 2 1

36 responses agree/2 responses disagree

| tabulated all of the Likert scale responses in this way: survey gahsthrough

twenty-seven.

The last eleven survey items asked students to assign percentages tt differe
features of feedback. This part of the survey allowed for a variety of respoogengs.
To start the analysis, | grouped answers by determining which featuresckackd the

highest percentages from each student. Figure 3.5 shows an example of tmalglais a
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Figure 3.5 Survey: Feedback Features

Your instructor may consider various features as she evaluates and comments on
your essays. Six of these features are listed below. Once you are sure you
understand what each term means, indicate the relative importance you feel
your instructor assigns to each feature, based on the feedback you are given on
your essays. The amount assigned to each feature should be expressed as a
percentage (for example, 0%, 10%, 25%, 70%, etc.). The percentages you assign
should add up to exactly 100%.

28. Content (i.e. ideas, evidence, examples, etc.)

9 indentified content as #1, plus the 4 who tied it with ‘org’
bringing the total to 13

29. Language use (i.e. grammar) -
4 people identified this as number 1; (two of them had it tied
with “mechanics”)

30. Mechanics (i.e., punctuation, capitalization, spelling, indentation, etc.)
5 identified mechanics as #1 plus the two who tied it with
‘language’ (bringing the total to 7)

31. Organization (i.e., paragraph sequencing, logical development, etc.)
6 identified organization as #1, plus 4 who tied it with “content’
bringing the total to 10.

32. Style (i.e., expression, tone, etc.)
33. Vocabulary (i.e., accurate word usage)
Other ties for #1: Mechanics and vocab

Org and vocab

Lang, mechanics, and vocab
Content, org, and style

Content, lang, org, and style
Content, org, style, and vocab
Content, lang, org, vocab

Content, mechanics, org, and vocab

Two students divided everything up evenly
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Apart from the class survey, the remaining data analysis focusebierty on
the NNES students who signed consent forms (N=5). This limitation is in keeping w
the research focus investigating whether ESL writers pay attentiBB.ABeparated
these five students into two groups: Focus Group Participants (N=3) and Case Study
Participants (N=2). Although my ultimate focus was on the two case studiesnete
the data from the other three NNES students as references incregseig tihial
generalizability of my initial findings with Jessica and Crissy. THuiteonal data
offered more information to which | could compare the case study findings. fdtegst
supported the constant comparative method on which | was basing my study. | was
specifically comparing recorded data to written data to classroom otisesvaith an
eye toward emerging categories or themes. | began by reviewing#hef dae three
focus group participants in order to get an overview of their attention to the fiftal dra
feedback they received. This overview provided a basis to which | could compare

patterns that emerged later from the case study participants.

Focus Group Patrticipants

After reviewing the survey statistics, | listened to the semesterdings of the
three focus group participants, listed in Table 3.5, to get a general overview of their
reaction to the final draft feedback they had received. Although I did not titzntoe
entire sessions, | did attempt to quote each of us at key parts of the recordirgs whe
FDFB was directly discussed. | used a chart to record the main points and cemment
from the interviews. | also noted on this chart information about each essajingdhe

title, final grade, and number of rough drafts along with other details sulh Esgth
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and date of the recording. Figure 3.6 is a portion of the chart completed fon.Ntarti

exemplifies the charts | completed for each focus group participant.

Figure 3.6 Martin: Data Chart

Martin (A) Recorded Interview Notes Remarks/Coding
Discussion of mixing tenses of p. 1 compare Martin’s struggle
2" essay: “While analyzing good and bad acts that with tense to Crissy’s
characterized their background, people learn
O/WFDFB | how they can make positive changes toward the
(Memoir) future.”
“Rwandan | Other FB pts from p. 1 are not discussed in the
Social recording.
Training M says he applies the same
Camp” p. 2 — discussion of need for detail — Martin | techniques to all his papers. H
mentions the difficulty of figuring out what the| also mentions that he does wi
reader will understand/get out of the writing. | with writing assignments in al
Grade: classes.
195/200 He mentions the care he made in revising.
discussion of writing skill in Fr
(22 min) “good details, good examples, good transitionsand L1, M says he writes bett
good conclusion, good research and doc” in Frthan L1
17 FB pts

Martin clarifies the role a thesis plays. “If |
don’t have a thesis statement, | don’'t know
where to start. | might take 1 hr to find a good
thesis statement. Thesis statement might be
clue to writing a good paper.”

“did you look back at the old assignment?”

It may help some. | look at it (former papers)
and decide what is useful for the new paper
gave the example of using ‘and’ as an openin
transition. “And the amazing story is that | me
new friends who made me feel like | was
home.”

For M, a thesis statement is
Hée an outline.

he

—

e

o||

er

During this process, | noted whether students attended to the FDFB and whekioelr met

of delivery played a role in their attention to the FDFB. | also read their Fgedba
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Reports. These reports consisted of the students’ own analysis of the feedback they had
received during the course. | compared their self-analysis to the recesdsohs and

other observations noted in the Figure 3.6 and added to the chart as approprlate. At a
times, | watched for dominant themes to emerge from the data. My stvededyp gather

the data for each student into one place. This strategy aided in the anafpdiewing
Merriam’s advice to make the data “easily retrievable” (2001, p. 195). Therter

noting recorded and self-analysis data, | tabulated the feedback poirdasticessay and
included that number of the student’s data chart. Once the charts were compbede, |
through them and highlighted recurring themes related to FDFB. Another exantpke of t

coding strategy appears in Appendix B.

Case Study Analysis

After studying the data from the focus group participants, | turned myiatte¢o
the graded texts, the transcribed interviews, and the feedback reportsw treesé
profiles. Yin (1994) notes that there is “no precise way of setting criteriatéypreting
... findings” (p. 26). My method for gathering a holistic view that would enable
interpretation was to first read through the written final draft feedhadlcalculate the
number of “feedback points” on each essay. Following the procedure explained by Le
(2008b) each unified comment or notation counted as a feedback point. Therefore, not
every notation was a separate feedback point. Several notations concerniegidne it
the paper could combine to count as a single feedback point. | often circled akeedba
point when one feedback point consisted of multiple notations. | tabulated the feedback
points line by line by making a vertical line in the left margin for eaetlldack point in

that line. | then wrote the total at the bottom of the page. Figure 3.7 illusttataslaion
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of twelve feedback points as well as the highlighting of each. In the original dataim
these highlights were colored coded as explained later.

Figure 3.7: Tabulating Feedback Points

“Come on, stop shaking my bed. Rong.” I got a little angry because she disturbed my
nap. “It is not me! What is happening?” she said in a terrified voice, sounding like she really
- didn” tplay‘juke on me. I began to sober up. I caﬂhquakel Get out of the bed immediately™ ——— 7~
eor

u One of my roommates scre _,g.med loudly. Then the corridor becam@(uproa[é used my fastest I/J/ £8
A
‘ speed in my life to g clothes and rush out of the door, because we l1ved in ﬂ1e tallest
Lenk |
‘ Moor. After w4 run E the third floor, I suddenly recognized Rong didn’t stay with me. “Where is

she?” I asked in a crazy voice, but nobody answered me. I rushed back to the dorm and found

her while [ caught her arm and pulled her out of the room. She did not say even a single word to

d
‘ me. Finally, we got out of the building within a few minutes and galhef on the square, All the

- people were talking luudly with each othcr. Aru:l then we gof" exact ncws that ih/ really the J,Y f (o8¢ '
=3 .’,-'
‘eanhquake happened just now. Wurﬁ:el \feel really sca.led, and thank goodness we are s snfe now. -— é it/

This is a significant moment for our dorm, through this matter, I want to introduce my lovcl:f

roommates in China.

FE Phe =12

After counting the feedback points for each page, | wrote the total number fottitee e
essay. | also determined the number of feedback points for each of the evahesisn s

An example of an evaluation sheet with the feedback points tabulated in in Figure 3.8.
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Figure 3.8: Evaluation Page with Feedback Points

Essay Assessment Rubric
#on a S ES T
Focus

5 Focus of piece is easily identifiable and is supported by clear examples, research, or
narrative.

1 é)l/ — Focus of piece is clear and is supported by examples, though some examples might not be
explicitly related to the focus.
: 3

Focus of piece is implied, and some elements of the writing are difficult to relate to the

focus.
2 Focus of piece is unclear or the connection between the focus and supporting details is )
loose and hard to follow. -
1 Piece lacks focus and many aspects of the writing do not seem related to one another.
Organization
5 Organization of piece is clear, and the piece moves easily from one point to the next with

solid transitions.

90 Organization of pieceis clear, but some transitions may be forced or awkward.

"~ Organization of piece is implied, but there are little to no transitions to guide the reader.

) Organization of piece is confusing to the reader with possible repetition of points in several
places and virtually no transitions to help the reader.
1 ‘ Organization of piece is unclear.
Development
5 Piece explains complex ideas with clear and appropriate examples and definitions.
l : g) Yo Piece explains complex ideas well, but some support is too little or too much.
3 . Piece explains complex ideas briefly but assumes the reader knows more information than
he/she does.
2 Piece presents complex ideas but does not explain them to the reader.
1 Piece makes simple claims with virtually no explanation or support. i
Style and Mechanics

Piece demonstrates a firm grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone.
Piece demonstrates an adequate grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone.

Piece demonstrates a fair grasp of mechanics and often employs a proper tone, but parts
may be occasionally confusing. The documentation may have some problems.

2 Piece contains many sentence-level errors and/or an inappropriate tone, making it
confusing to read at times. The documentation is weak with several problems.

1 Piece is confusing to read because of frequent sentence-level errors, inappropriate tone, or
poor documentation.

Overall Score (out of 200):

/ MO/ 20
i j
Fﬁ' = j/p 76. i Okla;homa Christian Univers;ty
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After this initial tabulation of feedback points, | started with the firsagsnd

typed all of the written feedback from each of the essays in separate Word dtscume

titing each Word document with the informant’s pseudonym, the feedbatdgstrand

the essay genre: e.g. Jessica OFDFB Commentary. | proceeded jpagge mpting the

sections of the essay that received feedback. Figure 3.9 is an excerpt fraagthisf s

analysis with Jessica’s first essay.

Figure 3.9: Jessica: Essay Analysis Worksheet

Jessice-— WFDFB — Profile essay (First paper/ Her father)

p. 1 — 6WFDFB points —

| have put a caret over the phrases where words are missing
O
“..he started to go to university in US to become...”

Until 0
“Till now he lived in many countries, ...”
Slang

“They still keep torching each other'sfarginal comment: | have no idea what
this means.

“He always loved nature and enjoyed walking, hiking, camping, and fishing
he enjoyed life very much...”

| have a box around “But” and | have made two comments regarding its use:

one comment on each side of the paper in the margin.

Left margin: “But” is a contrast word. “he enjoyed eating, but he hated
cooking.”

Right margin: “He loved nature...and enjoyed fishing. But he enjoyed life...”
No contrast between the 2 sentences. (again | have a box around ‘But’.)

Jessica finishes a paragraph that discusses her father’s childhood and
starts the next one as follows:

“---..When he was fourteen he left school, and he started his part-time job.

His first part-time job was delivering groceries...”
| wrote “good connection from one paragraph to the next”
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During this process, | reexamined the written feedback points on each pagessahe
and noted the number of the feedback points on the worksheet.

After examining the written feedback, | turned my attention to the tipitscr
Initially, 1 read the transcripts in the order they were recorded: March,, Aaribber,
and November. This chronological reading allowed me to look for sequential attention to
the FDFB and gave me an initial feeling for the attention students mightibg tp the
FDFB as they moved from one assignment to the next. Then for a different peespect
read the transcripts in reverse order (November to March) annotating itg@sn
themes that seemed to be emerging. This shift enabled me to see the data froframore
wide-angle view especially since the November interview was the longest@st
encompassing. In the process of this reverse chronological readiagiddca Word
document in which | noted contextual details, interview transcripts, and initial

observations. An excerpt from Crissy’s reverse order transcript isumeF8310.
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Figure 3.10: Crissy’s Transcripts: Reverse Order

Crissy
STARTING BACKWARDS:

Observations from the last transcript (11/09) which occurred 6 months after theg
course ended (04/09) — Crissy and | discuss all of her papers from the course;
following themes emerge with excerpts from the actual transcript:

Self-evaluations, continual problems with tense, coherence, punctuation, and g

splices, the role of affect, work in other classes, and the effect of grades:

We begin with a discussion of graded papers from th e current
semester, specifically Structures and Lit Crit. She brought these on
her own accord. Then we look at her FYC papers in o rder they were
written: Profile essay - 150/200 (), Memoir 140/200 (), Commentary-
180/200 (gun control). At the end, we returnto a b roader discussion

of her writing with a discussion of dev writing.

Self-evaluations: tenses, proofreading, grammar, comma splices, previous
instruction

TRANSCRIPT:

At various times, Crissy offers her evaluation of h er problems: what
they are and why they occur. The transcript below s tarts with a
discussion of a paper she recently received from he r Lit Crit
professor.

G: So he mentions things like tense shift where yo u move from

'uses' to 'was'

C: Yeah I'm too careless about such mistakes.

G: so kind of a typo like ‘angle’ and angel'

C: yeah so | think for CM | | have a lot of tense p roblems; I try
to avoid such problem as much as possible even tho ugh | still
made it sometimes. Now | think the most difficult part for

international student including me is preposition.

G: yeah prepositions are very hard.
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When | finished, | read through all of the documents again and began grouping the
feedback points into categories. By this point, the following broad categories had
emerged: Content, Sentences, Documentation, and Summative.

The Content and Sentence-level categories are commonly defined types of
feedback, and | operationalized them in the standard way they are used. That is, Content
Feedback encompassed such global comments as those directed at thehessgy's t
development, organization, and clarity, whereas Sentence-level Feedback inobadled |
comments regarding various types of surface-level issues, such as setrtestaee,
word forms, and tenses. The Documentation and Summative categories are mbee speci
to my research design so | operationalized them uniquely to this study. ¢d@mt
Documentation Feedback any comments regarding the students’ attention to the MLA
style guide. This included, of course, the manner in which sources were documented in
the text and in the works cited, but | also put feedback addressing format of theapaper
this category. For example, if | pointed out that a student had failed to follow MLA
pagination guidelines, | counted that as Documentation Feedback.

In this study, | defined Summative Feedback as the grade, references to the
process of completing the assignment, such as completing a rough draft arevieee
and the end comment. The end comment included both the final comment at the end of
the essay as well as a final comment on the evaluation sheet.

Table 3.4 shows representative examples of each type of comment ticat Jess

Crissy received.
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Table 3.4: Feedback Examples by Category:

Feedback Category Crissy Jessica

Content Good, interesting, Good connection from one
creative introduction paragraph to the next

Sentences Too many tense A few places where the
problems sentences are hard to

understand but manyell-
written sentences too!

Documentation Also include the date No in-text citations
you accessed the website

Summative Very good. You set Virtually error free [but]
the scene & organize your  lacks a thesis statement.
points well

My next step was to color code these categories for clear referencee tlebdsliowing
color coding scheme:

Content Feedback Purple

Sentence level Feedback Pink

Documentation Feedback  Yellow

Summative Blue
At this point, I color coded the feedback on the essays and on the worksheets (Figure
3.9). Then I turned my attention back to the transcripts. | read through alinisertpts
again adding annotations in the margins and then color coding the passagedéatiorela
one of the broad feedback categories. Figure 3.11 shows this coding strategijeasta
Crissy’s transcript.

Next, | created a worksheet in which | began organizing the feedback acdording

these categories. At all times | noted the feedback points as a contraleteasake
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sure | did not “lose” a feedback point in the process of analysis. Figure 3.11 is gt excer

from Crissy’s worksheet at this stage of analysis.

Figure 3.11: Excerpt from Crissy’s Tally Sheet

Crissy: Memoir Essay [2 paper) — O&WFDFEB = 35 FB points

Sentence level feedback (pink)=26

Verb error

STUDENT TEXT:

“This was already become the regular life style for our family, everpousy with
their own work, the distance between each member in the family had becoming
and farther unconsciously”

FEEDBACK POINT:

“was” is circled and ‘*had’ written above it - a squiggly line is under ‘bec¢¢iieBpt)
The markings came from the OFB session (the conference — see 03/09tanscri

ORAL TRANSCRIPTION:

G: Look here..see if we can understand what's going on. Here you have "thig
already become," but we don't say that in English. So | think you mean 't
HAD become"”

C: um hum

farthe

was

S

After creating this worksheet, | was able to finalize a tally sheet ochwttould record

the placement of each feedback point. This tally sheet (Figure 3.12) also sivows h

operationalized the four categories of feedback.
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Figure 3.12: Blank Tally Sheet
Sentence level feedbdcpink)=
Verb errors
Article errors
Noun ending errors
Wrong word
Sentence structure

Content feedbackpurple) =
Thesis

Organization/order

Coherence

Unity
Support/Development/Completeness
Focus

Clarity

ldeas

Documentation feedback (yellow)=
Works cited page

In text citations
Essay format

Summative feedback (blue) =
Grade

End comment

Process

® The subcategories listed in Sentence Feedback émm Ferris and Roberts 2001, p. 169
" The subcategories listed in Content Feedback ¢eomereferences to content on the evaluation sheets
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After | had completed the tally sheets for each essay, | wanted jzaia¢ data in

reference to feedback strategy, so | further grouped each categorgting to method of

feedback delivery as shown in the Figure 3.13 excerpt.

Figure 3.13: Data Analysis Chart: Feedback Category and Feedback Strategy

Jessica: Feedback Chart
Summative FB: Grade

FB strategy

Wording

Coding

WFDFB Grade and End Comment At the Nov interview, | asked about her writing
process esp attention to invention activities and
Does the writing fulfill the editing
assignment requirements?
G: When you get ready to write how
Yes No do you help yourself with these
language things? Do you have a
Lx O strategy to help yourself with these
sentences?
Your paper: 160/200
virtually error-free J: I'm not strong grammar. I'm not
occasional minor errors, good at grammar. Usually after | write
lacks thesis statement and | | will check over what | wrote and |
development will show my friends and | will tell
her - like correct my grammars
OWFDFB | Grade 140/200 — G: So | mean it wasn't a bad paper, but
some of the sentences were confusing
changed to 150/200 after the OFB to me so | thought your focus was
session clear 4 out of 5, sometimes it wasn't
clear. It's clear that you're writing
about meeting your best friend; it's
clear what your moment of rev was that
you learned to get through difficult
times, but some of the other parts
weren't so clear um | put 'the
organization is implied; there are
little to no transitions to guide the
reader’.
OFDFB Does the writing fulfill the Gail: just a few places where the

assignment requirements?

180/200

ox  Displays traits of above averag

work: clearly supported thesis state
ment, clear organization, displays

qualities of good writing, no more tha
two major errors, lacks some depth a

polish

sentences were hard to understand but
many of your sentences were well
written, so overall it was a very good

L paper.

nd

An additional, longer example of this coding strategy is given in Appendix B.
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Once this information was gathered for the three graded essays of each case
profile, | used the form in Table 3.5 to summarize the information and provide an
overview of the data. Completed tables for each case study are shown in thapter

Table 3.5:Case Profile: Data Summary Form

Essay Profile Memoir Commentary
Total FB Points

Content

Sentences

Documentation

Summative

In order to examine the sentence-level feedback more carefully | made ofapdataons

to the categories and descriptions used by Ferris and Roberts (2001, p. 169) as shown in
the following list. The symbols in parentheses, however, are my own. | wrote these
symbols on the student drafts after | had highlighted the comment in pink. | then
tabulated the sentence-level feedback in the Table 3.6 for each case studierAs pa

emerged, | further tracked the number of feedback points within each broad category

listed below:

Verb errors(V) All errors in verb tense or form including subject-verb awee
errors

Article errors(A) Article or other determiner incorrect, omitted, mmecessary

Wrong word(WW)  All specific lexical errors in word choice or word formjuding
preposition, pronoun, and spelling errors as well as incorrect,

omitted, or unnecessary plural or possessive noun endings.
Sentence Errors in sentence/clause boundaries (run-ons, fragments, comma
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structure (SS) splices), word order, omitted words or phrases, unnecessisy wor
or phrases, other unidiomatic sentence construction

Table 3.6: Case Profile: Sentence-level Data Summary

Essay Profile Memoir Commentary

Total Error Feedback
Points

Verb
Article
Wrong word

Sentence structure

Summary

In this chapter | have presented the mostly qualitative methodology used to
research the relationship between final draft feedback and class asitheatspecific
focus on the potential effect of final draft feedback as an instructional tool for dengglopi
L2 writing skills. As with any qualitative research, the issue of geaaiality is
sometimes mentioned as a limitation of the study. | would argue that the ingeoofa
generalizability might be overemphasized if only because even in welhddsig
guantitative research, results are not always generalizable if, fmpéxahe research is
“highly focused” as in the case of corrective feedback and articlesn(SX@@7, p. 277).
Han (2007) also points out that even studies that are generalizable may fk limite
especially in pedagogical terms since “pedagogy is largely IggaB92). Perhaps more
relevant than generalizability is replicability. Below is a summath®fprocedures |
followed with Crissy and Jessica:

e Copied graded essay (3 essays x 2 students = 6 graded essays)
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e Interviewed each participant 4 times (2x during the course + 2x after theours

e Recorded the interviews using Garage Band.

e Transcribed the interviews using Transana (4 interviews x 2 students = 8iprahscr

e Typed written FDFB from each paper (3 papers x 2 students = 6 papers)

e Calculated FB points according to Lee’s (2008) strategy (each interventatignot
concerning a single point = 1 FB pt)

e Categorized FDFB according to purpose and color coded for easy reference

e Created a tally sheet and organized the FDFB by putting the comments into the
categories on the tally sheet

Furthermore, | grouped the data so that for each participant | had

e graded papers,

e typed FDFB from the papers,

e completed tally sheets, and

e interview transcripts.

While qualitative researchers admit to a “subjective research paragingipologetically

and see it not as a problem “needing to be eliminated but as an essential element of

understanding” (Stake, 1995, p. 47), Nunan (1997) has argued for “teacher research” to

operate by the same vigorous standards as “regular research” includicig ous

attention to ethics, reliability, and validity (p. 366). This chapter illustthtsattention

to detail and describes multiple methods of data collection along with detaitsiogc

analysis. The following chapters discuss the findings of this study. Clraptecovers

the results from the larger view of class context and instructional design inctiadang
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from the focus group participants whereas Chapters Five and Six focus on the specific

cases: Crissy and Jessica respectively.
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CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH FINDINGS

“Teaching multilingual writers is becoming everybody’s job.”
Dana Ferris, TESOL Presentation, 2007

This chapter presents the findings from a research inquiry concerrahgrift
feedback on compositions written by first-year university students for whotiskErsy
not their first language. In keeping with the research methodological desigestits r
presented in this chapter begin with the larger picture of the class as ahémieove
to the smaller focus group of non-native English speakers (NNESs). Chateds\W
discuss in the two specific case study participants: Crissy and Jessica.

More specifically, | begin with an analysis of the class context in which
instruction took place including the results of an end of semester survey. Th&sanaly
adds to the thick description necessary for case study research and iadistession
of departmental policies, feedback strategies, class assignments, avelyaalliof
which contribute to investigating the role of FDFB for the two classesesldissnm

which the case study participants emerged. | then present data froeedizddk
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sessions with a focus group of three NNESs. These data offer preliminght ing the
role that FDFB played for highly motivated, high achieving ESL students as they
completed subsequent assignments in their first-year composition class.

One overriding question guided this study. How do first-year composition
students respond to final draft feedback (FDFB)? This broad question is addressed by
examining the quantitative data from the survey of the two classes and by lookiaeg at t
gualitative data from the three focus group participants.

As illustrated in the literature review, FDFB has tended to be dismissed for
merely justifying grades. No doubt grades are a primary feature e HBowever, the
assumption seems to be that FDFB related to grade justification dlayited, if not
negative, role in writing development. This study shows that even though gradewtere
the only feature of FDFB, final grades played a clear role in calling attetatiparticular
feedback points as students learned which feedback points affected their gréuss. |
study, some of the feedback points were influenced by the instructional cantext a

detailed in the following section.

Instructional Context

The full instructional context is explained in Chapter Three: Methodology. The

following section discusses those items relevant to the research fopasiseso FDFB.

Teacher Reflections
The following data contributes to describing the context in which the insinucti

took place. This data includes reflections on departmental policies and claamasssy
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as well as reflections on the dynamics of the two classes and the variatieegdhack

strategies.

Departmental policies

As explained more fully in chapter three, these guidelines are requiréd in al
composition syllabi and include specifying what the department refers hoager*
mechanical errors” which the English department faculty at this univéasityified as
comma splices, sentence fragments, fused sentences, case errors, anehagreers.
The guidelines specify grade values in accordance with a certain numbgonf ma
mechanical errors in an essay of 300-400 words. For example as stated irathessyll
(Appendix A), “Essays containing two major mechanical errors cannot score tiighe
a B; three major mechanical errors, no higher than a C; four major mecharacaher
higher than a D. Spelling is treated separately from major mechanimad. €As a
member of the faculty | attempted to follow the departmental guidelineeffmore,
the emphasis on mechanical correctness adopted by other faculty atiecattmtion |
gave to mechanical features of student writing as reflected in feledhaentence level
concerns. Because of this policy, | believed that a failure to address thjese ma
mechanical errors could contribute to student difficulty in future compositiosesad
this university. Thus, in fairness to the students, | needed to alert them to issues of

mechanical correctness in their final drafts.

Class sections.
This study began with two sections of First-year Written Composition.uBeda
did not know at the outset of the semester who would emerge as case stugyapéstici

kept notes on both classes and kept to the same instructional design as much as possible
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In other words, | discussed the same textbook readings, incorporated the santegrewr
and revision activities, scheduled the same number of conferences, and assigaeaeth
online work with each class. Maintaining this consistency was fairlyteato because
each class was the same size (approximately 24 students) and met on taysanfi¢he
week (Tuesday/Thursday). Nevertheless, as is typically the case J&sschand its own
dynamic and way of responding to class activities which contributed to mgajene
impressions of a class’s overall strengths and challenges. Some of teegthstand
challenges are revealed in the final grades. The following description of Sndiclgdes
information concerning final grades for two reasons: Grades are tymciature of

FDFB and therefore relevant to the study, and grades are often omitted in teldiEB s

and therefore ripe for examination.

The morning class.

Initially the morning section (9:30-10:45) impressed me as being a moreematur
and engaged class than the afternoon section. Even though the average age of the class
members hovered at nineteen, one student had served in the Iraq war and two had
completed a year of college then sat out a year before returning. Thisraditaturity
helped to initially create an engaged class dynamic as we discusseddimgs and the
features of different genres. However, as the semester continued aboutaioéitie
students stopped attending regularly and eight of the twenty-six students eyentuall
dropped the class. This drop rate was unusually high; according to the university’s
registrar the average drop rate was two (Banister, 2010). | ha\itattrithe high drop

rate to any of the three following reasons:
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1. The time of the class - An upperclass student pointed out that “9:30 is early for
freshmen.”

2. The weight of the assignments — With each assignment worth 200 points,
students who missed turning in one assignment seriously jeopardized their grades
especially when the minimum pass was 70% (700 points).

3. The spring campus event — Every spring student groups compete in a campus-
wide theatrical performance which requires multiple practice tinoes fine
students. These practice times adversely affect study and sleepatirties f
students.

Any combination of these circumstances could have led to a student getting too far

behind to catch-up.

The remaining two-thirds appeared to be serious students who consistently made
an effort to do well. They attended class, discussed the readings, comssed cl
assignments, wrote drafts, and participated in peer reviews, but as theeseo@smued
they completed these activities with less thoroughness. | attrib@asatplart of this
decline to the physical distance between students in the classroom. Owodcassated
just over forty students. At the beginning of the semester, when the classiwéassful
offered a comfortable arrangement. However, as the class size diminisakeadosy a
third, the students remained in their usual seats which were spread out owenthe r
giving it a sense of vacancy. By week five of the semester, the a\attagdance was
sixteen; by week eleven it had dropped to fourteen students. During this time, | would
often begin class with a “where is everyone today?” observation. It was notfientil a

spring break when | began signing drop slips that | realized the class sizguslly a
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dwindled to a steady group of students. In other words, an average attendantezof six
out of eighteen students is not a bad average; neither is the end of semesteméverage
fourteen out of eighteen students. However, by this time the group dynamics had
negatively affected class engagement overall. Perhaps this changgsinodm

dynamics explains the change in overall grades as the averages moved from iB@%
first essay to 78% on the third. While two percentage points is relativyclitange,
Table 4.1 shows that the high grades from the three NNES students kept theerkgs a
to just above 80%. Their average grade was almost 91%. These students, two male and
one female, came from Norway, Rwanda, and China. One was a student athlete who
occasionally missed class for golf games, but the other two had perfadaatte. All

three came to class prepared for that day’s activities. None was pastigudgyarious or
outspoken, but each participated willingly when called on. Two of the NNESs, whom |
refer to as Polly and Martin, agreed to participate in this study and seo@iagyfoup
participants.

Table 4.1: Morning class essay averages

Essay All students (N=18) NESs (N=15) NNESs (N=3)
Profile essay 80% 69% 91%
Memoir essay 86% 79% 93%
Commentary essay 78% 68% 87.5%
Essay average 81% 2% 90.5%

These averages accurately reflect the class engagement in thatEBesNients
remained motivated, engaged students throughout the course; whereas the NESs, as a

group, were plagued by low motivation, engagement, and effort. At the end of the
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semester, the final grades for this class included three As, seven Bs, and@wo Fs
for the eighteen students completing the class. Two of the focus group partjcipants
Martin and Polly, come from this class. They also represent two of the theseel in

the course.

The afternoon class.

Similar to the morning class, the afternoon class (1:00-2:45) started thsteem
with a full section of twenty-five students. Four students eventually dropped resuléing
class almost evenly divided between NESs (N=11) and NNESs (N=10). Of th&s&sNN
about half seemed not quite ready for the challenge of First-year WrittepdSiion at
this private university. They struggled with vocabulary, comprehension, angritisg
complete sentences much less writing whole essays. But even the NESs gigtaot@a
be engaged students and competent writers. Two or three students showed a ssllingne
to discuss the readings and connect the material to their assignmentsf Med{ESs
gave the impression of not having read the assignments or prepared for clasaswhe
most of the NNESs gave the impression of not understanding the material and not
knowing what to do for class. Therefore the afternoon section did not have a strong
overall start to the semester. The highest score on the first essay wasv@h.B%one
earning an A. However unlike the morning section, the essay averages fibe ihecs
class as a whole consistently rose from essay one to essay thieeasrsTable 4.2. It
is possible that the larger number of ESL students in the afternoon class is oneheason t
essay averages rose . Even though I initially described many of the NBIBSisg
underprepared for this level of academic writing, ESL students may be overall

motivated and more inclined to attend to FDFB than NESs. Furthermore, the ESL
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students were much less likely to be involved in extracurricular activities asuihe
campus-wide spring show, an event that historically has a negativeaffeittdent
grades across campus.

Table 4.2: Afternoon class essay averages

Essay All students (N=21) NESs (N=11) NNESs (N=10)
Profile essay 69% 67% 70%

Memoir essay 77% 79% 74%
Commentary essay 80% 76% 84%

Overall average 75% 74% 76%

This section also fared better in terms of attendance with no real varraton f
the beginning of the semester until the end. At the beginning of the semester,qneeks
to four) the average attendance was twenty students; at the end of the sgveester
eleven to fifteen), it was nineteen.

So while this class seemed to start more slowly and less impresdieetyutent
progress was more consistent than the morning class. In the end, the final@gjedelés t
one A, twelve Bs, and eight Cs for the twenty-one students completing the course. The
two case participants, Crissy and Jessica, came from this section asdalid grbup

participant: Ellen. Ellen was the only student to earn an A in the class.

Class assignments.

In order to reduce variables and maintain as much consistency as possible among
the three essay assignments, | kept the specifications the sameHmrea#dsays: follow
MLA style guidelines, cite two to four sources in the papers, and submit papets four

five pages (1200-1500 words) long. The length of class time devoted to each essay was
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also consistent: three weeks. As detailed below, requiring the same spensica
regardless of genre proved somewhat problematic as the course unfolded. Myothoic
assignments was directly tied to my pedagogical strategies of tgachimg by
illustrating features of different genres. | had chosen these genmssbdbey readily
exist in published literature | could show students. Thus it would be easy to find ‘real

examples of these genres in addition to the textbook examples.

Profile essay.

The Profile Essay was the first assignment, a copy of which appears in Appendi
A. Students struggled initially with the problem of choosing someone or someplace
famous and then just repeating had already been written; many of them ahaidedue
by choosing a personal topic such as a family member. Managing a persanaletibs
sometimes too great a challenge for beginning writers, but some studentxisdcee
writing, for instance, about a grandfather as a man of faith or about the locagion of
annual family reunion. One student profiled the Great Wall of China as a unifgingee
for the country. But many students resorted to broad, safe topics about whiobathey r
had nothing new to say, profiling George W. Bush, John Wayne, and Elvis Presley.
When | asked them about their reasons for choosing such broad topics for a five page
paper, they acknowledged that their content was watered down in that regard, but they
expressed a desire to choose a subject they liked and about which they knew they would
find plenty of information. For these students the assurance that they colydiedsi
information about their subjects was more important than having something worthwhile

to say about their subjects.

98



Two NES students plagiarized their essays by cutting and pastingéantiyens of
text from websites. When | confronted them about it, they claimed to hawitérgo
use quotation marks but they also expressed frustration because “the wedrsite sdiys
it clearly so how can | improve on that?” and “This is how | did research in high sthool;
didn’t know you had to use quotation marks from a website.” The average grathes for
profile essays for both classes was 72.5%; for the NNESs the average.8s for the
NESs the average grade was 67%.

| assigned this essay first because it was an assignment | hatbeh@eefrom
the same textbook; therefore, | was familiar with the chapter readings amadvkia¢
points to highlight and discuss. | also had student papers from previous classes, so |
could show the class examples of student work at various levels of success. Fugherm
this assignment had often led to rich essays as students profiled places@ad pe

important to them in some way.

Memoir essay.

In the future, | will give the Memoir Essay first because it is persambhéasier
to start with. | assigned it second because it was a new assignment émdnh@yanted
to have time to carefully read the chapter and prepare for the clasegaaster this
assignment. | had hesitated to assign the Memoir Essay becaussl ltfedrstudents
would simply write a story from their childhood with no focus. | also had wanted to avoid
the situation where | was reading a very poorly written paper about a degylicant
event from a student’s past.

Despite these concerns, | chose to assign the Memoir Essay for two reastgns. F

my teaching strategy is to use the students’ textbooks as much as possiplainl this
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to students at the start of class by saying something along the lines dialentp

“Because of the high cost of textbooks, | have a one book limit to my classes. | only
require one textbook. BUT if | make you buy a book, THEN | use that book extensively.
Bring it with you to every class because we will USE it.” Following gralosophy, |

take all of the assignments and most of the readings directly from the textbook.

The semester in which this study took place was the second semester | had used
Trimbur's TheCall to Write, 4" edand, as explained above, the semester earlier | had
avoided the chapter on memoirs. However, for this study | decided to assign that chapter
because, as | have also explained earlier, | wanted to keep the assigneigos sise
uniform as possible in an effort to reduce variables. The other chapters in the textbook
were not genres conducive to the essay format. They were chapters on woposgis,
letters, or reports; whereas, the Memoir Essay was, in fact, an essay.

Nevertheless, the attempt to standardize the requirements proved somewhat
problematic if not artificial. For example, requiring outside researcliassignment
was a bit of a challenge for students because of the personal nature sighmast.

When students asked how to incorporate an outside source into a personal recollection |
suggested interviews with relevant people — maybe people who could fill in dbtails a

the memory — and | suggested researching other facts about that time -waafer

reports or relevant news — so instead of writing ‘it was a warm day’ the suzend be
specific and cite the actual temperature range. | did concede that if &tlgycorild not

figure out a way to bring in outside sources in a useful, relevant way, they coulddiscus
that with me and | might agree that no outside source was needed. A few students did

that, but most found a way to work in outside research quite well.
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In the end, students managed the essays much better than | had expected
averaging a score of 81% between the two classes with the NNESs once agamgve

higher grades (84%) than the NES students (78%).

Commentary essay.

According to departmental guidelines, | had to assign an argumentatign essa
requiring outside research. However, Trimbur’s textbook did not have a singlerarapte
argumentation. Rather, his textbook illustrates how argument and persuasiaom exis
various genres, such as reviews, proposals, and commentaries. Again, much like my
reasoning for assigning the memoir, | chose the commentary assignicaunsdoé
thought it could easily fit the essay format and it clearly relied on argatr@nt| had
not taught this chapter before, so | was not prepared for the difficulty students would
have grasping the difference between a commentary and a persuasiyavikssae
latter being closer to what many students had learned to write in high schaml (i.e
traditional research paper). In many ways the two genres are velgrsind the
requirements for the essay further blurred that distinction. For examplenevespaper
commentaries are fairly short, but in standardizing the assignments, | hadadbat
this be a five page paper. Fortunately commentaries in news magazines werarnonger
incorporated more references to other sources; these commentaries providéd me w
examples for class discussion. In the end, those students who had been taught to write a
research paper in high school were generally confused about the differemeerba

research paper and a commentary.
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The grades for the Commentary Essay averaged 79% for the two sections. When
comparing grades of the NNESSs to the NESs, the NNESs averaged grieteeand a

half higher 86% to 72% .

Feedback report.

The last assignment instructed students to look over the feedback they had
received throughout the course and write a report that explained “what thidbesaysa
as a writer.” Students were to refer to all of the feedback they had moeithaeding peer
feedback, writing center feedback, and instructor feedback. This assignment was
completed for a grade, so some of the student analysis could be attributeagtotryi
please the teacher. Nevertheless as a means of validation with the rectendesivs
and graded essays these feedback reports provided some additional information
concerning the case study informants and the focus group participants. Faréhexrm
least some honest evaluation occurred as two students (both NESSs) included critical
comments toward the feedback strategies used in class. One wrote about her
disappointment with the peer feedback stating, “I honestly didn'’t like the fact/ltiee
my paper came back from a peer review, it barely had any markings on it, ginel twva
to three words written on the side of it. | don’t understand how that is supposed to help
me.”

Another student wrote about how she felt she had benefitted most from the
OFDFB because when we talked about her paper, she made her own notes on the graded

copy, which she said she referred to on the next essay. She was very cleary,ithbeg

displeasure with the WFDFB. She wrote,
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| really disliked your written comments. | feel that they were ndkyreaplaining
anything to me. When | received my commentary paper back, all | saw were
pencil markings everywhere. It really made me want to just throw the papgr a
| feel that it would have been much easier for me to understand my migtakes i
you were to have conferences and go step by step with me so | can vi§salgsic
them and audibly hear them at the same time. | feel that if | had been helped out a
little bit more one-on-one with the content such as my topics and hearing your
opinion about what you had read before | turned it in then | would have been able
to fix the issues right then in class while you were helping me.

This feedback from a student who eventually ended the course with a B average is

relevant to this study in at least two ways. One, she found the oral feedbackuhssful

it was combined with written notations: either hers or mine. In the instance dfE)FD

SHE wrote notes on her graded paper during the oral feedback session and these notes

helped her in writing her next paper. This suggests that for her the OFDFB ptdmapte

to take an active role in learning to improve her writing. She also mentioned the

usefulness of redundancy that occurred with the O&WFDFB because of sedtag wri

comments and hearing them explained. Secondly, she decried the lack of foghal rou

draft feedback from the instructor. On the surface, her criticism might de=m |

justified request for additional feedback from the instructor during theryadtage. A

deeper look, though, raises questions about student initiative and learner autonomy. Her

statement that she would have been able to “fix the issues” if | had gopdysstep”

with her through her rough draft indicates a passive approach to student learsioggi

reason why | stopped formally providing rough draft feedback. | have found that
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providing rough draft feedback to students with this attitude results in a no-withogitua
If I do as the student expects and go “step-by-step” through the papeshlféeling as
if | have written the paper for the student, and | have not helped the student to learn about
revising a rough draft. If | respond in a more global manner and provide feedback on
content, organization, and process, students like her feel | have not been spedifja
because | have not stated exactly what to do. These students are furthed anmery |
comment on elements of the final draft that | did not address in the rough draftssuch a
noting sentence level issues that | did not correct in their rough drafts.

As mentioned earlier, | am a professional child of the Process Movement, and |
did not easily abandon the strategy of providing formal rough draft feedba@htl sp
years trying to help students understand the role of my rough draft feedback — a tool to
get my initial response to their writing, a means to get them thinking adasiton, but
not a means of “fixing” their papers for them. | finally gave up as students goiceted
their frustration by wondering “what the point is” of rough draft feedbamh fihe
teacher if their papers are not corrected. Somewhere along the teachingleaded
that rough draft feedback from me was creating passive students and didv@dbd se
instruct students on how to become better writers. Consequently, in an efforéto fost
active learning and student engagement coupled with a sense of responsib#ipyiyke
office door open to students who requests conferences, but | focus my efforts on group-
oriented classroom feedback during the drafting stage and individual fafiafestrdback

on graded papers.
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Teacher final draft feedback strategies
Because one of my research questions specifically addressed the eftegttbéh
FDFB was communicated to the student, | varied the means of providing the feegback b

using the following three strategies: written only, oral only, written and ora

Written final draft feedback (WFDFB)

This feedback strategy reflects the common classroom practicedoigystudent
papers and supplying comments along with the grade. It is often equated withievalua
or summative feedback. Figure 4.1 shows an example of the type of content focused
WFDFB | provided students. The following excerpt is from the focus group partidipant
call Ellen. It is from her first essay, a profile of a popular singer im&hi

Figure 4.1:Written Final Draft Feedback Excerpt

Jay

It is 25 January, and today is very important in China because it is the Spring Festival
Eve. And usually, the Chinese government will hold an annual ceremony at this moment. It is
said that the most wonderful performance was the song from a Taiwanese singer, Jay. It was the
third time for him to be there in this kind of huge ceremony. Because this ceremony is an
anniversary, tons of stars wanted to have a chance to be there. But for Jay, he was the first person
who was invited by the organizer of the ceremony. Jay is a singer from Taiwan, who is famous
for his talent with music. He just composes music for his great passion, not for money and fame.
His hard work also won him high reputation. And what’s more, he is the acknowledged good son

and loves his mom so much among all the singers. He is so famous because he works hard and
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| used this strategy first with the afternoon class as | read adddjtheir profile essays

and last with the morning class in response to their commentary essays. taftenge

these WFDFB essays, | do not recall any students asking for @faafior wanting to

discuss the feedback. This lack of communication following the return of gradgd essa
was troubling. First of all, | had no way to know what information the students tmok fr

the feedback. The communication was one-way so | could not know what students might
have understood, misunderstood, or even read. In the past | have tried to mitigate that
situation somewhat by having students write a journal entry reflecting dWREDEB,

but this technique had not been highly successful except to frustrate students who tended
to see it as busy work. Secondly, | was especially bewildered by the lack of
communication from students who, based on the WFDFB, clearly needed to speak to me.
For example, in the afternoon class one student (NNES) failed the essay only scor
50/200. Another student in the same class, a NES, had issues with plagiarism and
received a zero. Neither student attempted to discuss these issues even though both
continued attending class. From my perspective with examples like this, BVFDF

seemed to encourage passivity in students. This behavior supports the claims that
students do not pay attention to final draft feedback.

Of course, the point in the semester that students received the WFDFB could also

contribute to their reaction to it. By the time the students in the morningrseeteived

only WFDFB, we were nearing the end of the semester. The students wefanhidiair
with my feedback strategies, and they were familiar with me. These tioosacay have

contributed to more engagement with the WFDFB on the students’ part.
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Oral final draft feedback (OFDFB).

Whereas, WFDFB might be considered the norm in how teachers comment on
student papers, the idea of supplying only oral feedback to final drafts is a new ¢oncept
feedback studies. And rightly so, in that this method requires some adjustments to
accommodate an entire section of students. In designing the study, | knew that when
received approximately twenty-five papers | would need time to read thene beobuld
meet with the students individually. If | wanted to study the response to BROuld
need to refrain from writing comments on the papers. However, | would also need a way
to remember what | had thought when | read the papers as inevitably, some time would
elapse between reading the papers and meeting the students.

| met this challenge by using the minimal marking strategy on studentspaper
places where | intended to provide more detailed oral feedback. In accorddnce wi
Haswell's (1983) strategy, minimal marking refers to making simpleiontafa dot, a
checkmark, a squiggly line) on a student paper rather than writing words or evers.phrase
As part of my research design, | incorporated it into the OFDFB strdtegyted to be
able to read the essays closely and carefully before meeting withudeatst, but | was
reading and grading approximately twenty student essays each time d dbislie
strategy. | had to have some marking system to quickly remind me of those plagts of t
essay | wanted to discuss with the students. Figure 4.2 illustrates theahmmanking for
OFDFB. | have placed an x or a ? next to or over a passage that | intend to didtuss wi
the student. In this way, the minimal marking technique served as a memory tdpl to he

me provide OFDFB.
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Figure 4.2: Oral Final Draft Feedback Excerpt

ivery person has a different talent. It may take years of finding out what it may
" be but once you realize what it is use it to your ability. Many people go to college and

graduate with one degree but choose a career that has nothing to do with what they
learned. This person in the paper has taught me that no matter whatygu do in life just
make sure you are happy doing it. A multitude of effects can be learned from Mr. F
Campbell and a few of the more important ones 1 want to touch on are, life in the
working world, the coexistence of work and family, and the pursuit of happiness.

Chad Campbell, age 35 with a wife and four kids owner and operator of The
Media Force in Keller, Texas. It took him ten years to get started by doing contract jobs
and irying many different designs that did not work butrr‘Zained a wealth of experience.
His college degree was pre-med but lalel"!‘;{ecided he would like to work as a commercial

film editor and producer. He did not have any influences but watched a lot of movies and

The use of minimal marking and the application of OFDFB are inextricably
linked in this study. This linking proved to be problematic on several levels in that it
became difficult to discern wherein the subsequent difficulties lay. Weravittethe
strategy of providing OFDFB or were they with the technique of minimal madsrey
tool for providing the OFDFB or were they a result of how | used minimal markifg wit
OFDFB? Perhaps the problems | outline below resulted from how | combined minima
marking with OFDFB and are not problems of the oral feedback strate{jyliisany
case, | found the OFDFB sessions to be somewhat ineffective for the folleasans: |
sometimes forgot what the notation was for especially when the notation emdedtto
address a content feature. | ended up focusing mostly on sentence-leeehspaid |

dominated the oral feedback session.
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First of all as a memory tool, the minimal marking strategy worked wittesee
level feedback more effectively than with content feedback. When there wasran err
with documentation or sentence structure, a simple dot in the margin was enough to
locate the trouble spot and discuss it, but when | wanted to provide content feedback, the
small notation that | had made hours or days earlier was not always enoughyo ja
memory. Although this did not happen often, at times | had put a dot by a content feature
that | wanted to discuss with the student only at the time of the conferencd hooul
remember what the dot was for. So it was not always an effective memory tool.
Furthermore, unless the student wrote comments while we talked, the notations would not
carry meaning for the students either. Not surprisingly for oral feedbackttuct for
subsequent writing someone has to write something down regardless of whether the oral
feedback comes at the rough draft or final draft stage. At my suggestion, tsder@s
did make comments on their papers as we talked, but many did not.

A second issue arose with papers that had numerous notations (often simple x’s in
the margin). The OFDFB sessions with these students became tedious as dipgocee
mistake by mistake. | sometimes felt the student was embarrasseddatay times
these mistakes were careless ones the student understood (or claimed to understand)
explaining the notation was not a teaching moment. This method of feedback seemed
most effective when the student realized that everything else in the papgradasuch
as strong content and clear organization, but the mechanical mistakes wereususmnelr
distracted from the effectiveness of the overall paper. Samuel, for exavaglekay
with seeing that. He corrected each ‘X’ with no problem and did so in a kind of

lighthearted manner, shaking his head, smiling and saying “I'm such a dbofbal
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reference to the sentence level mistakes. On the other hand, Heather actegasomew
embarrassed as we addressed each ‘x’. She seemed uncomfortable goiaglover e
mistake and quickly apologized for her paper explaining that she had”neviemvhis

kind of essay before.” However, when we started looking at the notations, they did not
indicate problems with genre; they indicated problems of editing or coherence.

At any rate, | ended up not going x by x with some students even though we
clearly had the time. Recordings of the conferences revealed that | tentgddees
some notations, especially the repeat mistakes — not exactly skipping, but ofstea
repeatedly asking “Do you know why that x is there?” as | had intended, | wanfidc
the issue at hand with a statement such as “that’s spelling again right?” and son. T
reaction on my part is connected to two facets of minimal final draft markinsg of all,
the x’s on the papers were usually in reference to mechanical issueshdcaunsl the
evaluation sheet more useful for noting content issues. Secondly because thesotati
were quick and easy to make, | could more easily mark all or most mecharsitzddesi
This tendency to mark each error — even minimally — did not prove to be an effective
OFDFB technique.

Nevertheless in keeping with the spirit of minimal marking and relyings raor
oral feedback, | also limited the written comments on the evaluation sheetakgulex
if a student had a thesis but failed to support it, | put a ? over ‘support’ or drew a box
around it. Then in conference, we discussed those issues. In this way, thearritbga
evaluation sheet served as a useful reminder to me in addressing content concerns

A further issue with the OFDFB sessions is that | dominated the sessianl Sinc

was the one providing the oral feedback, | was the one talking. Written feedback involves
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the same level of domination, but because it is silent with the students reading the
feedback, it feels less domineering though one could argue that it is not.eltyptsto
engage the students were not always successful in part because often thesiuttents
see that the notations were a result of careless editing. There was not mach fi@fe
the notations except that the student should proofread more carefully. Whend offere
explanations, students were inclined to listen passively rather than askifaratian or
take notes for later reference.

| used the OFDFB strategy first with the morning class and last with gra@dn
class. By the time | used it for the second section, | had adapted it somewhattls® that
notations in the margin, though still minimal were a bit more specific. Also theamsta
of the evaluation page were a bit more explicit when | used this strategy the sewond t
| did, however, make only minimal notes/ markings on the papers — just enough to help
me remember what | wanted to discuss with the writer. The example ire Eigushows
this adaptation. | wrote “clearly stated thesis” at the end of the introdwetibe grading

the paper.
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Figure 4.3: OFDFB: Adaptations to Minimal Marking

T

will be an unsafe work environment}” (Ward). Numbers of people agre(;pn!his y_igg, 1
while sorfie others do not. Many people _hg’gé already afraid of the existence of guns ’
“Hopiophqbes are common and should never be involved in setting gun policies. Point
out hoplophobic behavior when noticed, it is dangerous, sufferers deserve pity, and
should seek treatment.”(* hoplophobia™ Such arguments seem to be endless and so far
there is no exact answer for this question. Should every citizen be allowed to own guns?
That has already been a popular public issue. For me, I do not agree with holding

privately-owned guns.

Another adaptation involved making written comment or notations during the
OFDFB. If the student did not make written notes or if | was concerned that thetstude
would not remember the point | was making, | would make additional written notations
to accompany the oral feedback. Figure 4.3 shows the ideadinderlined. | made this
notation during the oral feedback concerning the preposition that should &gjtee

In conclusion | found that Haswell’s (1983) minimal marking style of feedback
could work effectively with mechanical, grammatical features, which ish@presented
it. It seemed less suited to content features when providing OFDFB. firuotiee any
lack of effectiveness with OFDFB and minimal marking could lie with how Iioed
the two strategies. | could have refrained from marking numerous mecharocsl e
especially those errors that were repeated throughout the paper. | cailoeleavmore
insistent that students make notes as we conferenced slowing down as | talgsihgnd
them time to consolidate in their words the oral feedback | was providing. | cmgd ha

written notes to myself as | graded the papers so that my oral feedbacloreas m
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coherent and global rather than line-by-line through the papers. | alsceltbliE\the
order in which the OFDFB came in the semester made a difference iedsvehess.
Most of the problems | mention were realized immediately with the mornitigisethe
group of students who received OFDFB as the first feedback strategy. Suasefdr
their first graded paper, these students were learning something about my grading
standards, but since it was “only oral” that information seemed less com¢haté.that
the OFDFB strategy could work more effectively as an end of semeddbatiestrategy
when the students and teachers have some graded papers in their history. By tlee end of
semester, students would have an idea of grading standards and expectatioghiand mi
be able to interpret and even benefit from the OFDFB in a way that seems les® puniti
and mechanical.

Despite these failings, the OFDFB strategy still provided somelusef
information. First, students mostly understood the reason for the notations on the
mechanical issues. If not, | explained the reason for the notation. The markingls
that worked most clearly were to put a ? by passages that were unclear or did nét suppor
the thesis or were in some way problematic, an ! by passages | agreed thahwere
especially well written or had a great example\ gy sentences that had repeat concerns,
all to indicate a missing word(s), and an underline or notation by places whereran erro
first occured, (whether the error was mechanical or grammatical).

As mentioned earlier, the evaluation sheet played a useful role in claiifgn
OFDFB for students in part because the questions on the evaluation rubric could guide
our discussion towards content as well as sentence-level concerns. Even withirted mi

notations of the evaluation rubric, discussing it with the students allowed me tmexpla
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my grading strategy so that at the very least students understood thes leasling to

their grade. Some might see, and criticize, this as mere grade justifidait | see it as
grade explanation and believe it provides useful information that students can at&end to a
them approach future writing task. In this study, for example, each questiamonhs

10% of the overall grade; the evaluation rubric had nine questions. (The remaining 10%
came from having a complete folder with peer reviews, prewritings, and routgi)dra
Thus a ‘no’ by “Does the writing have a supported thesis?” could be minus 20 points if
the thesis was missing entirely or less than that if the thesis was thew buty

supported. Sometimes | clearly checked “yes” or “no” in response to the texalua
guestion, but often the answer was somewhere in the middle. If that was the case,
sometimes | drew a box around ‘supported’ and put minus 10 to the side. The oral
feedback session allowed me to explained in what way the student had partially but not
fully met that particular criteria. Figure 4.4 shows an evaluation sheeafsiodent

receiving only OFDFB.
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Figure 4.4: OFDFB Evaluation Rubric

Essay Evaluation Form . Nash
- Writer’s Naﬁe: _// Date:_22/0 % .
‘ YES NO
- Does the writing have a supported thesis statement? ‘ OXx 0~
Does it display adequate unity? . ' gy o
Does it have logical or.der? ' oxkao
Does it'ha_we adequate completeness? ) X0
Does it have coherence? | g 0
Is the writing free of grammatical erfors? ) ) O el
Is the writing free of mechanical errors? ‘_ ' 0 [1\/
Is the w'riting in the correct manuscript form? ' - aX g
Does the writing fulfill the assignment requirements? - - ) Oox O =
" Your papef:
.0, Displays traits of excellence: strongly supported thesis statement, clear organization,

strongly displays qualities of good writing, high interest level, virtually error-free.

o Displays traits of above average work: supported thesis statement, clear organization,
displays qualities of good writing, no more than two major errors, lacks some depth and

15© polish.

N Displays traits of average writing: adequate thesis statement, displays some qualities of*
good writing, no more than three major errors, occasional minor errors, moderate

> interest level, does little more than fulfill assignment requirements.

a Displays traits of struggling writing: unfocused or unsupported thesis statement,
attemptcd order, inadequate completeness, no more than four major errors, frequent
minor errors, effort made with partial success.

[w} Displays traits of unprepared or inexperienced writing: lacks thesis statement and
development, poor organization, awkward wording, frequent minor errors, fails to
communicate adequately, fails to meet assignment requirements.

i Roﬁgh Drafts and Peer Evaluations:

Overall during the OFDFB sessions the students seemed clear on the marking
scheme and the intent of the marks. | encouraged students to make notes aslwe talke
Some did; some did not. | recorded all the oral feedback sessions using my laptop whic

was situated between the student and me but towards the back of the desk. The laptop
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proved to be surprisingly non-obtrusive and allowed the feedback sessions to continue
naturally. Neither | nor the student seemed to notice it was recording ontarted the
talking. However, thirty minutes was more time than we actually needed. llbagdl
the extra time because | was unfamiliar with the technology (Garage, Bamdnost of
the feedback sessions did not take more than twenty minutes. This was trdkesegz
the quality of the essay. With papers that were well written, we discu$sgdeatures
made the paper effective. Often there was very little to discussriuffit papers that
were less effectively completed, a conference longer than twenty miragfas to feel
punitive once we had clarified any misunderstandings about the assignment or
expectations about careful proofreading. In both cases, as time allowedy askedl
about the student’s writing process in an effort to help the student analyze what wa

effective or ineffective about his/her process of completing a writtegrasent.

Oral and written final draft feedback

This was the middle feedback strategy in that | used it with both sections on their
second assignment: the memoir essay. | graded and wrote comments on thaftgal dr
then met with each student to discuss the written comments. In many waysthhbis i
feedback strategy that | preferred. Not surprisingly the knowledgéwmatld be
discussing the papers with the students affected the written feedback as Ifdil tic
need to be as explicit as when | was relying on written feedback alone. On thieaoithe
| did not feel restricted as | had with the minimal marking technique | had usethes
OFDFB. Figure 4.5 shows an excerpt with written feedback and the transmmpthie

subsequent discussion.
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Figure 4.5: Oral and Written FDFB Excerpt

At the time, ] always wanted to be alone because I though that no one wanted
to talk to me, and I did not want to talk to whoever did not want to talk to me.
Because of that, I did not have any friends in the first grade in elementary school. At
the time, | hated everything including school, family and classmates. [ did not want
to go to school and | just wanted to stay at my house. Most of the time, | complained
to my mother hecause I could not tell that to someone else. 1 complained about

everything such as about my. classmates, my teacher and my family; however, I did

7
/’J’;«fe &3:‘-‘/54,/”“ Mesm

not see to my personality. — 2=
S s o i
G: | have some other places where | was a little be confused what
you meant, like ok here, 'Most of the time | compl ained to my
mother because | could not tell that to someone el se. |
complained about everything such as about my class mates, my
teacher, and my family; however, | did not see to my

personality.” I'm not sure what you mean.
J: | tried to say | was complaining around me, but | didn't see
myself like the fault the point | couldn't get alo ng with friend

was like | have fault.

G: OK then you might say "I did not consider” inste ad of the word
'see’. You might put the word ‘consider’. "I did n ot consider my
personality” or “I did not consider the role my pe rsonality
played” you know in this. Alright. But when 1 firs t read this |
was like “What?” because you cannot see your perso nality. So

that's why | was like “um??”

My tendency with O&WFDFB was to use minimal markings with sentence level
issues, such as circling contractions or crossing out unnecessarg anid!e write

marginal and end comments concerning content issues, sometimes askingfitaaticiar
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or noting inconsistencies. In this case the minimal markings were enough ahdaem
because they were limited to sentence level concerns. When | wanted to cistass

issues, | had written comments to refer to. However, they were not ndgdhsakind of
comments that could stand alone. That is, | wrote the comments with an awareness that
would be discussing the feedback with the students. Consequently, these comneents wer
sometimes in question form reminding me of exactly the question | wanted to ask i
conference. Other times the comments were short phrases, again just enough to remind
me of the issue.

With each feedback strategy, the students were clear on the grade hecmise
explicit about the points deducted for each part (-5 thesis, -10 doc, = 185/200). This
system of grading may not make the final grade more objective thanharysgstem,
but it does make the process of determining the final grade transparent. @gertaihe
impression that students were generally clear as to the intent of the feeetiaciless of
strategy, at least they thought they were clear. In other words, niegblertew
something was wrong with their documentation, and they thought they knew what it was.
So they did not ask for clarification. Sometimes, this discrepancy came oubnathe
feedback sessions, but | am not confident it always did.

In summary, findings from the instructional context in which this study tcadepl
indicate that departmental policies and feedback strategies had a ffi@etcdie the
feedback students received on their final drafts. Concern for following the palicy
mechanical errors caused me to focus on sentence-level issues to a degnag tizate
left students feeling discouraged. Even though I did not use a red pen to grade ithe pape

a marked up paper is a marked up paper and the negative effect may be the same
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regardless of ink color. Additionally | found that trying to isolate the variowbfek
strategies was somewhat artificial. While written feedback masg exisolation, oral
feedback does not. Even in a writing center context in which oral feedback playtsah ce
role, someone writes something down: a student makes notes on the draft, a tutor writes
comments on a peer review sheet. Furthermore the feedback strategy fghiblad the
potential to be most useful, O&WFDFB, was negatively affected by thtations of the
study. Students received these papers when they came to my office foll feedivack
session. So they received the written feedback simultaneously with the disdlkel

believe the oral feedback session would have been more effective if the student had
already read the written feedback even if it was only minimally ndafker example, if |

had returned the essay with written comments on a Friday and started thedivatke
sessions the following week, students would have had time to read and possibly consider
the written comments. This could have resulted in better engagement during the oral
feedback sessions.

Further effects of the class context are indicated by additional fdedatc

Feedback Data

The following section begins with data from the end-of-semester survey
administered to both classes followed by information from the three focus group

participants: Ellen, Martin, and Polly.

Survey Results

The survey functioned as an instrument to triangulate the data and to investigate
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the general class disposition toward final draft feedback at the end of the seBwkte
sections of First-year Written Communication completed the feedback stv88)( Of
specific relevance to this study is the timing of the survey (at the end sdrttester after
students had received feedback on all three essays) and the ratio of NNESs mgmpleti
the survey (N=12), almost a third of the total.

The full survey is in Appendix B; it consists of thirty-nine survey items inofydi
five questions related to demographics. The remaining thirty-four questionsefaa
mixture of survey instructions including having students complete a sentence, amoose a
answer, select a number from a six point Likert scale, and indicate retapigeance of
items with percentage ratings. | specifically compiled the survey to inthedeariety of
guestion styles hoping that asking questions in a variety of ways would lead to more
conclusive information. In the end, the variety led to more difficulty in analysis.

| used descriptive statistics to analyze the data especially dattheelated to the
research questions. The first survey item was open-ended and asked studentsete compl
a sentence stating the kind of instructor feedback they thought would lead them to
“greater improvement” in their writing. Three students (NESs) chose notweatise
guestion and one student (NNES) copied the survey item but did not complete the
sentence resulting in thirty-four statements to analyze. In readingythtbe thirty-four
responses, five themes emerged from students completing the staternet riy
writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’s feedback and commengs w
given orally/ more specific/ given on rough drafts/ more polite/ kept the same.

| have listed these themes in order of preference (the first two theohésr tigst

with eight responses each), and, except for the last theme, | have included two
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representative examples: one from a NES student and one from a NNES student. As for
the last theme, “politeness”, only two students commented on this theme, and they were
both NESs. While the categories clearly represent the groupings froesgianses, only

the first category specifies the method of the feedback and even then, sompatgiisi
involved. In other words, the Oral Feedback category obviously contains responses that
reference oral feedback, but these responses do not necessarily excletef@atback.

Thus in terms of the research questions, these responses are less cohelusive t
preferred. (The specific demographics associated with each thergiren in Table

4.3)

Oral (possibly with written) feedback

1. Oral feedback
“Could meet with me about my writings on every paper.” (M/NNS/FR)

“Were more oral and communicative.” (FM/NS/FR)

Written and/or oral feedback
2. More specific feedback

“I think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’s feedback
and comments can show more suggestions about how to improve like specific
ways.” (FM/NNS/FR)

“Were more specific in detail and examples.” (FM/NS/FR)

3. No change in feedback
“| improve my write skill very much. Thank you.” (M/NNS/SR)

“I actually would not change any of the feedback from my instructor. ltfeels
very beneficial and has helped me grow tremendously!” (FM/NS/SO)

8 This is the only comment from a NNES that | cofted‘No change.” Although the comment does not
explicitly specify no change is needed, | believienplies no change by its tone of satisfaction.
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4, Rough draft feedback
“Were given to me several times during my papers.” (M/NNS/FR)

“Would let us turn it[sic] the rough draft and then let us correct it before we turn
in the final paper.” (FM/NS/SO)

5. More polite feedback

“Were a bit nicer. Sometimes our teacher can be very blunt and come across as
rude. | know she means will [sic] though.” (FM/NS/FR)

“Where [sic] of a positive standpoint, direct, and non-bewilderment.”
(FM/NS/FR)
What these responses do not say is, perhaps, also worth noting. Although some responses
might have implied the need for more written feedback, no response specifikaidy a
for more written feedback in the way that some responses clearly dedignatference
for oral feedback. Furthermore, almost a quarter of the responses indicated tm nee
change the feedback strategy even though the question did not ask whether @sange w
needed; it asked what would help students improve. By stating the need for no change,
these students seem to be implying that the mixture of feedback stratagiegually
useful. The “no change” responses also indicate that the students ansveegeestion
based on their personal experiences with this particular class context in mind.
Consequently, I cannot assume that their answers would be the same in refeadince t
their writing experiences across campus. Finally, the survey question waesrajezl and
did not direct students specifically to final draft feedback. Only four studestofer
10%) gave a time-frame for the feedback by specifically statingferenee for feedback
on rough drafts. The other answers did not designate a time when “more specific” or

“more oral” feedback would help them improve. If students are basing theirranzwe
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this particular class context, then the other responses are connected toftinal dra
feedback.

Appendix B contains a complete list of student responses grouped by response
theme. Table 4.3 illustrates percentages in relation to these patterns.
Table 4.3: Response themes completing the statement

“My writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’'s feedback...

Response Theme All Students (N=34 NESs (N=23) NNESs (N=11)

Specific details 12 (35.29%) 7 (30.43%) 5 (45.45%)
Oral feedback 8 (23.53%) 5 (21.74%) 3 (27.27%)
No change 8 (23.53%) 7 (30.43%) 1 (9.1%)
Rough drafts 4 (11.76%) 2 (8.70%) 2 (18.18%)
Positive feedback 2 (5.88%) 2 (8.70%) 0 (0(0.0%)
Total 34 23 11

Even with a small research sample, the data offered from this survey question
bear consideration on several levels. First of all, most students stateatbapacific
feedback from the teacher would help them improve their writing. Assumingtbey
referring to final drafts as a result of the class context, this respamseagunter to
commonly held assumptions about final draft feedback all of which were addressed more
fully in Chapter Two. One prominent assumption regarding final draft feedback is tha
students do not read it or they do not pay attention to it. Consequently, writing $eacher
have been advised to manage the feedback load by minimizing FDFB (Ferris, 2003).
Another common assumption is that final draft feedback mostly serves to juatiigsgr
so when students do read it, they are reading it primarily to understand the grade.

However, over 1/3 of these students believed that more detailed feedback would assist
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them in learning to write; if they are referring to the classroom epeof the course,
one can conclude that these students read and attended to FDFB for moredénan gra
justification.

Secondly, while the majority of students, both NESs and NNESs, felt they would
improve their writing with more specific instructor feedback, they did not itelibat
this feedback would be most useful at a specific point in the writing processr{e.g
rough drafts). In fact only two NNESs indicated that rough draft feedbacktfre
teacher was the key to “greater improvement” in their writing. Again, thigtrains
counter to pedagogical practices that rely heavily on providing students virticios
directed rough draft feedback. On the other hand, perhaps based on the class context,
they considered FDFB from the instructor as the only option because that is what the
had received in the course. Unfortunately, the data from this survey question is not as
conclusive as hoped for.

As for conferencing with the teacher, three of the NNESs (25%) syaigifi
identified oral feedback as the way to improve their writing. This result isstensivith
previous research stating that when given the choice NNESs appreciate theroyor
conference with the teacher about their writing especially if the oraldekdd
supplemented with written commentary (Ferris, 2003).

The next survey item, as shown in Table 4.4, asked students to choose from a list
the type of instructor feedback that would help them “make meaningful and noticeable
improvements in [their] writing.” Even though the survey instructed students tk chec
only one strategy from the list, two students checked all three stratadiés@astudents

checked two strategies. One could argue that checking two or more stretegies
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essentially selecting the first strategy which includes both wréttel oral feedback.
However, because of the ambiguity involved from not following the directions, these four
surveys were not included in the data below. Nevertheless from a list of three keedbac
strategies, students overwhelmingly, chose the strategy that providead&en both

oral and written form.

Table 4.4: Student preferences for feedback strategies

| feel | am most likely to make meaningful and noticeable All Ss NESs NNESs
improvements in my writing when the instructor...

Gives me written comments and meets with me 27 19 8
Explains her comments to me in a conference 5 3 2
Gives me extensive written comment 2 1 1
Totals 34 23 11

At first glance this data might seem to contradict the responses fronetheusr
guestion wherein fewer students stated the importance of oral feedback in helging the
become better writers. However, closer inspection reveals that this resgtureéy
supports the previous finding that students prefer more specific and detailectckeasiba
one could certainly argue that one way of obtaining more detailed and spssifiatk
is to receive it by two means. Unfortunately this survey question is somambajuous
based on what is left out of the wording of the last two feedback options. The middle
strategy, “Explains her comments to me in a conference” was intended toaeveal
preference for OFDFB; however, the statement does not exclude the presernitterof
feedback. In the same way the last strategy listed, “Gives me extemgtea w

comments,” was intended to determine a preference for WFDFB, but it also fails t
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exclude an oral component. Thus one could argue that the first and second strategies
listed in the survey question might be the same. Despite the imprecise wokdoudd |
argue that students seemed to grasp the intended meaning based on the classroom
practices they were familiar with.

The remaining data from the survey might be considered inconclusive from a
purely quantitative view, but this does not make them entirely less informasirey U
two different survey techniques, a Likert scale and percentage rdliege survey items
attempted to elicit what kind of specific details students might find helpful omfithali
drafts.

First, using a six-point Likert scale students were asked to indicate their
agreement as to whether instructors should “always” comment on and evaluate the
following aspects of their final drafts: content, organization, style, vocahgemmar,
and mechanics. Both NESs and NNES overwhelmingly agreed that all of these area
were important. Later in the survey students were instructed to ratethive
importance which [theyhink the instructor assigns” to features such as content,
language use, mechanics, organization, style, and vocabulary and to rate theniceport
they think sheshouldassign to those features. Rather than ask students to rank order
these preferences, the survey questions asked them to indicate impoitarece w
percentage noting that the percentages should total 100%. The results indidaid a w
disparity of answers. At first glance, these results seemed too incordiosie useful;
however, upon closer reflection it became less surprising that a group of 3&stude

including NNESs and NESs would have a range of views when asked about FDFB
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practices. In fact, it seems expected. Thus, in this sense, the variety of stggentes
gives credence to the survey answers.

At any rate, some trends were evident and are worth mentioning. When asked
which features the instructor seemed to focus on with her FDFB, a litl&0%e
(N=22), of the students chose one feature as primary. Of these twentyitleatst nine
identified content as the single feature the instructor gave most importandewed by
organization (N=6), mechanics (N=5), and language (N=2). The remainingesvent
students did not indicate a single feature as most important. These studenisddsvaif
or more features with equal importance. One student divided up all six featungs eve
assigning 16.6% to each one. Again, these results are not entirely surgxisimthg
open ended nature of the question and the variety of student perspectives. Perhaps more
interesting are the distinct similarities and differences betwetwo groups of
students.

When asked which features are most impotiatiie instructoboth NESs and
NNESs were most likely to identify content as number one with just over 50%lof eac
group either identifying content alone or tying it with another feature. Botlpgrwere
most likely to tie content with organization and/or language.

The differences between the two groups were more distinct with the last survey
guestion which asked students to rate the features they felt the insshaitigive
importance to in FDFB. The NNESs rated the features almost identwalg previous
guestion. Seven students again clearly identified content as the most importarttteat
be addressed by instructor feedback, sometimes choosing organizationfor antst

important. Because of the similarities, | first questioned whether theSX&d
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understood the difference in the two questions, but closer inspection indicated that they
did answer the questions separately. For one, there were fewer ties &st lngitentage
with the second question; seven students clearly designated one featurbdbke hig

weight of importance. Three chose content; two chose organization; two chosgé&ngua
as thesingleprimary feature that instructors should comment on. When there was a tie
for most important, content was most likely to be tied with organization. On the other
hand, the NESs chose different answers for this question than they had for thigfirst
sixteen placing organization as the most important feature the instructtd sbaxment

on although organization was usually grouped with another feature: content, vocabulary,
style, or mechanics. Apart from any ties with organization, eight studiemisfied
mechanics or grammar as the feature the instructor should comment on in fitsal draf

The data from the survey are not intended to be generalizable, not just because of
the small sample size, but also because of the variety in student responses, then s
do serve to describe the end-of- semester beliefs of these particulatstiadhis
particular classroom context - the context from which the case study arftarrome.

The teaching reflections and the survey analysis provide context and data from
which this study explores further the role of final draft feedback in a mufti-dra
composition classroom. Up to this point, | have discussed data from both NES and NNES
students. The rest of this chapter examines FDFB as it relates ealglisiNNES

students.

Focus Group Participants: Non-native English Speake  rs
As explained in Chapter Three and represented in Table 3.2, five NNESs signed

consent forms for this study, and | invited two of these students to participateas ca
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study informants. Interview data from the remaining three were alaiflar analysis and
useful for validating information gained from the class survey and thestahe
informants. In gathering data from these students, | listened to the inteue noted
recurring themes concerning final draft feedback especially as torsation related to
the research questions and the survey findings: the preference for spéaifs; deal
feedback, and rough draft feedback. | refer to these three students as “focus group
participants,” and using pseudonyms | describe each one below along witbetaieine

findings:

Martin

Martin attended the morning class and made one of the three As in that.secti
He submitted beautifully written essays once earning full credit (200/209)nthier
papers earned 190/200 and 195/200 respectively. The quality of Martin’s writing
astounded me, but this quality came with great effort. Martin worked extréwaelyon
his papers: writing several drafts, conducting research, and visiting tirggveenter. He
was a serious, determined student who excelled in his writing.

Martin was a first-year student from Rwanda. English is his third langtizge a
Kinyrwandan and French. He was chosen from the top ten in the nation of Rwanda to
study on a scholarship at this university. All three of his papers centered oasoece
of Rwanda from his profile of President Kagame to his memoir of a Rwandan youth
camp to his commentary on a strategic plan to rebuild Rwanda.

Martin had come to the university the semester before the study bedjamaah
taught him that semester in Basic Writing. He was a serious and diligent stuthextt

course too. At this university, Basic Writing is a pass/fail course and ssuure to
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pass two essays as well as a grammar test to pass the course. They have five
essays/opportunities to pass the essay portion. The first essay is writssiduring
the first week of the semester. Not surprisingly, most students do not passttime fir
class essay. It functions more as a diagnostic essay. Martin actaltgented in
writing that he thought it was not fair to count the first essay because studends di
have the chance to revise.

Because of the time constraints of the in-class essay, | writeittierph the
graded essay. Martin commented (in writing) on this practice also dagidigl not find
it helpful that the feedback on this first essay was not detailed and did not expldne why
had failed. Very few basic writing students write a passing in-class #gsséxst week of
the semester. From my point of view, | had refrained from going into detail oeaber
for a no-pass because most students fail and detailed feedback on an essay 4i0ey h
minutes to write seemed more punitive than helpful. | mention this becausernaiéiast
how seriously Martin approached writing tasks and instructor feedback.

In Basic Writing Martin had sat at the front of a U shaped classroommeestr
the left. In First-year Written Communication, he sat in the first sedtebgisle in the
back row (three rows in front of me). He appeared to be somewhat of a loner i class
very quiet and keeping to himself. However, when asked to do group work, he did so
willingly. Martin came to the morning class which met at 9:30 on Tuesday and Thursda
He was always present and never late; he always came prepared.

Martin’s graded essays received relatively few feedback points bebaysedre
so well written. In fact, he received an average of twenty feedback pemesgay with

just over half of those occurring on the evaluation page leaving an average of nine
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feedback points for the text. With each essay being five to six pages long, theleedba
points averaged fewer than two per page. Even so, Martin’s penchant for ditaih e
attend to the FDFB. In his feedback report, Martin wrote about looking back from one
graded paper to the next assignment to see what concerns he needed to agldress. H
specifically mentioned paying attention to vocabulary more in order to gtembis

already strong writing style. In comparing his memoir essayegiE@b/200) to his

profile essay (190/200) grade, he wrote “the grade on this assignment \eashaett

what | got on the profile essay, and the reason was efforts | put on my vocabulary.”
Martin also mentioned referring to previous feedback concerning the asd a$ an
opening transition of a new paragraph. In his profile essay he had started a middle
paragraph with the following sentence: “And Kagame believes that good governance
must be based on ...” Following the minimal marking feedback style, | had placed a dot
by this sentence and we discussed it in the oral feedback session where | tidhdhim

not counted off for this use ahdas an opening transition. However | cautioned him that
it was unusual style that some readers might find informal or even incdnrad.

second essay, he again used as the opening transition for a middle paragraph when he
wrote, “And the amazing story is that | met new friends who made me feeMi&e |

home.” | did not mark this usage at all on his paper, but in our oral feedback session we
again discussed it. Martin stated that our previous discussion had helped him decide to
once again usandin this way. He knew that it was unusual and might not be well
received for other audiences, but in this case he felt it was the rightstylbdt he

wanted to say and how he wanted to say it.
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In Martin’s case, the feedback was scant due to the strength of his wihtisg;
no specific features of the feedback stood out as needing special attentiorequsubs
drafts. In terms of feedback delivery, Martin mentioned in the interview tikR2 N2
alone told him the writer needed more information but that WFDFB alone “can be
confusing.” He stated that OFDFB with minimal marking was mostly usefidentence
level mistakes; otherwise, he might not know how to incorporate the feedback into his

future papers. Martin preferred O&WFDFB because it “can clarify"twsaeeded.

Polly

Polly also attended the morning class. She earned another one of the three As in
the morning class. Polly was the only female NNES in the morning class. Simetkat
front row directly in front of me. She worked very hard in the course and did exceptional
work. Not only were her papers mechanically correct, but she strove for depth in her
topics as well. For her first essay, she profiled Shanghai by contrastirsyburbs of the
city: Pudong and Puxi. For the memoir essay, she wrote about a birthday party she had
planned for a friend, and for the commentary, she argued against the practice of
polygamy in Malaysia. Polly earned A’s on each paper scoring 190/200, 190/200, and
180/200 respectively. She smiled often and was a likable student. Polly was somewhat
quiet in the class, but she intermingled with the other students easily. She describe
herself as “friendly and outgoing.” She attributed her low key classroonvibeba
being a NNES, afraid of making mistakes and thus hesitant to speak in class.

Polly is Chinese. She told me that she had graduated in the top 3% of her high
school class. She was a first-year student majoring in interior design. She Ipetedm

Basic Writing the semester before. Her Basic Writing instructorritbesther as
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“delightful” and noted that although Polly was quiet in class, when called on [\ghgsa
had an answer and it was well thought out.” The Basic Writing teacher also oti{esl P
perfect attendance, high work ethic, and willingness to “step out of her comfottgone
taking an active role in the classroom. The Basic Writing course at this sityvsr
designed so that students can complete the course early once they have dexghonstra
beginning first-year composition skills. For most NNES students, this takes
approximately twelve weeks to achieve; Polly satisfactorily met tipgnements by

week eight.

Not surprisingly, Polly brought her work ethic and high standards to First-year
Written Composition. At the OFDFB session for her first paper, Polly asked ¢aow
develop this more?” even though she had received 190/200 and the paper would not be
revised. This question indicated Polly’s desire, not just to make As in the clags, but
grow as a writer and to understand academic writing at this level. She tthdinste
had about four people give her feedback on her rough drafts. She stated that when she got
papers back from any class she always read the professor's commeni$/darabte
where the “weak point[s]” are.

In each of her papers Polly received corrective feedback on her workpaifed
and it was not always evident that she was attending to this feedback. For example
her first paper, | noted with an arrow ) that she failed to indent the second line of the
source. On her third paper, she was still making this mistake. Although she slooweed s
improvement, she also struggled with recording the complete date of the. $olree
first two papers, she neglected to put the day before the month. | mentioned this in the

OFDFB session (the first paper) and the O&WFDFB session (the second pggdesj. B
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third paper, she had the date in the right order, but she failed to include the dats®f acce

for her online sources - a point | had addressed in the OFDFB session of hepérst pa
More confusing was when she moved from getting a feature of the documentation

correct to getting it incorrect. On her second paper, she put “Citation Patpe”’ as

heading; whereas, she had correctly labeled it “Works Cited” on the fiest &9&en |

asked about this in the O&WFDFB session, she explained that for the first paper, she had

looked in the textbook, but for the second paper, she was going from memory. In the

follow-up interview after the course had ended, | asked about her lack of uptake with the

documentation feedback. Polly gave two reasons for her continued problems with the

works cited page. First, the information in the book was confusing to her, and secondly

each paper relied on different types of sources and she could not always figuhabut

was required. Also, she mentioned that she always saved the works cited pageiat las

sometimes she ran out of time or “was lazy.” Although | would never descrilyeaBoll

lazy, her last reason indicates a lack of attention to this particulardedtBDFB in

writing new papers, particularly since the changes were relativefjt@asake: indent

the second and subsequent lines of a source and include the date of access for online

sources. In sum, her failure to attend to FDFB concerning documentation was not due to

the way in which the FDFB was delivered; it was due to her strategy afjsavi

documentation for last and either running out of time or lacking the will tochtteit.

Ellen
Ellen was a student in the afternoon class; she made the only A in the class. She
worked hard on each essay: writing multiple drafts and visiting the writingrciemt

each assignment. She set high expectations for herself stating tdasskd to “do a
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good job on every professional aspect of writing.” She sat on the front row almost
directly in front of me.

Ellen is from China where she had completed one year of university studies
before transferring to this university. She was majoring in Teaching Braglia Foreign
Language (TEFL). In her Feedback Report, she stated that her identit{£aglesh
major motivated her to strive for excellence in her papers. Her first pajeerae a B
(165/200), but her subsequent papers earned strong As (190/200 and 195/200
respectively). However, her academic writing experience had not begun otiveposi
note. In her Feedback Report, she described taking Basic Writing the esebaéste this
course. “Before | took [Basic Writing], | thought that | was good at writiegause |
always did a good job back in China. However, it took me a whole semester to finish the
course as others finished it in only half a semester. | began to real®lthem: | have
a lot to study more than others.” Ellen clearly applied a high work ethic to shgdiar
composition course. For each assignment, she wrote at least three rdtgylvidred the
writing center at least once, and received in-class peer feedback oAdlijtishe sought
feedback from native English speaking friends.

As with Martin and Polly, Ellen received relatively few feedback points due to the
strength of her essays. The three essays received sixty-four feedbaskpiti almost
half (N=27) coming on the evaluation page. The remaining feedback points (N=37)
average to just over 12 in-text feedback points per essay. Ellen’s essayswiee low
end of the page requirement averaging just under four pages each resulting in an average
of three feedback points per page. Ellen’s papers showed some evideneedih@ito

FDFB from one paper to the next especially in the content and documentatiorsfe&ture
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her essays. However, there is no clear indication that the method of deliestgdthe
attention she gave to the FDFB.

In the first essay, the profile, Ellen initially received only WFDFB1I@f twenty-
four feedback points, over one-third (N=9) were content related. The one content feature
| addressed the most concerned some aspect of organization (five feedbak Poisit
feedback came both on the evaluation page and in the text. On the evaluation page |
wrote the following comments with point deductions regarding unity (“most zqolagr
are unified well — not all though” -5), order (the order is a little confusingeto-irb),
and coherence (use transitions to tie paragraphs together” -5). On page thrdexif her
wrote two additional comments regarding organization and coherence. First,d dre
bracket around the top paragraph and wrote in the margin: “Lots of various bits of info i
this paragraph. What point ties this paragraph together? What ut#fiés the second
paragraph | underlined the first three words (“Seven years passed...”) aedfrom
when? | am confused by the timeline. 7 years after visiting the boy in thedi®gxier
writing 100 songs in one week?” As indicated from her later essays and tieedizdck
sessions, Ellen attended to the FDFB from this essay suggesting that shictoeeni&
on organization.

Her second essay, the memaoir, received a 5/5 rating for organization. When we
discussed this in the conference she said that after the first essay,slsh&meeded
help with organization so she had specifically asked NES students to help her organize
her paper “like a NES.” Similarly, her last essay, the commentasiyeztfull points for

all aspects of organization (unity, order, and coherence). In her Feedback Report, she
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listed “organization” as one of the principle features about writing thdtadhéearned in
the course.

Even though the initial feedback that Ellen received concerning organizaon wa
WFDFB, | am not convinced that the method of the feedback had the greatest impact.
Rather, the effect on her grade led her to pay attention to the organiztdainegs of
her essays. As noted earlier, the two features most commented on in herdyst ess
concerned organization (five feedback points) and documentation (three feedback points).
However, she lost twenty-five points to concerns with organization and only ten points to
documentation mistakes. While she attended to problems of organization, there is less
evidence that she did the same with the documentation feedback, at least initiall

In the oral feedback session concerning her second essay, | also looked at the
WFDFB of the first essay. In both papers she listed sources in her work<citéailed
to put those sources in the text. In other words, the sources in the works cited were not
cited in her paper. On her first essay, | had written “Where are tlegl?tinder the
“Works Cited” heading and on the evaluation sheet next to the statement about correct
manuscript form, | had written “in-text citations are missing” -10. Whemsade the
same mistake on her second essay, we looked back at the comments on the fiasidessay
| explained it to her. She nodded and said “I understand it now,” but | got the impression
that she had not tried to understand it before. So while the WFDFB may have effectively
led her to focus on organizing her paper more clearly, it did not lead her to address
documentation concerns. She attended to documentation after we discussed it in the

O&WEFDFB session.
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By her final essay, the commentary, Ellen received mostly posiedbéek
concerning her essay. In fact, of the twenty feedback points, sixteen weneeposit
comments, such as “very well written,” “clear thesis,” “good way to establi
credibility,” “good research,” and “well done!” | made two feedback points on the
documentation page: one with an arrow showing that she had one source out of
alphabetical order and one with a comment about citing a translation. Shadslbme
trouble with the in-text citations, but she did have parenthetical in-tebogaln the
OFDFB session she mentioned that she looked in the book, but it was confusing to her.

These three focus group participants come from three different countriesue purs
three different degrees. Each one made an A in the First-year Written Cbomposiirse
outscoring and outperforming most of their NES peers. The data analysistsubge

overall, regardless of feedback strategy, they attended to the FDFBd¢baxe e

Conclusion
In bringing this chapter to a close several points are worth making. Fatsitof
appears that the class as a whole, NESs and NNESs, want FDFB to do more flgan justi
grades. From the survey, the results indicated that the students claimaed feadback
that addressed the content and organization as well as the mechanics and gfamma
their final drafts. They also stated a desire for more specific FDREBavay to improve
their writing. From the focus group participants, interview data showed stwdents
engaged with the FDFB so as to continue writing strong papers throughout the course.
Secondly, each feedback strategy was hampered in some way. WFDFB is
restricted by its one-way communication; OFDFB is restricted hglkadf written detail;

O&WFDFB is restricted by the time needed to apply the strategy. Fombine, each
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strategy was affected by the order in which it came in the semester. Stwtient

received OFDFB on their last paper received a different kind of OFDFB thatutihents
who had received it on their first paper. Because of the adaptations | madéalovay,
Crissy, Jessica, and Ellen received a different kind of OFDFB than Martin dgd Pol
Although I did not alter how | did WFDFB, students who received WFDFB on their last
paper might have been better able to interpret the feedback than those studdrad who
received it on their first paper simply because it was their third papertddenss and |
would have had a FDFB feedback history.

These conclusions have relevance as this study moves into an analysis of the
cases. Crissy and Jessica were both in the afternoon class so they recddes st
and OFDFB last.

Following this initial examination of response to FDFB, this study broke down
the overriding question into three more specific research questions and appked thes
guestions to data from NNES case study participants Crissy and Jessica:

1. What were the features of FDFB that students received on their grades’paper

2. Did students attend to these features as they completed subsequent writing
assignments in the same class?

3. Did method of feedback delivery affect the attention students gave totilmesea
of FDFB?

The following chapters begin with an overview of the case study partisipafore

focusing specifically on the research questions
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CHAPTER V

RESEARCH FINDINGS: CASE ONE

Case Study Informants: Crissy and Jessica

Even though they came from different countries of origin, Crissy and Jesdica ha
some similarities personally and academically. On a personal lewelydre both
traditional first-year students; each had recently completed their segaalcation in
their home countries. At the time of the study, Crissy was 19 years oldalessid 8. In
terms of academics, the two case study informants both came from the aftexctomn s
thus, they received WFDFB first on the profile essay, O&WFDFB on the messay
and OFDFB on the last essay, the commentary. Additionally, they both turned in a
Feedback Report as the final written assignment in the course. They woebetals
diligent students who came to class prepared. In fact, one of my teachinggsracto
give a five point book bonus for students who have the textbook with them on the first
day of class. Both Crissy and Jessica received these bonus points. In theyegahhe

earned a B in the course.
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Crissy and Jessica ended the course with same final grade and they both worke
diligently on their papers, but they faced different challenges which feeeteel in the
FDFB.

In the following section, | discuss each participant and the related findings
detail. For the sake of consistency, | have organized each section in the sarheegm
with background information before moving on to the research questions. As detailed in
Chapter Three, in order to address the research questions | grouped the FD&®& into f
broad categories of feedback: content, sentences, documentation, and summative.

Some might argue that all feedback on a final draft is summative or evaluative
and they would have a point as this is how it is commonly defined in feedback studies.
However, my research was looking at FDFB from a global perspectivd| fedback
on all final drafts. In order to address questions concerning attention to FDFe8lelon
way to compare like features: apples to apples in a sense. As explained in Thegager
| grouped each feedback point according to particular features of the feedbaektCont
feedback included comments concerning thesis, development, unity, coherence, and
organization. Sentence-level feedback included comments and notations concerning
mechanics and grammar most often associated with corrective feedback. Datimment
feedback was limited to comments and markings associated with the works giged pa
and in-text citations. Finally, I limited summative feedback to include onlfirihe
grade, the end comment (oral or written or both), and one question on the grading rubric
that asked whether the writer had completed the assignment.

These limitations might explain some of the similarities in feedback points f

Crissy and Jessica. The data in Tables 5.1 (Crissy) and 6.1 (Jessica) show that the
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documentation and summative feedback points remained consistent across essay type
and feedback delivery. Some of this consistency is due to the nature of the feedback
category. For example, the nature of summative feedback is to conclude, so the number
of summative feedback points would be limited and would be relatively the same from
essay to essay.

Finally, the specifications of the assignment affected the number of &edba
points connected to documentation because each paper had to have two to four outside
sources. This requirement for a certain amount of outside research explaireddtie r
consistency of documentation FDFB points across essay type. In other words, the fact
that research was required meant that there could be feedback addressirmgptabse
the type of research tended to vary with the assignment, students sometimesdrad to le
to document different kinds of sources with each paper. Thus, the documentation FDFB
might have addressed documenting interviews with the profile essay, wétsttes
memoir, and newsmagazines for the commentary. Although such variation was not
specified in the assignments, students often found themselves turning to differsmtftype
sources for the different assignments. The variation in sources fromrassigto
assignment could mean that even though the FDFB addressed documentation, the specific

documentation concerns were different each time.

Crissy: “Always the grammar”
Crissy is Chinese. She is an only child in an apparently close-knit famiteas s
often wrote and spoke about the love and support of her parents and grandparents — none

of whom speak a foreign language. She is from the People’s Republic of China, and her
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home language is Mandarin Chinese. Her formal instruction in English began in grade
school where she described learning basics such as greetings, simpleesgated
vocabulary. This less formal structure continued through middle school; Crissy
remembered memorizing phrases without analyzing sentence structureirfi¢iduom
became more formal in high school. Crissy described the English lessons aageardm
text-focused saying that they studied English to pass the exams and “not to
communicate” in part because the classes were so large. During high schuad sime
hour of English each school day.

Crissy was majoring in English language teaching with plans to pursueatgad
studies in the same field. She had completed one year of university coursasain Chi
before coming to this university. She arrived in summer 2008 and completed language
classes at the intensive language school on campus before enrolling in Basig M/rit
Fall 2008. She took my First-year Written Communication class in Spring 2009 and
followed it with the intensive (three-week) Second-year Written Communincelass in
May 2009. She was quiet but serious and determined. Her fluency seemed somewhat low
and at times she was hard to understand, but that was partly because she spoke so softly.

Nevertheless, Crissy was an engaged student who demonstrated a proactve sta
toward her education. She sat on the first row almost directly in front of me and next t
Ellen (focus participant). She had perfect attendance for the course atiemapamace
notes indicate that not only did she always arrive to class on time but also that she was
always prepared for class with that day’s assignment completed, thedlext hand,

and her laptop ready as needed. With such a serious and studious nature, it is not

143



surprising that Crissy would indeed pay attention to the teacher commentary on her
papers.

Research Question 1: What were the features of final draft feedback dih students
received on their graded papers?

Crissy’s final draft feedback features: An overview

This section addresses the type of feedback Crissy received. Table 5sltlséow
number of FDFB points Crissy received on each of her essays and the catbgories t
feedback points represented. In many ways the data in Table 5.1 show a consistency
across essay and feedback types. As mentioned earlier, the nature of the feedback, the
specifications of the assignment, and the evaluation sheet played a roleumther of
feedback points per category. The number of feedback points itself is neither senegati
nor positive feature. It merely represents the number of comments or notationstedsoc
with that category.

Table 5.1: FDFB Point Totals for Crissy

Essays: FB Profile Memoir Commentary Cumulative  Average
Points, Delivery, (WFDFB) (O/WFDFB)  (OFDFB) FB FB

& Final grade 150/200 140/200 180/200 Points Points
Content 10 5 8 23 7.6
Sentences 58 26 20 104 34.6
Documentation 3 3 4 10 3.3
Summative 3 4 3 10 3.3
Total FB Points 74 38 35 147 48.8

The greatest distinction in these numbers has to do with the total number of

feedback points for her first essay, which received almost twice as mar/gdis as
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the other two. This difference could be due to the lack of an oral component with the
FDFB of the first essay. In other words, | may have had less of a tendencyrko “ma
everything” when | knew | would be discussing the essay with her. In fagirdbence

of an oral component with the FDFB appeared to influence the number of FDFB points
more than the quality of the essay itself. According to the data in Table 5.1, the essa
receiving the lowest grade had just three more FDFB points than the essaygeibhe
highest grade, but both of these essays received oral feedback either witioat ai
written component.

Even so, regardless of the total number of feedback points for each essay, the
sentence-level feedback consistently received the highest numbedbaé&k points by a
wide-margin. However it is possible that the decrease in sentence-lallgd&eoints
in the last essay could account for the proportional increase in content fepdbask
These data show that in the first essay % of the total feedback points weteddat
sentence-level features with only 1/7 of the feedback addressing contardé$eBly the
last essay the distance between these features had decreased. Eve@Griksygh
received only eight content feedback points on the commentary essay, that number
represents over % of the total feedback points. Furthermore, while sentence-level
feedback remained in the lead, its lead was just over half by essay tbpgmasd to
75% in essay one.

In sum, these data show that Crissy received final draft feedback priatarily
sentence-level features of her paper but that as her papers improved at tieedenet
she began to receive proportionately more content feedback on her last paper than on her

earlier ones. From the wide-angle view of the first research question xthesearch
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guestion focuses more specifically on Crissy’s response to the spedilicfeaf FDFB
in the categories listed in Table 5.1: Content, Sentences, Documentation, and Semmati

Research Question 2: Did students attend to features of FDFB as theympleted
subsequent writing assignments in the same class?

Crissy’s attention to feedback features

In this question, | definattend tosomewhat literally and broadly to mean
carefully reading all of the FDFB and attempting to understand it in order tptappl
information from the FDFB as needed to future writing. A student who quickly looks at
the final grade and puts the paper away without a second look is not attending to FDFB
neither is the student who only looks at a portion of the FDFB, such as the grading rubric,
while ignoring the rest, such as textual comments. On the other hand, a student who reads
all of the FDFB and seeks to understand it in order to apply it as necessaryeo futur
writing would be attending to FDFB. In other word#end toimplies making a
conscious effort to understand the markings on the paper and carefully reading the
feedback for the purpose of writing good or better papers. In theory students candd att
to positive as well as negative feedback. Attending to positive feedback wouldserve a
encouragement and even reinforcement to continue in a certain way, wherads)atte
to negative feedback would include addressing the concerns raised in the feedtack. W
this definition in mind, | examined Crissy’s attention to FDFB. Did she read if Bfid
she try to understand it? Interview and textual data indicate that Crissyehd
FDFB as she moved from one assignment to the next but that she focused more on the

negative FDFB than the positive.
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Content feedback: Consistently positive

Despite the variation in final grades, Crissy consistently receivedvgositi
feedback concerning the content of her paper. At the bottom of page one of Crissy’s
profile essay | wrote “good, interesting, creative introduction.” The sarnee for her
second essay, the memoir, where | noted on the evaluation sheet concerning focus,
organization, and development “Very good. You set the scene to organize your points
well.” On her final essay, | wrote “well done” on the evaluation sheet nextsisthe
unity, order, and completeness. | also praised her for having a “clearly statetahesis
for providing “good background summary.” When we met to discuss the OFDFB of her

third essay, | said

G: You have a very clearly stated thesis...and then y ou give good
background information which | thought that's real ly good because
the reader needs to know that your opinion comes from a knowle dge
of our background so that was really good that you established

included that....

| then continued the feedback moving on through the essay, and while there were pauses
as | read silently or turned pages, the transcript shows that | did not sfigarivte

Crissy to respond to these comments of praise. Nor did she indicate an inclination to do
so. Furthermore, although I did not consciously plan the feedback in this way, the
positive content feedback was often a precursor to sentence levsl iEsuexample, in

the following conversation we have just begun the O&WFDFB session concerning her

second essay.

G: From the evaluation sheet you can see that you d id everything
well except for the sentence issues.

C: um hum This is terrible.
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G: ...the content and the organization and your point that was all
great, but the actual sentences need a lot of work because the

mistakes make it distracting for the reader.

In this essay, Crissy had included dialog between her family members agetigey
experiencing a sudden power failure. At the oral feedback session | praises loér
language saying

G: The examples are great. | mean the examples of t he language and

words.

However, this positive comment regarding the content of her paper is overshadowed by
the sentence-level issues that | immediately launch into. Sometimas tiying to
balance the negative sentence-level feedback by showing Crissy how she hadeslicce
in capturing the essence of the family’s conversation as they sat in th& dgr€rissy’s
response “This is terrible” reveals her attention to the negative feedbadke\pasitive.
From the interview data, Crissy showed that she had developed strategies tcteosgre
content for her papers stating that she tried to get topics that were “fsgghdlso
described using prewriting techniques and blamed failing to do so for a papegsalbav
stating that she had done poorly on a paper becadis@ot brainstorm...this

is not a good paper." Certainly it is possible that the praise regarding her content
affirmed her strategy and in that way encouraged her, but | did not confirm this

possibility.

Sentence feedback: Comma splices and verb tenses
At our last interview six months after the course had ended, Crissy and | looked

over all three graded papers.
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G: Commentary was the last paper; memoir was the se cond paper;

here's your first paper....Let's look at this and se e the
difference: 150/200 on the first, the second one w ent down
140/200, and the third was back up 180/200. Let's look at that

and the difference in grades.
C: Always the grammar part.
G: It is always the grammar part, isn’t it? So here | put too many

comma splices, tense problems,...

Indeed two sentence level issues that plagued Crissy’s final drafts incluteca
splices and tense problems.

Although Crissy received what many composition teachers might feel is an
inordinate number of negative feedback points on her first papers, she did not give up
trying to improve. The high number of corrective feedback points might have
discouraged her, but they did not derail her from her goal of succeeding as an English
major at this North American university. In an effort to focus this discussexanined
the sentence-level feedback that received the most feedback points. For Qigssy, t

feedback concerned comma splices and verb usage.

Comma splices
In Crissy’s first essay, | identified seven comma splices in thelims¢ pages of
her paper before | stopped marking the paper. The comma spliced sentensésdare li

Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1: Profile Essay: Comma Splices

“Then the corridor became uproar, | used my fastest speed in my life to put
up my clothes and rush out of the door, because we lived in the tallest floor.

“She always has endless energy and is optimistic all the time, | selddm
her worried about something, sometimes even the exam will coming
tomorrow she still goes to bed on time without prepare for the exam.”

“Today, she still seemed too exciting and optimistic in this incident, she
already began to make a plan for her dreaming vacation.”

“We were deeply frightened by this news, no one want to believe that.”

“‘How come? Not any predication to say that will have such a big
earthquake these days’ Xin said in a angry voice, she no longer sat there to
wait for announce but seriously to paid attention to this earthquake.”

“Rong seemed more worried than before after heard this sad news, all ghe
wanted to do at that moment is to make a phone call to her family and l¢
them told her, they were all safety but the line still couldn’t go through
successfully.”

—

“The only information about her was that she went to the class early at noon,
but such a long time had passed, she still not appeared into our view.”

Although | marked these seven comma splices in her first essay, she haghfourte
additional comma splices that | did not mark, for a total of twenty-one commeassiplia
paper under five pages.

A cursory glance at the FDFB of her second essay might suggest tisgtdialis
not attend to issues related to comma splices in that comma splices continued to riddle
her paper. However, the comma splices in the two essays differ in the conkext of t
offending sentence. In the first essay the comma splices tended to doey sentences

as if Crissy were using commas to pause the sentence before moving on, wihéhneas, i
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second essay the comma splices were more likely to occur in the diab@siisy was
recording among family members as noted in the following unmarked excerpt:

Figure 5.2: Memoir Essay: Comma Splices and Dialog

‘I have been to a fish tool store couple days before, all the staff is unt

believably expensive, | . . ." ‘Dad, why did you go out alone, you are pot

feel comfortable these days!” My mum interrupted the grandpa’s talk|in
an angry voice. ‘I am sorry,” my grandfather suddenly changed his voice
into a child like who had just made something wrong, ‘but all of you are

busy ever day, | do not want to disturb you, so | went alone, but you see,

| am all right here, don’t worry about me. | am still a strong old man.’

An indication that Crissy was attempting to address comma splices shows ie bér us
semi-colons to separate long sentences in her second essay. In Figure$y3, Cris

accurately punctuated sentence boundaries in a variety of ways. One mighhatgoe
semicolons are not used correctly in the strictest sense because the corretateen

the two independent clauses is not close enough to warrant a semicolon, but | would

argue that the semicolons indicate Crissy’s increased awarenessotsdmundaries

and the role that punctuation plays in identifying these boundaries. At the vergheast

has shown an awareness that commas should not splice independent clauses together. The
following unmarked excerpt is from the introduction. | have boldfaced the two semi

colons Crissy uses to join the independent clauses.
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Figure 5.3: Memoir Essay Introduction

That was a peaceful Sunday nigalli members of my family were doing
their own work in the house. My mother was watching her favorite TV
shows and seemed really involved in it. My father was searching the
Internet, paying close attention to the changeable stock market, in€ase h
money would disappear in a few second. The man who was sitting in the
reading room was my grandfathére was reading the latest magazine
about fishing skills. He was a fishing enthusiast and enjoyed a lot of it] My
grandmother was knitting the sweater for the coming winter, even tholigh
it was just summer during that time. And | was busying with my weekgnd

homework and preparing for the coming exam.

This passage is not an isolated incident of Crissy’s strategy of using sens tmhvoid
comma splices. The next excerpt comes from midway in her second paper. g&iave a
boldfaced the semi colon.

Figure 5.4:Memoir Essay Semi-colons vs Comma Splices

That was my first time to realize my grandfather was really an ofd ma
now. He was no longer that man who could hold me up with one hand
who ran after me in our running game. All that had become our memoyy.

Now, he was just an old maall he wanted was just the care and love from

D

his family. Such a simple wish, but we did not realize that until this tim

In her second essay, Crissy used semi-colons five times. Four of the figedhmae

correctly used them to separate two independent clauses. Even though Crissy may not
have understood the grammar of comma splices as evidenced in Figure 5.2, her use of
semi-colons in these passages (Figures 5.3 and 5.4) could indicate attention toBhe FDF
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of the previous essay in that the use of semi-colons represented her means of avoiding
comma splices. However, the reason she chose semi-colons as the “de fao®bdbimea
avoiding comma splices is not tied to the written comments of the first esdayasere

in no way indicated in the WFDFB. As shown in Figure 5.15, the comma splices were
merely identified with the WFDFB.

Nevertheless, the comma splice problems indicated in that first esggng cau
Crissy’s attention so that she sought her own means of figuring out how to avoid them.
Crissy’s third essay contained no comma splices. It also contained no dikaidy had
been the trouble spot for her before. In a similar fashion to her second essaydshe use
semi-colon to separate two independent clauses, but she only used this technique twice
in the whole essay. The first instance is boldfaced in the passage beload,|sh&
marked sentence boundaries with periods, but she in doing so she also varied her use of
sentence structure and style as reflected in Figure 5.5, an unmarkegt éban early
on in her third essay.

Figure 5.5:Commentary Essay Excerpt

In any event, it has been a long time since the American Revolutionaryh&ar

society today is totally different from that of the previous era. Acadras become
a developed country. Having busy lives, and making satisfying incomes, people ar
enjoying their high-standard existences. However, some negative phenoswenalal
have unavoidably appeared in our society. Someone can burgle a house or pluinder
all the valuable stuff with a person in the dark street. Such situatiens longer
strange for us. When something bad has happened which puts a person in a
dangerous place, he or she may have no time to call the police for help. The oply
measure people can take is to protect themselves in their own wayjs Atdment,
a weapon should be the best way to save one out of danger. So now, people across

the country are feeding into their fears by purchasing firearms.
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In her final writing assignment, the Feedback Report, Crissy again had no conuea spli
and continued to show a more correct understanding of how to use commas and semi-
colons in her sentences. In Figure 5.6, an unmarked excerpt, she has avoided comma
splices while still writing complex sentences and maintaining a ctosgection between
her ideas.

Figure 5.6: Feedback Report Excerpt

At first, | wanted to write about a famous person, so | decided to Wrij

about Nixon, because | thought | could easily get some information apout
him since he was a famous president in the United States. But after
consideration, | gave up writing about Nixon; because the information

that | knew about his was so limited, | had not enough passion to write

about a person | was not really familiar with.

While some might challenge the correctness of these sentences, | wouldhatgaeh
sentence boundary is punctuated correctly although the style might be somewhat
unconventional. Furthermore, this paragraph shows that rather than “sprinklingasomm
throughout her essay to indicate pauses, Crissy has learned something about punctuating
after complete thoughts and within sentences even if she has to some extent over-
generalized the use of semicolons. These examples offer evidence thah@ds
attended to the FDFB regarding comma splices and sought to avoid them in future
writing.

The second feature of Crissy’s writing that received repeated corriastieack

concerned her use of verbs.
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Verb Problems

Crissy’s first essay received thirty feedback points concerning vege.usa
identified just over half (N=16) as verb problems connected to using and marking tense.
Sometimes these were straightforward mistakes of slipping into thenptesse while
recording a past event. For example, Crissy was describing her expeanigh an
earthquake, clearly a past event, yet she would intermingle present withngastds in
the following sentences listed in Figure 5.7. For easy reference, | haviglmigthithe
verb forms.

Figure 5.7: Profile Essay Tense Mingling

“After we run to the third floor, | suddenlisealized Rongdidn’t stay with

me.

“Finally, we got out of the building within a few minutes agdther on the
square. All the peopleere talking loudly with each other. And then we
got exact news thas really the earthquakeappenedjust now. Wdeel

really scared, and thank goodnessamesafe now.”

“We all tried our best to say some happy things to comfort hersdoern
not so effective as wexpect”

“...all shewanted to do at that momers to make a phone call to her
family andlet themtold her, theywere all safety but the line stitouldn’t

go through successfully.”

In addition to tenses, Crissy’s struggle with correct verb form also shopven multiple

ways as highlighted in the sentences of Figure 5.8:
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Figure 5.8: Profile Essay: Verb Form Errors

“After she finished a satisfied plan, she went to the stob®ught a
magazine and a ice cream, then found a shady resting place to sitamkvn,
like sheis really enjoyedandwaited for the announcement from the ratto

told us a two-day breakill coming.”

“...she no longer sat there to wait for announce but settopaid attention to

this earthquake. Rong seemed more worried than befieeheard this sad

news.”

No doubt some of the verb problems could have simply been the result of careless editing
in that Crissy wrote other sentences in the same essay that corredtigfustves and
participles. For example, she used the infinitive form correctly as in tlogving

sentence excerpts highlighted in Figure 5.9.

Figure 5.9: Profile Essay: Infinitives

“...all she wantedo do at that moment i make a phone call to her

family...”

“After we four carefully checked she is OK, she betgaexplain why she

is so late...”

“All of my roommates begato worry again since we found a serious

matter — where is Jiao?”

In other words, Crissy’s errors with tense and form were not consistent throughout he
essay, but they were numerous. The one feature that was most consistentgtincor
throughout Crissy’s first essay included failing to use the past tensedatiscuss a past
event. This failure to consistently write in the past tense when she \ady diescribing

a past event was distracting and perhaps called attention to these othesseakhee
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WFDFB called attention to the number of errors because so many were marked. Thes
markings and the point deductions seem to have caused Crissy to pay attentiois to issue
of verb use in her subsequent papers.

In the second essay, | identified only four verb errors, two of which are shown in

Figure 5.10.

Figure 5.10: Memoir Essay: Verb Errors

7

ad - - '
homework and preparing for the coming exam. This was already become the regular life style for
AN N "
our family, everyone busy with their own work, the distance between each member in the family

€ (0 e B
had becoming farther and farther unconsciously.

s

[N e

As with her first essay this one, a memoir, was also situated in a past evéethenli

first essay, Crissy consistently wrote in the past tense for her memsir she was

describing past events. She moved into the present tense as needed for her oisn analys
and commentary, but she did not switch back and forth in a seemingly haphazard way as
she had in the previous essay. The paragraph in Figure 5.11 from mid way in her paper

shows more careful attention to issues of verb form and tense.
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Figure 5.11: Memoir Essay: Tenses

We continued our walk; it seemed that it was the first | knew that so
many people lived in the same community with us. The strong feeling
came to my mind, “Why we feel so far away with the people lived arqund
us?” | sat in the garden alone and fell into my own mind. With the

development of our society, the distance between people had becomne

further and further, people only paid attention to their own stuff becaygise
they need to adapt to their speed of society. No time for them to consider
whether they need to spend some time to make some for their own life.
All of people’s minds were focused on how to change our society from
“developing” to “developed”. It seemed that we indeed love the society
which we always call that as “big family”. But have you ever thought

about your real family?

Even though something of a foreign accent existed in parts, such as Crigsyesta

that in the garden she “fell into her own mind,” overall the result was a cohesawpt es

that reflected a more accurate awareness of tense by correotlydrating different

aspects of present and past tenses. Consequently, none of the FDFB in the segond essa
was connected to problems of tense. This improvement suggests that Crissy was
attending to the tense problems indentified in the WFDFB of the previous essay.

In the next essay, Crissy’s struggle with verb tenses seemed to returnsbut the
mistakes occurred in a specific and limited context unlike the careless, r@esoof her
first essay. In this essay, the commentary, she received four feedback poosisiong
problems of tense, three of which came in the context of using a quotation. Crissy had
cited statistics from 1993/94 but had written with a mixture of present and past verb

tenses. In the OFDFB session we discussed using brackets and ellipses gutitia ta
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make it coherent with the rest of the passage. These feedback points show nopjast sim
problems with verb usage, but the complexity of managing verb tenses within a quote so
as not to disrupt the flow of the paper.

In fact, a closer analysis of the third essay revealed Crissyotuasdly managing
many verb forms in a somewhat complex manner. For example, in the followinggassag
she moved smoothly from discussing her own analysis in the present tense to gecordin
events in the past tense. She also incorporated passive voice, a structurallymmubes c
sentence pattern.

Figure 5.12: Commentary Essay: Tense Management

Each public problem that occurs has its own social background. The
beginning of American gun culture can be traced back to the Amerjcan
Revolutionary War. During that time, guns could be used in various
ways. They were used in wars, of course, but they were also used|for

other purposes, such as hunting for food, sporting as an entertainment,

etc. People who were good at shooting were actually highly respegted

at that time.

Furthermore, Crissy showed an ability to use various aspects of tense a®ilotiad
paragraph: Figure 5.13. In this unmarked excerpt, she uses present tense in both active
and passive forms and moves from present tense to the perfect aspect andrfeture ti
She also uses the infinitive form correctly.

Figure 5.13: Commentary Essay: Tense Facility

Many states’ governmenglow the residentto have privately-owned
guns. In Washington D.C., gun-control béise carried out in orderto
regulate the number of privately-owned guns. For example, people who
have gunsmust keeptheir guns at home amdake sure that the guns
have been lockedvithout loading. The purpose of the la&smo make

sure that privately-owned gumsll not do any damage to society.




This facility with tense and aspect was not present in her first essaydh ste
randomly moved from present to past tense. On a smaller scale there wad erspge
of marking tense with the infinitive when Crissy wrote, “Resultantly, compeople
started to became familiar with guns....” Any recurring mistakes could breshé of
careless proofreading as Crissy stated in an interview that by thénéreeday was due

she was tired of thinking about it and just wanted to turn it in.

C: | spend a lot of time to think about that and | just ‘finish it,

finish it, over'
She felt somewhat confident that she could self-correct many of thes&esigtshe

took the time to do some final editing.

C: | remember that maybe mistakes some of the mista kes | can figure

out. I'm just too lazy to read it.

Crissy’s last writing assignment was the Feedback Report. She made nanersséne
fact it was almost error-free. Even though she only had one week to work on this
assignment, Crissy maintained her commitment to strong content and wrote a four page
report: the same length of her essays and twice as long as was required. 8leende
report with the following self-analysis:

From my three assignments, | found that | always focus on some problems

and then correct them, but | always forget other requirement for writing. It

shows that | still did not grasp the knowledge very well and need more

practice. In these ways, | hope my writing skill will get better anebett
Crissy was a regular visitor to the university’s writing center saedyction in
sentence-level errors could be due to the extra help she sought on her own. This behavior

is relevant to the study in that it is possible the FDFB raised Crissgieaess of her
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difficulties so that she sought a means for improving her paper, such as scheduling
regular writing center appointments. This behavior was also evident in treedomup
participants adding further evidence that FDFB can guide students to bevaraacti

achieving success in future papers.

Documentation feedback: Limited

Crissy generally managed the documentation of her essays well both in the text
and on the works cited page. In her first essay | made three feedback points concerning
documentation: two on her works cited page and one on the evaluation sheet.

On the works cited page | wrote “Spacing?” in between her works cited heading
and the first citation because of the two inch space between them. In the marguh | not
the following “also include the date you accessed these websites. ” Qrathatien
page | gave her full credit for “correct manuscript form” and wrote “jusiuple of
points.” Following these three comments on her first paper, Crissy made no further
mistakes with her works cited. On her following essays, | simply noted “gsedrah
and documentation” (memoir) or “good research and form” (commentary). There is
almost no mention of this feature in the oral feedback sessions except in the form of

praise as in the statement below from the OFDFB of her last paper:
G: Your research was really good. Good job.

Crissy managed the in-text documentation correctly for her first dssty her
second she neglected to put quotation marks around the title of the article cited
parenthetically, and she included the first name of the author in the pareninetgsdl
citation. Because our O&WFDFB session was dominated by sentence-levehsomae

did not discuss either of these feedback points. | had simply put quotation marks around
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the article title and drawn two lines under the letters needing capitalizatidhe B
author’s name, | marked out the first name as indicated in Figure 5.14.

Figure 5.14 Memoir Essay: Documentation Feedback

office wbrkers. began emailing colleagues sitting next to them rather than speaking to them.” allas
E:chnolog'y')'. As so many new electric gadgets have been invented, like MP3, MP4, PSP, people
use them to spend their boring time, it is not difficult to see someone sit along in the corner listen
music or play games along, why do not they talk to the friend sat beside him? Who knows?
People find so many reasons maybe just excuse or not to prove they are busy all day. The social
ability became weaker and weaker under this environment. People are more sensitive and
apartness than before, “Damien Tudehope, a lawyer and NSW spokesman for the Australian
Family Association, has seen marriages break up because of internet infidelity."I have got one

[case] where a previously pretty happily married couple is now divorced because she found

someone else on the internet," he said.” (Baker Jeda). Is this really they want to have as an

Her third essay, the commentary, contained none of these mistakes even though the
research for this paper was more extensive in that she cited four souraesisibethe
other essays she had only cited two sources. As with the sentence-levelkgkdbac
suspect that her accuracy with MLA documentation had more to do with her writing
center visits than with any particular feedback she received from homigitt | did not

ask her this directly. In an interview, she had stated she “went twice forpaeey,” so

it is not unreasonable to assume that at least one of these visits might concern
documentation. Also the feedback | supplied was extremely limited — just a fationst

on each paper. Finally, documentation can be complex with feedback connected
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exclusively to the type of source being cited. Thus the application of the FOI¥B lnei
limited or at least the ability to transfer it to the next assignment mighmhled.

Even so, after having a few mistakes marked on her first two papers, Crissy’s
attended to issues of documentation so that her last two essays contained no

documentation mistakes either in the text or on the works cited page.

Summative feedback: Encouraging.

The summative written feedback, handwritten on the last page of Crissly’s firs
essay, offered her affirmation and encouragefment

Crissy,

Your essay organization and content were so good, but the language issues made

it difficult to read. You got good feedback from the writing center, maybe you
can plan to go more than once for your next essay. Don’t be discouraged. Keep

working on your language development and the writing will get better.

The following transcript shows that the summative oral feedback validatexy’€ris

strong content but addressed concerns about the continued sentence-level issues.

G: ...So you're doing this part really  well. | put 'very good you set
the scene and organize your points well' | mean th e focus, the
organization, the examples are very good, and | un derstand your
point, but these kinds of language things - you ca nnot do this in
lit crit or in your junior and senior English clas ses and so
obviously for me in [this class] | want to see tha tyou're
learning something. So my concern was that you're not learning to
edit.

C: Maybe when | finish it | need to pay attention o n the comma is

° To my embarrassment, it also contains a commaesgliffer this as an example of how easily that
“major mechanical error” can slip into one’s wrigiwhen the writer is heavily focused on content.
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used correct or not and to read it myself maybe mo re than one

time to find maybe like 'exciting' | need to chang e that to
‘excited.'

G: Your ideas are so good and your organization and your point. |
mean that's so good um that it's a shame that this part is

pulling it down

C: Yeah

The oral summative feedback for Crissy’s second paper was quite extensiuatin tha
addressed not only the concerns of the memoir essay but also Crissy’s plat toefinis
academic program a year early. Since | was her advisor she had digbisgath me
earlier. In order to finish early, she needed to substitute the specialized geaond
composition course for English majors for the general Second-year Written Goompos
course. In the following transcript, | express my concern that based on hieg vatite
would not succeed in her upper level English classes if she continued with this
accelerated plan of study and missed the disciplinary-specific clagsWri

Communication for English majors.

G: You can't take Second-year Written Communication if you still
have these problems. Do you understand what I'm sa ying?

C: Yeah CS

G: Well the language, | mean, this is really good, and this is
really good, but this has got to be worked on. It was the same
with this [the first] paper. Right? Your thesis, t he content is
very good, but it's the same thing: too many CSs, tense problems,
and unclear sentences. And you want to finish in 2 years so you
want to go faster. You want to take [the general]S econd-year
Written Communication in the summer so that you ca n take Lit Crit
in the fall, which is an upper level English class , but your
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writing has got to be there. Right? You can't be m aking these

kinds of mistakes in those classes. So I'm concern ed about your
degree plan where you are trying to finish in two years - two
more years so you won't have time to take Written Communication
for English majors, and you know I'm concerned abo ut that.

At this point the summative feedback turned to a discussion of grades with Crissy’s

comment:

C: Yeah if | finish my First-year Written Communica tion with a C...

G: ...if you're making a C in First-year Written Comm unication, | am
concerned that you will make an F in Lit Crit beca use it's a big
jump.

| then explained to Crissy the higher expectations in upper level Engistesl but she
expressed confidence that she could “overcome this problem.” She then retuheed to t

topic of grades.

C: So maybe | have no chance to got a B in this cla ss right?

G: Well I don't know; it depends on your next two p apers. Right now
you have a C; this is a C and this is a C-. It dep ends on your
next two papers and your participation grade. | me an your next

two papers would have to be A's to pull up to a B.

C: If I change such like grammar problem maybe | d on't get a higher
score because | still think my organization and my story...

G: It's great! This would be an A paper it would be an A without the
Comma splices and the little things. It would be a n A because
this is all really good - 4 out of 5, 5 out of 5, 4 out of 5,and
this was all very good. So that's why | want to en courage you to
continue what you're doing with the content but ta ke it the next
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step further. And then you can make As. You can ma ke As in your

papers because  you've got the idea; you've got th e organization.

By the time of our last interview, she was well into her third semester\arsity

studies and had successfully completed the three required composition course® with a
or higher. In this follow-up interview, | asked about her development as a versbea
looked back over her writing classes. Of particular interest to this study isle that

grades played in this development in that grades are a standard feature of FDFB.

C: | think | always learn different writing skill f rom different
writing professors. Like for [the Basic Writing cl ass] it was
early. | learn some basic things like how to forma t, be specific,
don't use t hi ng. | think the most helpful was First-year Written
Communication because in Basic Writing | got a P so | didn't pay
attention, but for First-year Written Communicatio n | got a grade
so | could see obviously what I did from this part . [emphasis
added] So | think most of student take First-year Written
Composition with me in your class sometimes they f eel [it] is
kind of tough but after that class they feel like indeed they

learned a lot for me the same.

In other words, Crissy claimed that the pass/fail feature of Basiong/adused her to
pay less attention to her instructor’s feedback, whereas, the grade isttyedir
composition course led her to attend to the feedback. In fact, the data from thessanaly
show that Crissy attended to features of FDFB that had the greatesbeffer final
grade.

Nevertheless according to Crissy, the grade was not the only part of RBXFB t
drove her awareness to improving her writing skill. For example, in our last intervie

Crissy’s comments offered additional evidence that she saw final draft ékadbts
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larger role - relevant to her growth as a writer. At this interviewshetarily brought
graded papers from her current English courses so that we could discusditheatkees
well as the feedback from her First-year Written Communication papehe fallowing
conversation | have asked about the teacher commentary from a class sherevdly

taking in the English department:

G: What about the markings on here? When you got th is did you read
these? Did they make sense to you?

C: Yeah, | have read it just to learn cause at the beginning of this
semester | got this paper. So | read it. | keep all the papers

with marks on them to read. [emphasis added]

This statement is evidence that Crissy attended to final draft feedbaeppears an
instructional tool for her writing development.

The following question addresses whether the manner in which the FDFB was
delivered played a role in Crissy’s efforts to attend to it.

Research Question Three: Did the method of delivery affect the attéan students
gave to the FDFB?

Crissy and feedback delivery

Addressing this research question with the data from Crissy proved to be quite
complex because in actual practice the different methods of feedback wereatiyt g
distinguishable. First of all, when the feedback addressed sentencesleseirs, as was
often the case with Crissy, | tended to rely on minimal textual notatiorithevhibe
primary feedback strategy was oral or written or both. Second, when we met fof an ora
conference, | tended to write notations on her draft as we discussed it. Nevettieles

following section discusses the method of feedback and the data associated with it. A

167



explained earlier in chapter one, | had intended to use FDFB as an meansictiomstr

In practice, this was not always the case.

Crissy: Attention to WFDFB

| did not write extensive comments on Crissy’s final draft even when | wag usi
the WFDFB strategy presumably because so many of Crissy’s issueseméence level
concerns. Just as with the other feedback strategies, | used squiggly linesnquasits,
and circles to indicate the location of sentence-level mistakes, but | seldden wr
explanations with the feedback. | refrained from written explanations concéneing
sentence level issues because | thought they were mostly typograplocsior careless
editing, neither of which | felt called for detailed explanations. Insteagkd the
multiple notations to call her attention to the number of sentence level problems in he
paper. Because of this lack of written explanation, it initially appearedhth&/FDFB
Crissy received was not substantially different from the other typeseBFBowever,
closer analysis indicated some distinctions after all.

Of the seventy-four feedback points associated with Crissy’s first,gasagver
half (N=38) involved written words, comments, or letters. The other thirty-sdbfeck
points came in the form of notations such as check marks, squiggly lines, and carets. Of
the thirty-eight written phrases or inflections, twenty-nine addressedhseravel
issues. Of the twenty-nine sentence level feedback points, twenty addressed te
problems or comma splices directly. One of the feedback points jointly addressed the
two problems when | wrote on her evaluation form “too many comma splices; tense

problems -25.”
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As to the individual comments regarding these concerns, | made a written
notation referencing comma splices seven times: the first two timexd fcomma
splice” in the margin and circled the incorrect comma. | added (CS) toatedseomma
splice comment and then simply wrote CS in the margin the remainingrige without
circling the comma. Figure 5.15 illustrates this strategy.

Figure 5.15: Crissy: WFDFB and Comma Splices

— T T T T e s e ey W AvRUY) A UW TV TR W Y OV TSR T wa U VAL,

That is a good news, right?”” Xin couldn’t help beginning day dreaming. Xin, a little fat girl with
J«,\a { k et . . '
heavy glasses, keep® a short hair style since she was very young ané-no-torgerviranged. She
always has endless energy and is optimistic all the timé)l seldom find her worried about ¢ 0~ ™ ' (et j

. splree
something, sometimes even the exam will coming tomorrow she still goes to bed on time without
g N

prepare for the exam. Today, she still seemed too exciting and optimistic in this incident, she o
L

already began to make a plan for her dreaming vacation. No one will connect this scene with a

| did not attempt to explain the rule with the WFDFB. Thus the WFDFB Crissiyegce
concerning comma splices was minimal at best. Crissy’s continued probilermowima
splices is perhaps not surprising even though as earlier noted the comma sphiees of t
second essay came in a different context (dialogs) than those of tlesdmgt At any

rate, the WFDFB may have raised Crissy’s awareness that this was arpiabler,
leading her to seek her own means for addressing this problem.

The written feedback concerning verb tense issues numbered twelve and were a
bit more varied than the comma splice comments. | questioned Crissg<tarise six
times with marginal or in-text comments: twice | asked “why presesef®’; once |
elaborated by asking “why use the present tense to discuss a past evan&?l'circled
the verb and wrote “tense?” above it; and two other times | wrote “tense” iratiggnm

without any in-text notation. The remaining six feedback points concerning terese we
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really notations that came in the form of adding “-ed” to the verb three timdabraed
times crossing out the incorrect verb tense and writing in the correct one. Fitfbire
illustrates the WFDFB Crissy received concerning verb usage.

Figure 5.16: Crissy: WFDFB and Verbs

Now, she is sitting on the stair, and worried about her father, We all tried our best to say some
i
; ¢ . o
happy things to comfort her bu seemgnqt so effective as we expect. She kept trying on dialing

P
the phone to her family. Since after the earthquake, the clear reception of broadcast signals frave

L VA v
\ﬁb )/—been prevented. The longer she could not get connect with her father, the more worried she will

w F wly preéact dowe?
\ (& Jbe. Then Rong suddenly cried out, we donot how to deal with this situation. “Calm down
b,

w0
r ,4¥ 7 worried.” Xin told her. But she got no response, Rong vyﬁsfstill couldn’t help to crying out, We

sweetheart, you see, we are all safe now, your families surely are safe now. Do not be so

ol

1o g _ :
| ¥ N had no idea what else ﬁcéa do but wait for her stop.
o

This manner of WFDFB concerning her use of verbs was perhaps instructive in a
way that the comma splice feedback was not. Whereas, there was no atterpfatino ex
the comma splice mistakes, the questions and corrections associated witls Gss®f
tense may have indirectly offered her some clues as to why the tenseavasct. At
any rate, verb form errors are more varied and complex than comma sipliCGzissy’s
second essay, | identified four verb form errors, but she had no tense errors in thie mem
essay. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that she attended to the WFDB&rmgpnc
tense.

The previous section established that Crissy did attend to FDFB startmigewit
first essay, which received WFDFB. While the wording of the feedback may heneabe

factor in some cases (e.g. tenses), the large number of markings (74 feedb&glapdi
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the effect on her final grade (C) seem to be the primary featuresdhati to attend to

the feedback.

Crissy: Attention to O&WFDFB
Crissy’s second essay received half as many feedback points as lesefirst
though this essay received feedback by two means, oral and written; it algedd¢loe
lowest grade of all three essays. This is somewhat counterintuitive éasatwo
reasons: First of all, one might expect that an essay receiving feadliao ways
would lead to more overall feedback than an essay receiving just one form of keedbac
Secondly, if FDFB serves primarily to justify grades, then a lower dradgay could be
expected to receive more feedback than an essay receiving a higher grade.
Otherwise there are several similarities between the first$says. Once again,
over two-thirds of the feedback points addressed sentence level concerns. Jist as wit
Crissy’s first essay, | stopped marking sentence-level mistakiesdmakhrough her
second paper. Even so, on the first two pages | made twenty-six written feedback points
In a similar way and for similar reasons as with the first essay, thr@tsnwmotations
offered minimal feedback in the form of squiggly lines, circled errors, antesivayd

comments. Figure 5.17 illustrates these markings from the second paragraph.
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Figure 5.17: Memoir Essay: Written Feedback

com? 7! e, 5,,7[ //
Suddenly, the house went (yﬂ% darkgthe electricity out of work. All of us had to stop the

work at hand and had nothing to do during that moment. Then-we gathered i in the living 100M); 7). 4 d
began to complain about the sudden power failure without any advance announcement to tell us
to prepare. “The stock market must be very busy now, how can I know my stock is safe or not!”

My father said in an angry voice. “Come on, 1 am more unfomunate than yo?;)the shows Just in
A
' L{

« .,«)

FE
&

Apart from these types of minimal written notations, Crissy only recewedhritten
comments: a content comment and a documentation comment both of which are
mentioned previously in research question one. Otherwise all of the writthatke
consisted of minimal notations.

The oral feedback session for her second essay was nineteen minutes long and
was not minimal in the area of sentence-level and summative feedback. In fe@d%ver
of the oral feedback consisted of sentence-level and summative feedback. In geEnninet
minute conference | made two comments regarding the content of Crissysapdpmne
comment regarding her documentation. The following transcript is from theregiof
the oral feedback session with Crissy. The opening and closing content feedtreck fra
several sentence level comments in reference to the passage in Figuidtbolgh
Crissy continued to struggle with comma splices, she seemed to have resolgsdder i
with verb tense for the most part. In her second essay, the verb problems were often
problems of form rather than straight problems of tense. As with Crissstesisay, |
noted these problems on the essays by drawing squiggly lines under the incoborect ve

form and writing the correct form above it. Then we discussed in it the cooderen
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“Discussed” is perhaps too generous a term to describe the oral feedback. Tdngptrans
below shows that for the most part | read the sentences and corrected tlersshor

Figure 5.18: Memoir Essay: Oral Feedback

My father was searching the Internet, paying close attention to the changeable stock market, in
case his money would disappear in a few secondfr The man who was sitting in the reading room
was my grandfather; he was reading the latest magazine about fishing skills. He was a fishing
enthusiast and enjoyed a lot of it. My grandmother was knitting the sweater for the coming
winter, even though it was just summer during that time. Arid I was busylng with my weekend
homework and preparing for the coming exam. This &Esa! already become the regular life style for

our family, everyone busy with their own work, the distance between each member in the family

g )
had becoming tarther and farther unconsciousty.

l fom® F ey c.‘m“/ //
Suddenly, the house went /}@d darkﬁthe electricity out of work, All of us had to stop the

work at hand and had nothing to do during that moment. Thenrwe gathered in the living roonz,,:),a" i
began to complain about the sudden power failure without any advance announcement to tell us
to prepare. “The stock market must be very busy now, how can I know my stock is safe or not!”

My father said in an angry voice. “Come on, I am more unfortunate than yo?;)the shows just in
o

A
o5 A

G: From the evaluation sheet you can see that you d id everything well
except for the sentence issues

C: um hum this is terrible!

G: Well and so let's look at those because the cont ent and the
organization and your point that was all great. Bu t the actual
sentences need a lot of work because the mistakes make it
distracting for the reader or sometimes it's not ¢ lear exactly
what you're trying to say so do you have your...lo ok here..see if
we can understand what's going on. Here you have " this was
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already become" but we don't say that in English,
mean 'this HAD become”

um hum

and then at the end 'each member in the family h
and farther' right 'unconsciously' 'suddenly the h
um and | have 'comma splice' written over that. Do
comma splice is?

Yeah | know.

And do you see? So how would correct? You have '
dark' that's a sentence. "The electricity went off
work". How would you correct that then?

Use a...period or semi..

semi colon

yeah semi colon

Alright. Well you have several comma splices, ri

another one "come on, | am more unfortunate than y

sentence.

um hum

"the show" | don't know if you want to say, "the
coming" or 'the show is' I'm not sure if you want
plural. But here's another one. | didn't mark it b
didn't mark it CS but 'the stock market must be ve
that's a sentence 'how can | know?' OK, you need t
that. So the examples are great. | mean the exampl
language and words so we're just kind of looking a

[pages turning].

so | think you

ad become farther
ouse went dark’

you know what

the house went

" or "out of

ght, cause here's

ou" That's a

shows are just
singular or
ut I mean |
ry busy now'
o watch for
es of the

t the sentences

In this way, the oral feedback was extensive in reference to sentencsdees!

especially those concerning comma splices. This is perhaps not surprisingroagside
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that her essay was again riddled with this “major mechanical error.” Eviepusi

marking two pages of a four page paper, | identified seven comma splices;teonabdi
twelve comma splices were present in her paper but not marked. The OFDFBthers ne
necessarily instructive nor collaborative, but | did attempt to at least shesy @hat
made the sentences comma splices and | did ask questions trying to &loatreeition
from her. Nevertheless, the oral sentence-level feedback was not just conaémed w
comma splices. As Figure 5.19 and the accompanying transcript show the OFDFB
regarding verb problems was even less collaborative and more directive.

Figure 5.19: Memoir Essay: Directive Oral Feedback

"the climax, I have been looking forward t(r)\sig the ending for a long time,” said my mother. Both

v of my grandparents were sifting on the coach quietly, maybe they thought it was a good time to
have a rest. After the complaint, the room went back to silence. “So what can we do now,
without television, without computer, everything needfto stop now,” I asked. “We can just sit

together and have a chat. That sounds goed, right?” My grandfather said in an ex_ﬁi/tg}g voice,

sounded like he was pretty eager to do that. “Ok, except this, we really have no other choice.”

O

G: ‘I have been looking forward to see the ending for a long time'

C: um hum see?

G: yeah, [indicating that's where the problem is] seei ng here's a
pencil if you want to make a change, but it'd be seei ng 'said my
mother. Both of my grandparents were sitting on th e couch
quietly' comma 'maybe they thought it was a good t ime to have a
rest' Ok so | have a checkmark here. Do you have a n idea what the

problem is in that sentence?
C: um eeseesescceym | have no idea

G: It's another CS.
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C: oh.
G: I mean there's...almost everywhere in this paper C rissy are comma
splices actually.

C: eseee [heavy sigh]

G: OK so 'everything needs to stop how my grandfath er said in an
exciting voice' but it's not exciting.

C: Excited

G: Yeah but then you have 'my grandfather said in a n excited voice
sounded like he was pretty eager to do that' There 's a problem

with the form of the word

C: sound just a sound
G: Actually | think you want to switch the forms he re. This should
be 'excited.' This is an adjective that describes "voice"

'sound ing like he was pretty eager to do that.'

The O&WFDFB Crissy received for her second essay may have beeryslightl
more instructive especially in reference to comma splices, but even then | did not
explicitly instruct by explaining the rule governing comma splices inlgrause in our
conference Crissy told me she knew what comma splices were so | againchadanke
of careful editing on her part rather than a lack of knowledge. Instead, | usedyaofarie
written and oral techniques to identify the comma splices and discuss cwytbetin.
During our discussion, on the first page of her essay | wrote in ways to correohthea
splices. | also used the same technique as | had with the WFDFB by writinghacom
splice” or CS and circling the comma. The remaining feedback points on the following
pages were given orally as recorded in these excerpts from the oral feedbrence
where we have just looked at the following passage which is the third paragraph of her

essay: Figure 5.20
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Figure 5.20: Crissy’s Second Essay: Directive Feedback

At the beginning of this sudden family meeting, we all had no idea about what to say, but
after a while, we found several interesting topics, and we allvifnvelved in them. We exchanged the
latest news we just got. The happy atmosphere made us so excited that we all forgot the power
failure. ‘%h\ika that time, nobody realized why we had ‘so much’ latest news, nobody realized
maybe this means something, “I have been to a fish tool store%ouple days beforg,_“_“ail the staff is
unbelievably expensive, 1...” “Dad, why did you go out along;;you are not feel comfortable these ;.-

12

days!” My mum interrupted the grandpa’s talk in an angry voice. “I am sorry,” my grandfather
suddenly changed his voice into a child like who had just made something wrong, “but all of you e

are busy everyday, I do not want to disturb you, so I went alone, but you see, [ am all right here, 1"

don’t worry about me. I am still a strong old man.” My grandfather laughed in a happy voice. No

G: Alright so what about - what's missing here? "at the beginning of
this sudden family meeting we all had no idea abou t what to say
but after a while we found several interesting top ics and we all'

C: ‘were'

G: OK. Yeah you can say 'were involved in them'

C: um hum

G: ‘The happy atmosphere made us so excited that we all forgot the
power failure while that time' ‘while's not the ri ght word here'

C: um eee 'd during’

G: ‘During’ would work "During that time nobody rea lized why we had
so much latest news, nobody realized maybe this me ans
something" That’s actually another CS, right?

C: um hum

G: you need a semicolon there

C: .
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G: "I have been to a fish tools store couple days b efore" there are

words missing there. Do you know what they are?

C: [silence]'a a couple days'

G: ' a couple of days ee* before' Then you have a comma 'all the
staff is unbelievably' Oh I think you mean 'stuff' not 'staff'

C: oh sorry

G: ‘Cause 'staff' are people. People wouldn't be ex pensive

C: [light laughter] oh | know

G: OK um "l am sorry, my grandfather suddenly chang ed his voice into
a child like who had just made something wrong" Th ere's a problem
here. uh in this part of the sentence 'suddenly ch anged his voice
into a child'

C: ‘into a child's eee

G: You can take out the 'like' and just 'into a chi Id who had just'
and it's not 'made’ It's the wrong verb

C: seee °°°° mMake

G: ‘who had just done’

C done oheee

G: 'something wrong' and there's a comma "but all o f you are busy
every day” comma "I do not want to disturb you” co mma Do you see?
These are ALLLL comma splices, Crissy

C: yeah

G: um 'So..' [looking at the text]What you're doing is you're
putting commas in between sentences right and you can'tdo
that in English. | didn't mark the rest, but those were the kinds

of problems throughout your paper.

The oral feedback continued and moved away from specific discussions of sentehce-leve

problems and into summative features of her writing overall. This transcgpeis in
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research question two. Towards the end of our conference Crissy brought the

conversation back to the subject of comma splices. During this discussion, the subject of

semicolons arose for the second time. In subsequent papers, semicolons besarse Cris

punctuation of choice for marking independent clauses suggesting that oral feedback had

a noticeable impact on Crissy’s writing. The following transcript ilatss this

distinctive feature of oral feedback: the possibility of addressing the'wiiigestions

and of offering extended comments in answer to such questions. This type of meracti

is not possible when the feedback is only written, when it lacks an oral component.

C:

G:

Am | the only one to make such big problem with

No, no you're not the only one. It's really easy

when you're quoting people; when you're doing conv

because you're not thinking about punctuation and
almost all of yours happen you know inside the quo
just kind of have to stop and see where each sente
beside my father' comma 'l held his hand what an a
was' | mean the language is good. It's just this i
this is a sentence; you know these are three sent
by commas]

In China we never put pay attention like in Engl
difference between comma and semi-colon...
There is a difference because a semi colon funct
period. It comes after a full sentence.

| have take Basic Writing, but he is never tell

such big problem. So maybe that's a reason | neve
attention to that.

I don't know. In our dept we have a policy about

mechanical errors and it can really affect your gr
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supposed to learn that or get some help with it in Basic Writing.

While some might question the effectiveness and sufficiency of this fdedbassy
eliminated comma splices from her final two papers. Thus there is no discussion of
comma splices in the OFDFB for her commentary essay. This may be eviddribe tha
O&WFDFB directed Crissy’s attention to the problem in a more thorough waytban t
WFDFB alone at least when Crissy patrticipated in the oral feedback incanteff
negotiate meaning from the feedback.

Without this negotiation, the presence of an oral feedback component was not a
guarantee that a student’s troublesome areas would be attended to. In Crss\helca
problems with verbs continued into her third essay. However, a review of Figures 5.18
and 5.19 and the transcripts following show that the O&WFDFB Crissy received is
mostly directive and non-collaborative. The absence of interaction betweeunld®e
explained for a couple of reasons. One, when | offered Crissy the opportunity to
participate, she was not able to self-correct which may have influencdaeuive
behavior. | may have felt | was helping Crissy to save face when | eémelesvkward
silence and supplied the correct answer. Second, the nature of the verb problems may
have also affected the O&WFDFB. In the first essay, the verb problemsarget/lones
of tense so that simply writing “why use present tense to discuss a past evant?”
enough to raise her awareness of tense issues. In the second essay the verbgidoblems
not fit neatly into a single category. They did not lend themselves to simpénaphs.

It was unclear to me whether these mistakes were the result of caret#fssauting or a
lack of acquisition. In either case, | would argue that pointing out the mistake and

correcting it raises awareness and may be as helpful as giving lerpthgations. In
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any case, Crissy’s third essay contained a number of verb errors althatugs many as

her first essay.

Crissy: Attention to OFDFB

The oral feedback session with Crissy lasted almost 18 minutes. Following the
minimal marking procedure described in Chapter Three, | had identifiegHikit
feedback points, the lowest of all her papers — perhaps not surprising considering this
paper received the highest grade of the three: a full two letter grades abpveviwus
essay. Consequently, the OFDFB addressed a variety of topics not just sestehce-|
issues, and even then the sentence-level concerns were different from those of pas
papers. For example, the oral feedback session started with an extended disctission of
correct preposition to followgree.Crissy had written on the topic of gun control and

stated early on: “Numbers of people agree on this idea, while some others do not.”

G: ‘agree with'

o

I have asked my Chinese teacher and she told me ‘agree with'

always with someone and

G: Let's see, what is it you say....'agree’..

C: | was confused..

G: "numbers of people agree on this idea"

C: She told me | need to use 'on' | was confused an d she told me
need to use 'on' instead of 'with' cause that some thing not
someone

G: Yeah that's similar, when would you say agree on -agreeona
solution.. interesting "l would have said 'with™ but umm | can
understand the ... | mean typically that's true. Y ou agree with
people...

C: Yeah and agree on some ideas/opinions
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G: You agree on a solution

C: yeah

G: | think the word 'idea’ though...see | wouldn't sa y | agree on an
idea. | would agree with an idea because typically anidea is
connected to a person. You know it's kind of back there in the
background and idea comes from someone so maybe th at's the reason
with the word 'idea’ | would agree with an idea bu t you agree on
a solution, you agree on a plan. That's true. That 's weird.
Prepositions are so weird...umm and you just don't n eed the word

'some’. "while others do not..." “

Unlike the previous conference over the second essay, in this conference Crissy
participated more at least by explaining the reasons for the languagescioechas

made. In addition to the oral feedback, | made some notations on the page as we spoke,
and the oral feedback continued regarding her opening paragraph shown in Figure 5.21.

Figure 5.21: Crissy’s Third Essay: Oral Feedback

Al AY 7 i e J i s =~ i el el ':__‘::.‘;’:9;
. i
while sorfie others do not. Many people have already afraid of the existence of guns 7

“Hoplqphqbes are common and should never be involved in setting gun policies. Point
out hoplophobic behavior when noticed, it is dangerous, sufferers deserve pity, and

should seek treatment.”(“ hoplophobia™) Such arguments seem to be endless and so far

G: And now | put a colon here because now you're go ing to give a
quote and you're giving a quote that talks about b eing afraid of
guns so if you have a colon, it kind of keeps this connection...
Like I've never heard of this before, hap, haplaph obe? How do you
say this? 'Haplaphobes are people afraid of guns?"

C: Yes it means.. | have checked this word on inter net...in

182



Chinese it means yes some people fraid of the exi st of guns

G: Interesting... (laughter and repetition of the w ord)

In the oral feedback session, | did not address orally every notation. Whenfladearti
error as a result of carelessness, | acted on my pedagogicaltgli@fcdlear correction
would sufficiently raise awareness as in the opening sentence of bigreshen Crissy
had written “Many people have already afraid...” On the other hand, some notagiens w
meant to be instructive as when | added the colon in Figure 5.21. Admittedly my
explanation is minimal at best and Crissy did not use quotations in her final assignm
so | could not determine whether the oral feedback was sufficient.

At a later point, | moved into an extended discussion with Crissy concerning ways
to integrate a quote within a paper. The discussion centered on the passage . Exgure

Figure 5.22: Crissy: Integrating Quotes

When something bad has happened which puts a person in a dangerous place, he or she
may have no time to call the police for help. The only measure people can take is to

protect themselves in their own way. At this moment, a weapon should be the best way to

!;/

2%

save one out of danger. So now, people across the country are feeding into their fears by {. il
purchasmg firearms. “The number of private firearm ownershlp was \mdeed big in: U S. m \i;;?‘*”'
1993/1 994 the percentage of householdg with a gun 1s 49%, and the total number of guns |
kwas 47 600,000. ”(Agrestl) This number will continue to increase while the country is

growing and while people feel that society is more and more unsafe than before. People

choose to have weapons to protect themselves rather than only relying on the police.

While that is a good news to know some people defend themselves successfully with

their own powers, the bad consequences stiil exist. L

N

\1\5\ N

¥ fj}/aé/r//zq e el L/-d‘[/ é/t [ R [ )

G: I'm still confused the "the number of private fi rearm ownership

was was big in the US in '93,'94 the percentage of househo Id..
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household s with a gun is 49% and the total number of guns was..".

Do you see how that's weird? How that kind of..

C: | mean °°°

G: | think something's missing or...

C: | mean the number °°°° you mean here need to use ‘were' not

G: No, no, | mean the tense to go past tense, present tense, past
tense

C: ahhh

G: Like what's...?

C: ahh, ahh, ahh

G: That's weird that you want to talk about ‘93, ‘9 4 and then you
suddenly go to the present tense so are there... a nd then you go
back to the past tense so is is...all of these numb ers all from
‘93 ‘94 or are you talking about ‘93 ‘94 here but now you're
talking about currently but then now it's back in the past again.
See how I'm.. the confusion?

C: uh, uh, I °°°° | figure out that.

At this point in the conference, it occurred to me that there was more than a mishandling

of tense going on with Crissy’s writing. Crissy has made these emrtite context of a

guote, so she had obviously failed to retype the quote accurately. | decided she had

perhaps pieced together a quote and so | moved to address the proper use of ellipses.

G: I'm wondering if, when you looked at the quote y
of it, like in the original there's more informati
uh...

Do you see what I'm saying?

um

So if you do that, there's two things you have t

when you put it in here like this, you're telling
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that these words are exactly this way exactly this order here.

That's what you're telling the reader. If you didn 't need the big
long quote, you just needed part of this and part of this and
part of that and you want to blend it together in one sentence
then you want to use three dots, like let's say y ou have
quoted material 'blah blah blah, you know blah... blah... blah'
and you don't need this information so you put thr ee dots and

then you start 'blah blah blah' again
C: ah, ah, ah ok
G: That tells the reader that there were some extra words in here

that you didn't need and you took them out

C: ok

G: Ok, so I'm wondering if that's what happened tha t it's confusing
the way it is.. You see that? You see what I'm tal king about?

C: Yeah

This conversation illustrates a primary advantage of OFDFB in that isdféaibility to
elaborate as the opportunity arises. Interestingly we never return aptbet tense in
this passage. Even if Crissy pieced together the quotation, she still misused txlded
the handwritten notations during the oral conference (circling the mixtureseseas a
means of illustration, but according to the transcript we actually nevenedtto the
misuse of tense. | seemed to have gotten carried away with the explanatimg of us
ellipses perhaps because this discussion offered me a teaching opportuhity theit
often get to in feedback sessions.
Later during the oral feedback session, | returned to the topic of using quotations.
Crissy had ended a paragraph with a quote. | had not made a note of this in her paper, but

during the conference, | decided it was something worth mentioning to Crissy.
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G: OK and | didn't say anything about this on your paper, but

usually whenever you have a quote here at the end of a paragraph,
you don't want to end a paragraph with a quote you want to follow
a quote with your words.[slowly in order to write what | am

saying on her paper]
oh,
so you don't generally, this is generally,

ok

You don't begin or end a paragraph with a quote. Generally , you
put the quote in the middle, and you put your word S - your words

kind of introduce it and you give the quote, then your words kind

of follow it. °°°°°eeeee

C: my opinion

G: um hum, um hum

C: ok

The previous transcript illustrates that the OFDFB sessions were notyeditiveh by
the minimal markings | had made while grading the paper. In fact, it dtestthe
dynamic nature of the oral feedback sessions. Probably because of thelydaty
number of sentence-level issues in this paper, | felt | could address the coniserhs
in the FDFB.

Appendix B contains another example of extended OFDFB with Crissy
concerning coherence. It is worth noting that apparently | felt | could adithese
content issues with Crissy only after she had displayed a certain corfreerdence-
level accuracy. This strategy is in directly reverse order to that whmtmmonly

proposed in feedback studies. | offer the following explanation. The practice of

addressing what is often referred to as higher order concerns, suchsasuppsrt and
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development, before addressing sentence-level problems, often designatedrarder
concerns, almost always happens in the context of providing rough draft feedbaek. Sinc
| was providing feedback on final drafts, addressing the sentence-levsl aleweed me

to focus first of all on issues that have in previous studies been identified aablegat

that is, rule-governed (Ferris, 2002, p. 23). My feedback behavior illustrates that as
professor, | believed that students, such as Crissy, had to be able to managsytlie “
concrete parts of writing before they could address the more difficult etassaes.

As with previous essays, Crissy continued to struggle somewhat with using the
correct verb form. Unlike previous feedback sessions, the OFDFB regarding vesbs ca
embedded in a discussion of other points as in the discussion of integrating quotes above
or the discussion of word choice below following Figure 5.23.

Figure 5.23: Commentary Essay: Verbs et al.

Conste fl;mr/ f
Resultantly, common people started to became familiar with guns, and guns were no

g

longer regarded as dangerous weapons. In their minds, guns were just ordinary tools for

hunting and self-defense.

G: I don't think 'resultantly’ is a word. Did you f ind that in the
dictionary? Did you find this word in the dictiona ry? I've never

seen that word.

C: | asked my roommate, she told me to.. I'd better change with it.
| think the first | write maybe 'as a result' such kind of ...
and it...she told me to change it to that way - mu ch better -

G: I've never heard that word, but | would say ‘con sequently'...
'started to become' right..(silent reading)... and here, you have
a quote...but I'm confused because there's this mi xture of
tenses, so I'm just wondering if you really got th e quote right.
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Once again Crissy engaged in the discussion somewhat at least to explamtdgy.str
There were times, however, where the feedback concerning verb forms was both
directive and minimal as in the following transcripts:

The three essay excerpts that follow reflect the minimal markiatggir | used
with OFDFB. In the first one as a reminder to myself, | have a dot to the side of a
sentence containing the phrase “...shooting was happened.. wastimarked out as
shown in Figure 5.24

Figure 5.24: Commentary Essay: Minimal Marking Excerpt |

has been increasing, and numbers of teachers and students have died. The most famous

¢ shooting y@é happened in 1999, where a high school called Columbine High School in

A : Fatal 11 . 1 . .z 4 a 4 P A

But | marked out 'was happened' did you see that ?
[reading it to herself but outloud] 'was happene d' uhhh
yeah we don't say 'was happened' right? °°°eee

uh

‘the shooting happened'[pages turning]

In other passages, | simply wrote in the changes and read them to Crissy during the
OFDFB. Figure 5.25 shows the squiggly line that | used as a minimal markiteggtra
during the grading process, in this case to indicate an incorrect verb form.

Figure 5.25: Commentary Essay: Minimal Marking Excerpt Il

Most people know that the only reason for keeping guns is to prevent ourselves

b

WL -
from lgsf::_n injured in bad situations. But surely they would not use guns to do evil crimes.

G: ...[reading from text] 'most people know that th e only

reason for keeping guns is to prevent.. prevent ou rselves
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from being
C. ah, from~°°
G: ‘'from being' If you need to, you can write things down

C: ah,ok°°°
The last sentence of the essay states: “I think it is a better way tgeatieegoal of less
gun crimes and provided people an indeed peaceful life.”l crossed out thepfdvafed
as shown in Figure 5.26.

Figure 5.26: Commentary Essay: Minimal Marking Excerpt IlI

existence of guns in a new way, and consider them more seriously. I think it is a better

way 1o achieve the goal of less gun crimes and provide@f people an indeed peaceful life.

G: right because you're saying um' to achieve and provide' so the

'to' kind of goes with that,

In these ways, the OFDFB was again largely directive and non-collabaspigeially
with “small” errors such as leaving out words or letters or using the irtmee form.

In other ways, the OFDFB was somewhat interactive as Crissy took an atgive r
explaining some of her choices. Even so, Crissy’s final paper, the Feedback Report, had
strong content and was almost error free. In fact, the only errors caneefaiidving
sentences of her conclusion. | have highlighted them for easy reference.

Through the analysis of the previous essays, | learned thatestdldomore
works to make my writing better. Now, | think | have no problems with works
cited and logical order. But if | want to achieve the gat writing free of
grammatical and mechanical errors, | still needdanore endeavorsAs a

writer, | must grasp the comprehensive writing skills and use them ixilaidle

way. | need to find some native-speaking friends to discuss with them tmgwri
problems; they can always help me find out the different grammar exsssaid
teach me how to make my paper better. Trying to read some Englisésaatid
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becoming familiar with the structure of sentences is also a good wapnovien

my writing skill.

This self-analysis reflects Crissy’s determination to develop héngskills - a
determination that probably existed outside of feedback timing or strategyiindess
it appears that Crissy benefitted most from final draft feedback that wastaband
written. The written feedback gave her a written record that she @iulth to and re
read, a strategy she claimed to practice, and the oral feedback gave pgoramnity to

ask questions or receive instruction about issues for which she needed more marificat

Crissy: Conclusions
Crissy was a tenacious and determined student. At our last interview she

remarked how she had been caught off guard by the corrective feedback omyser ess

C: In China my grammar's good. | didn't get a lot o f marks on my

paper, but here 'ah!" Now | need to pay attention to my writing.

At the close of the oral feedback for her third essay, | complimented Grigke quality
of her paper, which she acknowledged while also commenting on her negative reaction to

earlier feedback.

C: Thank you much better than last one. | was so de pressed the last
one.

G: Oh?

C: I call my mom and my mother told me maybe | need to change my
plan...my schedule for my major class, but | told he r don't worry

I'll do good job on next one...try my best
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Rather than be discouraged and give up, Crissy was determined to address her
weaknesses. Given Crissy’'s determination then, it is not surprising thatahghdat that
she attended to the FDFB she received.
Specifically in reference to the research questions | offer thenioig
conclusions based on the data from Crissy.
What were the features of FDFB that students received on their gradgohpers?
Crissy received mostly sentence-level feedback on all three esteysyal by
the third essay the ratio of sentence-level feedback to content feedbackteaded As
Crissy’s sentence-level issues decreased, she received more conteed fleedback.

Did students attend to features of FDFB as they completed subsequeniting
assignments in the same class?

Crissy attended first of all to those features that had the greatesiveegjfect on
her grade. Then she attended to those features about which she receivecdlaborat
negotiated feedback.

Did method of feedback delivery affect the attention students gave to thFB?

Crissy benefitted most from FDFB that had both written and oral components.
The oral component allowed for discussion and interaction, whereas, the written
component served as a more permanent form of feedback.

Because most of the feedback Crissy received was at the sentence level, the
WFDFB did not look much different from the O&WFDFB. In each case | relied heavily
on notations rather than extended discourse. The sentence-level nature of the feedback
also affected the oral feedback in that it was often directive and non-cotladangboth
the O&WFDFB and the OFDFB. Yet, the oral feedback sessions did allow for some non-

directive, collaborative exchanges which were not possible with the WFDFB. The ma
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advantage of the oral feedback sessions, with or without the written componens, was it
dynamic nature, which allowed for negotiation of understanding and elaboration of
corrections. The data from Crissy show that she attended to the FDFHd¢htadaher
grade, starting with the WFDFB, but that she perhaps benefitted most when ther® wa
oral element to the FDFB. However, for Crissy, the oral element was masiveffwhen

it was combined with a written element: the best of both worlds.

Crissy’s writing strategy also involved a strong oral component asakd #tat
talking about her writing was an important part of learning to write far\Wehout my
prompting, she mentioned that she went to the writing center “twice for every’Byser
she also mentioned talking about her ideas to friends to find out if they thought her topic
was interesting. She also turned to friends in dealing with negative afftaattoes

resulting from FDFB.

C: Sometimes | when | write papers | told my friend s | do not feel
| really improve a lot, but they say “You did. You can compare
your paper.” That's obvious | have not many proble ms | had
before. But with all these papers | still feel I h ave a lot of

problems with my paper, but indeed | improved.

At any rate, Crissy claimed not only to learn from FDFB but to rely on it. Shéoned
(without any prompting) that a full semester later she continued to reviéwDfRB from

her composition classes to help her in her effort to learn how to write suclyeisshdr

other university classes. Table 5.1 illustrates that Crissy initiallggled to succeed at

the level to which she aspired — earning Cs (75% and 70% respectively) on heofirst
papers: the profile - 150/200 and the memoir 140/200. By her last paper, the commentary

essay, she earned the grade she had been working for - 180/200 (90%). The data in this
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chapter show that Crissy’s strategy of paying attention to the FDFBlessain part,
responsible for her improved grades and success in the course.

The following chapter looks at the data concerning FDFB and Jessicalaalgimi
determined Japanese student who faced some different writing challengéisdsenof

Crissy.
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CHAPTER VI

RESEARCH FINDINGS: JESSICA

Jessica: “Talk makes it serious”

Jessica is Japanese/lrish. She has grown up in Japan and considers Japanese to be
her L1. Her father is Irish and she is “trying to” speak English to him now rowirtg
up she spoke only Japanese to him. In fact, she describes a linguistic relatdmeste
she spoke Japanese to her father and he spoke English to her with the mixing of the two
languages when necessary; she and her mother communicated exclosiepgnese.
Her formal instruction in English began in junior high school. Because of her home
background she found the conversational side of English class easy but stated that i
school “the grammar was hard for me.”

Jessica is a Family Studies major. At the time of the study (spring 200®%ashe
an eighteen year old, first-year student taking a full load of classsscaeés tall and
light skinned from her father’s heritage. She wrote about this once, how her physical

features keep her from “looking Japanese” although she considers herselédafaere

194



is quiet but friendly and has an easy smile. She speaks hesitantly and her accented
English is a little hard to understand sometimes, partly because she spsaky.
In terms of learning to write, Jessica described her writing skill in Japdnye
saying “l can write, but I'm not good at writing.” She claimed that she wasoook af
writing in Japanese because she was “not creative in writing.” As forrigamivrite in
English, Jessica described it as “so hard” because “I need to learn a lot wiegrand
Japanese sentence structure and English is opposite. So | need to chatig@gvery
She described a process in which she first translated everything in her heaainied cl
that “now | can think in English and | can write” in English. Her formal writing
instruction in English began the summer before she started universgg<i&he
attended the language school on campus and completed a 14 week English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) course before enrolling in Basic Writing in the fall of 200sat
university. She felt that the summer course was when she really startedgdamrite
in English.
Jessica’s behavior in class was consistent with a student who is enga@as in cl
and determined to succeed. She sat on the second row almost directly in front of me. She
had one absence all semester; otherwise, she came to class preparedteithdst
and laptop ready. She usually arrived early. The interview and researchdicaiel that
Jessica read and attended to the feedback regarding her final drafts althosdbsshe

explicit than Crissy in her claim of doing so.
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Research Question 1: What were the features of final draft feedback dih students
received on their graded papers?

Jessica: An overview of final draft feedback.

In the following section | discuss the FDFB Jessica received on eagh ess
according to feedback points and category. In Jessica’s case, the numbdbatkee
points remained fairly consistent in all categories from essay tg.ésdact essays one
and three are almost identical in this regard. Somewhat paradoxicallyicidlie essay,
which received the lowest grade, also received the fewest feedback pointisaginit
received feedback by two means: oral and written. This perceived paraddk/actua
illustrates the neutrality of the feedback points themselves in that theayezely
tabulations of feedback, and as such they are starting points from which furéher dat
analysis can proceed. Table 6.1 shows the summary of feedback points that Jessi
received on her essays.

Table 6.1 : Feedback Points for Jessica

Essays:Feedback Profile Memoir Commentary Cumulative Average
Points, Categories, (WFDFB) (O/WFDFB) (OFDFB) Feedback Feedback
& Final Grades 160/200 150/200 180/200 Points Points
Content 10 8 8 26 8.6
Sentences 14 11 15 40 13.3
Documentation 4 2 5 11 3.6
Summative 4 2 5 10 3.3
Total FB Points 32 23 33 87 29

Jessica and Crissy both received the most feedback points at the sentencel lhesl a
second most feedback points at the content level. Additionally, their final grades w

about the same. Overall though, Jessica received fewer feedback pam@&rissy. In
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fact, Jessica’s highest total of feedback points on a single essay (C@anmaaj is
still less than Crissy’s lowest total for a single essay (Commer@a). This difference
is due to the different struggles each faced as they completed their es&mygs. T
differences are not reflected in the Table 6.1 data alone.

For example, the feedback points could and sometimes did represent positive
feedback especially in categories of content, summative, and even documentation. On
the other hand, sentence-level feedback tended to be negative in that it wallygener
corrective. This distinction is important because Jessica and Crissy haaethe s
number of content feedback points, but Crissy’s content feedback was often positive,
whereas Jessica’s content feedback was generally negative as stedlpspemgled
with issues of thesis and coherence.

In sum the data in Table 6.1 do not reflect Jessica’s effort to address issues
related to content. Nor do they show that that she attended to complex and diverse
sentence-level issues. Therefore, the feedback points alone, as mere rmumabiisle,
might obscure, rather than illuminate, the findings.

As detailed in Chapter Three, the feedback points were a way to organize and
keep track of the data, and to that end they have some value if only to show what and
how much feedback a student received. The data for Jessica appear to show the results
of a student receiving balanced feedback. Table 6.1 reflects that | commentedeon cont
and sentence-level issues in more or less equal number, and that other aspects of
feedback, such as providing an end comment or addressing adherence to documentation

styles, were present as well as.
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From this overview perspective, | address the next research question and
examine the FDFB Jessica received in the categories listed in Table 6..1ntConte
Sentences, Documentation, and Summative feedback

Research Question 2: Did students attend to features of FDFB as theympleted
subsequent writing assignments in the same class?

Jessica : Attention to feedback features

As explained more fully in Chapter Five, | defiratend toas a student’s effort
to understand the feedback on a paper with the intention of applying that feedback to
future writing. In a strategy similar to Crissy, Jessica chose to faamuattention in

future papers on the feedback that was directly affecting her grade.

Content feedback: Thesis and coherence.

Even though Jessica received more sentence-level feedback than any other kind,
issues with thesis cost her the most points on her first paper, leading hendotatt
thesis in each following paper.

Attending to Thesis FDFB.

An analysis of FDFB revealed that after being heavily penalized inreees$isay
for not having a thesis, Jessica attended to thesis development in her subsequent papers
For example, on her first essay for which she received only WFDFB, | addriessed t

aspect of thesis on the evaluation page as illustrated next:

Yes No

Does the writing have a supported thesis statenient? 0O O Ox -20

You discuss your father’s cultural background, but | don’t know what your thesis is or
where it’s stated.

This 20 point deduction represented 10% of her final grade.

198



Figure 6.1 shows the opening paragraphs from Jessica’s first essay.

Figure 6.1: Jessica: Profile essay introduction

My father was born f7February 1945 on his grandfather’s farm on the
Dublin Road, Lilburn, County Down, Northern Ireland. When he was a baby he
moved to Bangor and he spent his childhood there. He had part time jobs. After
several years, he started to go to university in US to become a preacler. At t
time, he found a girl who would become my mother. After university, they
married and they lived in Ireland for five years and they moved to Japan. Now
my father has lived in Japan for twenty years. Till now he lived in many
countries, and he had so many hard times to adapt to others. They still keep
torching each other’s.

In childhood, he did not enjoy the time in junior school and high school
because his teachers were strict. He always loved nature and enjoyedwalki
hiking, camping, and fishing. But he enjoyed life very much: he was a member
of the local brass band and soccer team, and he also enjoyed Sunday schaol in
the local Brethren hall twice every Sunday. When he was fourteen he left school,

and he started his part-time job.

The paragraphs show that Jessica has, somewhat randomly, begun an essay about her
father, but she does not have a sentence, here or anywhere in the essay, that would
represent a thesis statement.

Apart from this written feedback on the evaluation page, Jessica received no
further feedback regarding her lack of thesis until we met to discuss her sesapdie
that essay, the memaoir, Jessica received more positive feedback regarding he
development of a thesis. On the evaluation sheet for the memoir essay shel iedeive

out of 5 rating.
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(4%

4 Focus of piece is clear and is supported by examples, though som
examples might not be explicitly related to the focus.

This rating led to only a 10 point deduction representing 5% of the overall grade since
each essay was worth 200 points. At the oral feedback session when we discussed the
graded memoir essay as well as the first essay, | specifickéig about Jessica’s

attention to FDFB, and she explicitly stated her attention to thesis this time.

G:  Anything else that you did from the feedback on this [first]
paper that you thought about when you wrote [the s econd] paper?
J: | thought | would put thesis statement more clea rly so for this
[second] paper | tried to put thesis sentence be m ore clearly.
G: Good that was clear.

In fact for the second paper Jessica had written the plan of development thesis that
follows. (See also Figure 6.3)

“The time was hard to go through, but the experience made me realize how

communication, friendship, and learning from the past are important for

living life.”
This type of statement was missing from Jessica’s first paper, in whadashprofiled
her father.

As illustrated by the positive written and oral feedback on her second essay,
Jessica did attend to the need for a thesis when she wrote the memoir essdlye Aft
second essay, she continued to receive positive feedback regarding her uss. @thesi

the evaluation page for the third essay | noted the following:
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Yes No

Does the writing have a supported thesis statenient? x-5 O O
You state a thesis clearly, but you discuss more than just their rights.

Jessica’s thesis was

“Refusing gay marriages does not mean that we take away a cighefrom

them.”
While clearly a controversial topic, the essay assignment was to wot@mentary. |
judged Jessica’s support for her thesis to be sufficient given the nature oéntanm
combined with a respectful tone. For example, she wrote,

“All the people in this world have the right to live in happiness even gay people.”
And,

“No one can destroy other people’s life just because they are gay.”
To support her argument, she distinguished between refusing and limiting a person’s
rights, and she pointed out the existing right of common law marriage thatlebée&o
all. Rather than address the morality of her thesis, | chose, as | alwaysdhiretssdhe
focus and development of it. Consequently, in the oral feedback session, | express the

following concern about supporting her thesis:

G: You don't just talk about the rights in your pap er. You actually
talk about how it is in Japan. So you had a thesi s, but you kind
of went off the thesis a little bit. You want to b e careful with
that because you can be wandering off topic when y ou do that.

In looking at the progress Jessica made from assignment to assignmengntiendt
stating a thesis shows not just in the thesis statements themselves, but inugigoaval

of them. She moved from losing 10% (-20) of her final grade to 2.5% (-5) in connection
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to her use of thesis. In her final assignment, the Feedback Report, Jessigateleal

the focus of her report at the conclusion of her introduction:
“Through these mistakes and feedback, | have learned how to write a paper in
university and have also learned about grammar, organization, transitions, and
citations.”

The attention she gave to learning to write a thesis statement sederd @hen

comparing these latter thesis statements to her first essay whichyizakeld a thesis

statement but also lacked clarity and coherence.

Attending to Coherence

A second area of focus in the final draft content feedback of Jessicawgywri
concerned coherence. In her first essay, she received both positive angenegati
feedback points concerning coherence in the essay. The following excerpt dlotigewi
written final draft feedback is from her first essay, the second and thagrpphs.
Initially 1 addressed the lack of clarity from choosing the wrong wordca®adinating
conjunction, but | also complimented her transition from one paragraph to th® next

Figure 6.2: Jessica: Essay 1 Coherence Feedback

In childhood, he did not enjoy the time in junior school and high school

e . VHe L
because his teachers were strict. He always loved nature and enjoyed walking, ‘ edure

- 7 ] S e G W
PWLE A . . i . . ) ber of tl enj® ] E;¢f‘j

But 3 '*}' hiking; camping, and fishing. But he enjoyed life very much: he was a member of the Lelieg ™
L n— = — — — pogpeplinllm

e Lo local brass band and soccer team, and he also enjoyed Sunday school in the local / 8

e J lo £° 7 ] |

: J ¢’ A L

i Brethren hall twice every Sunday. When he was fourteen he left school, and he 7 Jeen T

started his part-timejob.
e € it
5.¢ |., 0 "7 Jl.‘r!

His first part-time job was delivering groceries on a carrier bicycle. The store

i

9 The exact wording of the feedback is reproducecerotearly in Table 6.2.
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In a similar way to the example above, Jessica continued to achieve a seisraice
on the following page where she ended paragraphs by leading into a subject then picking
up that subject in the following paragraph. However, she abandoned this technique about

half-way through her essay. Consequently, on the evaluation page | notedovan{pl|

Yes No

Does it have coherence? O x-8 O
In the beginning yes, but by page 3 each paragraph is separate, not connected with
transitions

Although I could have easily written more in the margins of her paper ragdhis
topic, these three elaborated feedback points are the only ones Jessicd regeieéng
the coherence of her first essay. For the sake of clarity, theypmoglueed in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Jessica’s Profile Essay & Coherence Feedback

Coherence A question mark ovebbutwith comments in the left margin (“But” is a
Feedback Point 1 | contrast word. “He enjoyed eating, but he hated cooking.”) and right
page 1 margin (“He loved nature...and enjoyed fishing. But he enjoyed life...”

No contrast between the 2 sentences.)

Coherence A line connecting repeated key wonght-time jobwith the comment
Feedback Point 2 | “good connection from one paragraph to the next”

page 1

Coherence In answer to the coherence question, “In the beginning yes, but by page 3

Feedback Point 3 | ea paragraph is separate, not connected with transitions -8”
evaluation page

In her second essay, | addressed coherence with both written and oratkeedba
The written feedback was fairly minimal consisting of only two comments: ohe in t
text and one on the evaluation page. As shown in the Figure 6.3 excerpt, | indicated a

lack of coherence between two sentences in her introduction:
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Figure 6.3Jessica:Memo Essay Coherence Feedback

The Year That Changed my Life

& .
The memory of when I was the second grader in elementary school is

111111

first grade. When I turned to the second grade, a Chinese girljcame to my schoaol,

1.

{whose name is Xiao)We became best friends. 1 e time was hard to go through; but

P
-

S =
ornec? . , .
the experience made me realize how cé‘n%n'nnmnendsmp. and learning from

1233

the past are important for living life.

At the oral feedback session we discussed this camhand the lack of coherence

began by reading from her pap

G:

“We became best friends." Alrig ht. And then you have "T he time
was hard to go through” and my question is the connection between
“you became best friends” and “the time was hard to go through.”
It seems like you jump. What were you thinking here ? What was

your meaning?

Ah before she came to my school, it was hard to get know me.
Right.
After Xiao came we became good friends. After that | tried to be

friends with others.

Right, but when you say here “W e became best fr iends” and the
next sentence “T he time was hard to go through,” i t seems to me
that you're jumping from the time you became best friends and the
time it was hard. That's my question here about the connection.
It seems like you jump here from the information. B ut the end is
clear, “but the experience made me realize how comm unication,
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friendship, and learning from the past are importa nt.” That
part's clear, but it just seems like you jump from being best
friends to hard times

J: um hum [silence]

From Jessica’s silence, | was not sure she understood what | was tryayaioout the
lack of connection. However, | was also not sure how | could have further etaborat
this point. We returned to the topic of coherence at the end of the O&WFDFB session
when we discussed the evaluation page. | had initially rated the coherence a 3, out of
but after discussing the paper with her, | changed the rating to a 4 out @iuséddre

oral feedback session had helped me see her organization more clearly tharfdiead be

as the following transcript shows:

G: | put 'the organization is implied; there are f ew to no

transitions to guide the reader'. Let's look at th e transitions.

At this point | read aloud the opening and closing sentences of her paragraphs and

stated,

G: I'm looking for the connections between paragra phs and also
inside the paragraphs. Yeah | think that's actual ly better. I'm
going to move that up to a four here. Make that a 40. | think

this is all 4 out of 5.

The rating change added 10 points to her overall grade bringing her total fron2@0140/

to a 150/200. The holistic descriptions for each rating are as follows:

4 Organization of piece is clear, but some transitions may be forced or
awkward.

3 Organization of piece is implied, but there are few to no transitions to guide
the reader.
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Nevertheless, coherence remained a topic of some concern in her third eséay. On t

evaluation page | put the following:

Yes No
Does it have coherence? O x-5 O O O

Transitions between paragraphs would help.

At the OFDFB session | used her paper to try and illustrate the role of cobéneying

points together:

G: Transitions between paragraphs would help becaus e if you look
back over your paper you've got your thesis and th en you move
into [inaudibly reading from the paper]. So you ha ve these
individual paragraphs, but you don't have words t hat link them
together and that's what you want. You want to try to have some
kind of connection to help your reader see how thi s paragraph
moves to this paragraph; how this moves to that. W hat's the link
all throughout? So that's what transitions do. Wor ds like

furthernmore,or in addition to.

In fact, within paragraphs Jessica had attended to the need for coherence ad she us
transitional phrases and repeated key words. However, these cohesive dergces we
sometimes, though not always, missing between paragraphs and that is whayingas t

to show her. The full essay is in Appendix C.

Sentence feedback: Word choice and Sentence structure

Unlike Crissy, Jessica’s sentence level issues were not centered aroamd one
two narrowly focused two areas. Instead her struggles were moreestaiter perhaps
more typical of L2 struggles in written English, such as missing or in¢@rgdes,
incorrect word usage or tense, and missing words or plural forms (Ferris, 2002, p.53).
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As described in Chapter Three, | adopted the categories and descriptions Esetkby
and Roberts (2001, p. 169) in my analysis of sentence-level feedback.

Verb errors(V) All errors in verb tense or form

Article errors(A) Article or other determiner incorrect, omitted, rmnecessary

Wrong word(WW)  All specific lexical errors in word choice or word form uigicthg
preposition, noun, pronoun, and spelling errors.

Sentence Errors in sentence/clause boundaries (run-ons, fragments, comma
structure (SS) splices), subject-verb agreement, and word order, onuottl w
or phrases, unnecessary words or phrases, other unidiomatic
sentence constructions

According to this classification, Jessica’'s sentence level chaiengeded
using the correct word or word form (WW) and determining when to omit and when to
include words within a given sentence structure (SS). Table 6.2 shows the senteince-le
feedback (S-LFB) points that Jessica received on each paper.

Table 6.3: Jessica: Sentence-level feedback

_ _ Total S-LFB
Essay Profile Memaoir Commentary by category
Verb 1 1 1 3
Article 1 3 3 7
Wrong word 7 1 3 11
Sentence

structure ° > ° 1o
Total S-LFB

points by essay 14 10 15

Because the number of sentence-level feedback points decreased from essay one

(Profile) to essay two (Memaoir), it appears that Jessica attended tdehages of
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sentence-level feedback. However, these broad categories encompassaagads
possibilities for error. For example, Jessica’s “wrong word” errorg wien
morphological errors where she failed to add an ‘s’ as needed. Other timas, i
difficult to categorize the result of choosing the wrong word since incorck ehoice
can affect clarity and coherence which | have categorized as contess. iEyen so,
there were fewer sentence-level errors noted on her second paper. Whit¢ a dire
causality cannot be established, the decrease could be evidence that she tattdede
negative feedback from the first essay especially with reference to i c

| acknowledge that these categories are at times artificaligtrained.
Nevertheless, as | have explained earlier, in an effort to track attenticedtmate, |
needed to classify all the feedback into categories that seemeglengsble. In
Jessica’s case, | placed the feedback point in the category that had theoladst gl
significance. For example, as discussed under Content Feedback in one instance
Jessica’s mistake in word choice led to an extended discussion regarding aahéerenc
true she used the wrong word as illustrated in Figure 6.2, but it seemed from our
discussion later that she had failed to understand the meaning of the sentencaessnd thi
what led to her choosing the wrong word. In other words, the mistake seemed to stem
from a larger issue of not fully understanding the context of what she intended to say
rather than a “simple” mistake of choosing the wrong vocabulary word. At ay rat
except for the first essay, the sentence-level feedback that Jessigademost on her
essays fell in the category of “Sentence Structure.” Rather tharagdectlis category

of feedback grew as Jessica progressed from one paper to another.
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Sentence structure

In her first essay, Jessica received four feedback points concemiagcse
structure. Two of these came on the evaluation form as | categorized theolas
guestions as ones globally regarding sentence structure. The feedazkréesived

on the evaluation sheet for her first essay is shown below.

Yes No
Is the writing free of grammatical errorgbded Ox O O O O
Is the writing free of mechanical errors? Ox -2 O O O O
A few problems but generally well done.

In the text, Jessica only received two additional sentence structure fegdipastskand
both involved leaving out words. For example, she had written “Their mission is train
people...” and “...he can understand how it difficult...” In each case, | placethdhe
space above the missing word and wrote in the word.

In Jessica’s second essay | noted five sentence structure errorplaisezkin
Chapter Three, | used a different evaluation form for the memoir essdytiigiessay,

only one sentence structure feedback point came on the evaluation sheet shown below

Style and Mechanics
5 Piece demonstrates a firm grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone,
4 Piece demonstrates an adequate grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone.

(__/EL/)-?O Piace demonstrates a fair grasp of mechanics and often employs a proper tone, but parts
may be occasionally confusing. The documentation may have some problems.

2 Piece contains many sentence-level errors and/or an inappropriate tone, making it
confusing to read at times. The documentation is weak with several problems.

1 Piece is confusing to read because of frequent sentence-level errors, inappropriate tone, or
poor documentation.

The other four sentence structure feedback points came in the text. In aekaitgle

from the first essay, one of these feedback points involved omitting theovasdoart
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of an infinitive phrase. This example is illustrated in Figure 6.4 along witlh@not
sentence structure feedback point involving unnecessary words.

Figure 6.4: Jessica’s Memoir Essay: Sentence Structure Written Fdedbac

several [anguages [ MUITIIngualrj. SIE COUId SpeaK UIee [AaNguages: Japaiest,
Chinese and English. However, it was hard for us get in to the normal Japanese

people’s group because we were a little different from normal Japanese students. |

am %( half Irish, so I looked different‘,a-rrd Xiao looked liee Japanese, but her Japanese

Unexplainably there is no discussion of these sentence-level notatiotise oral

feedback session except for the following brief comment:

G: OK [reading the paper] so just some words here t hat need to be

changed.

At the time, | believed that my notations were clear enough to convey the meaning
behind them without additional elaboration on my part.
The remaining two sentence structure feedback points came in the passage

shown in Figure 6.5

Y Figure 6.4 contains four FB points (3 S-L, 1C).dfeounted as SS feedback. The crossed out article
counted as article feedback. The markedamatcounted as content feedback because | thouglatahiey
(i.e. content) of the sentence was enhanced byngake compound sentence two separate sentences.
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Figure 6.5: Jessica’s Memoir Essay: Sentence Structure Written & @edidack

thought his or her help was useless. However, now I can understand that my

| family, my friends and my teacher wbo supported me at that time,

Before [ got friends, | always felt alone. [ could not realize who always helped
me like teachers, family, and a few classmates. At the time, I thought that everyone

around me was discriminating against me because of my nationality, Lower grade

| studentsinelementary school, they have not seen many foreigners; they are curious

Just as before, in each case | marked out the unnecessary words. The trarfishapts
oral feedback sessions that accompanied the memoir essay reveal #nasiragly

read the corrected sentences.

G: 'However now | can understand that ...[reading the paper]' So

this is like your moment of revelation, right?

In this case the oral feedback addressed a content issue: where | thesightlJad led
up to the moment of revelation we had discussed in class as being a feature of the
memoir essay. There is no discussion of why | marked out thewwmxdnstead, |

continued reading the paper out loud and making minimal comments regarding the

notations.

G: [reading the paper aloud] ‘Lower grade students in elementary
school have not seen many foreigners.' So all | di d | was
just...taking this out and taking this out to pull the two
together, so your subject would be students and have not seen
would be your verb instead of having t hey and some extra words
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None of these passages in the transcript record an attempt on my part to eagiage J
in the discussion. | seem to have believed that the notations were self-exglanat

Based on the lack of explanation and engagement regarding the sentehce-leve
feedback, it might not be surprising that Jessica’s sentence-level issgesé&utin the
third essay. Actually, Jessica received her highest number of sentesidedelback
points in the third essay. In fact, she received more negative feedbackyicaegory
except “verb.” (Table 6.3) This increase could be the cumulative result of rmghavi
assumed incorrectly that the sentence-level notations were cleasitaJésany case
of the fifteen sentence-level feedback points, almost half (N=6) were iatiégocy of
‘sentence structure.’” As in the previous essays, these errors were armbduaritting
words (two feedback points), including an unnecessary word (one feedback point),
having a comma splice (one feedback point), and feedback on the evaluation page (two

feedback points).

Word choice

The other sentence-level category that most troubled Jessica was ig “wron
word” which included lexical errors of word choice or form. Jessica receivet se
“wrong word” feedback points on her first paper. Of these seven, two were gsstanc
choosing an incorrect word. The first instance, shown in Figure 6.6, was one of using
slang or informal register when Jessica wrote “Till now...” and | indicdtedskould

use the full form of the word and write “Until..”
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Figure 6.6: Jessica’s Profile Essay & Feedback Concerning Slang

) hai
Ur'l T \:/
in Japan for twenty years. Till now he lived in many countries, and he had so many
i S

The other time she seemed to have gotten confused and written the wrong word when
discussing the school system in Ireland as shown in Figure 6.7

Figure 6.7: Jessica’s Profile Essay & Wrong Word Feedback

For example, schools in Ireland have an intermediate school both junior high and

high school. Inlreland, kids are not forced by parents to get into high-level school as

in Japan. In Ireland, their parents and teachers according to their hopes and abilities
or Keds 7

guide parents. Children in Japan have a lot of work to do after school, for example

homework, cram school and club activities. On weekends, they do not have much

Because it seemed unlikely that the parents and teachers joined forces to guide the
parents, | wrote in what | thought she intended, but added a question mark to show my

uncertaintly.
The remaining five feedback points in this category were all onesdétat
incorrect word form. Three of these errors had to do with failing to use the plumal for

when needed as shown in Figure 6.8.
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Figure 6.8: Jessica’s Profile Essay & Missing Plurals

The hardest part of his job was in Church because it is moving

5
individual to see themselves as individual members of the body of Christ--with

My father is social for example he likes to play with children. When he was
working in elementary school, he was always playing with kids. However, he is

I .
sometime strict about manners. In Japan, manners are important, so my father

and tradition. These experience made my father more international and he learned
, . )
the culture’s good and bad points, so now he can understand how it/difficuit to adapt

to other culture. He can be helpful to foreigners who have a hard time to adapt their

As Figure 6.8 shows, in each of these cases | simply wrote in the missingalsd (
failed to write in the missing plural form as shown in the preceding sentdrcese'
experience...”.) However, when | did correct word form errors, | wrote in theamn
sometimes adding a squiggly line under an incorrect form with the correction absve i
illustrated in Figure 6.9.

Figure 6.9: Jessica’s Profile Essay & Incorrect Word Form

{
_ : &
When he went to school in America, he felt a lot of cultu;&difference from his

The last feedback point in this category represents the challengesfyoh
sentence-level feedback. It was a capitalization error when Jessica ttad ¥@n

weekends, they do not have much time to spend with their Family.” Here | had simply
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drawn two lines under the “F.” (See Figure 6.7) The schema | adopted frosdfetri
Roberts (2001) does not clearly account for these types of mistakes in thdtitbada
capitalize might not be considered a lexical error. Nevertheless, it coutthbieered
an error in word form and in another context capitalizargily could affect the
meaning of the sentence.

“Wrong word” is a broad category of error in that numerous examples of error
could fall into this category. In Jessica’s first essay, | counted sen@s as wrong
word errors. These included three errors of missing the plural s form, ondizatpoa
error, two word choice errors, and one missing apostrophe error.

Even though the written feedback concerning word form and word choice errors
was minimal, it seemed to call Jessica’s attention to the need for mdid edreéng
before turning in her final essays. In her second essay, Jessica receivaueonlyong
word’ error and it was an error in preposition choice as shown in Figure 6.10

Figure 6.10: Jessica’s Memoir Essay & Wrong Word Error

11
alone. I always sat on my chair and looked down, so I did not have any friends-atthe

first grade. When I turned to the second grade, a Chinese g%came to my school,

There was no discussion of this change at the oral feedback session other than my

change in emphasis as | read the corrected version aloud to her.

G: "l always sat on my chair and looked down, so | didn't have any

friends in first grade.”

This strategy of recasting the error and providing non-elaborated feedbaickiedni

the oral feedback session of Jessica’s last paper.
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In her third essay, Jessica received three “wrong word” feedback points. Thes
were all classified as errors of word form. The first two came earin the first
paragraph shown in Figure 6.11.

Figure 6.11: Jessica’s Commentary Essay & Wrong Word Feedback

people identify a gay couple as a real family. From a Japanese person’s perspective,

gay marriage is not a marriage and does not fit into the Japanese culture. Because it

ours
is against tradition, they have a different union from ewscng. In addition, it is

?
mz,‘frr'a‘ﬁé ¢

, i ,
Marriage means not only live together happily ever after, but marriage couples

-

| started the OFDFB by reading the corrections to her.

G: Let's see what questions you might have. | didn’ t make a lot
of comments on the paper because | wanted to see i f you could
figure out what I'm talking about. So like here 'b ecause it
is against tradition they have a different union f rom OURS'
not ‘our one' but ‘ours,’” and 'Marriage means not only living
together happily ever after but” you have “marriag e couples”

do you mean ‘married couples’ the adjective?

J: ummm
G: “Marriage couples” doesn't make sense to me.
J: Yeah “married”

The last word form error came on page three of her paper. On Jessica’s paper,
had made pencil notations. During the OFB session | wrote in the words on hasdraft

indicated in Figure 6.12 and once again read the corrected version to her.
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Figure 6.12: Jessica’s Commentary Essay & Wrong Word Feedback Il

i x i F L)

s ,
However, if majoritl)afs of people do not like the law, they can change it by election.

G: if the majorit vy of people’

Even though | had begun the OFDFB session by stating that | wanted to “see what
guestions” she had and “wanted to see if [she] could figure out” my comments. The
transcripts show that | never really gave her the chance to do so.

Jessica’s sentence-level feedback fell into two broad categoriaswofidmlike
Crissy, Jessica’s errors were more context specific to each essayrafa¢hmore
difficult to trace in terms of monitoring her development as a writer. diffatulty
illustrates the complexity of “simple” yet “typical” sentence-legabrs that NNES

students struggle with in achieving fluency in academic writing.

Documentation feedback:Minimal
Table 6.1 shows that Jessica received four documentation feedback points on her first
essay: one in the margin of the essay, two on the works cited page, and one on the
evaluation page.

On page two of her essay | made the marginal comment shown in Figure 6.13

Figure 6.13: Jessica: Profile Essay In-text Documentation Feedback

s
(Sunset International Bible Institute) in Lubbock, Texas. Their mission is’ “train
people of God to do the work of God, wholly to please God. We serve to do His will ( w
and not our own. To Him be the glory, both now and for eternity.” He methis future  i» ; Joo”

wife there who became my mother. The schoo! was very interesting, but he needed
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From the context and the use of quotations marks, it appeared that Jessica wasquoting

portion of the mission statement from the preaching school her father had attertded. Ye

she failed to correctly document the source of the quote although she did have the source

listed on her works cited page as shown in Figure 6.14

Figure 6.14: Jessica: Profile Essay Works Cited Page

Holmes, James. Personal interview 26 June 2009

Sunset International Bible Institute February 4% 2009

3>

shert O
b vy 4
Work Cited =~ !

<http: //www sibi. cc/mdex php?optlon com_content&task= v1ew&1d 34&Item1d 6

TITUITITGC S W

%}W

The written feedback “Where are they cited?” was intended to draw Jesgteatson

to the fact that these references should be cited in the text even though the cemment

clearly a non-elaborated, indirect strategy for doing so. The second weenaick

point on this page “not quite the right form” was intended to inform Jessica that she is

on the right track but not quite there yet in terms of citing a website tgrrec

The evaluation page on Jessica’s first essay shows that | deducted ten points for

problems with documentation.

Yes
Is the writing in the correct manuscript form? o O
No in-text citations

No
0-10 o O

At the follow-up interview, nine months later, Jessica indicated some continued

confusion with preparing a works cited page.

G: So when you got this paper back and you read ‘wh
cited? Not quite the right form." What did you und
this comment?
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J: | thought like here | was a little bit confused about it. | got

the information from this page. [pointing to the s ource]
G: Yeah, so you put it there. [pointing to the work s cited page]
J: | still don't know what is wrong.

Jessica has indicated that she got information from this source and put thattioforma

in her paper so she thought she had cited correctly. She had not fully understood the
connection between the works cited and in-text citations. | was surprised gied Jes

was still somewhat confused by the documentation feedback. Her continued confusion
indicates that not only was the WFDFB inadequate but also the oral feedback she had
received over the course of the semester from writing center tutorsalits;aand others

to whom she turned for feedback. Perhaps their feedback had helped at the moment, but

Jessica had not yet grasped some basics of MLA documentation.

G: What is wrong with that? If you look in your boo k, there's a
couple of things: one, the date is never like this ; the date is
always going to be day month year. This is the ho mepage, So
you're probably going to underline that, and you'r e goingto
put the date there. That's the minimum. | don't kn ow if there's
additional information. That's why | have 'not qui te the right
form' And then here | have ‘where are they cited?' . So when you
read that question what did you understand? What w as your

reaction? Do you remember?
J: | just look back at this word. [Jessica indicate d that she looked
back at the in-text documentation feedback where | had indicated

the need for an in-text citation.]

This exchange illustrates the complex and confusing task that students fimadgn cit

sources. Even after the classroom instruction, other papers, and writing cgtger vi
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Jessica still had not fully understood what documentation mistakes she had made on the
works cited page of her first essay. The interview data, however, show that she did

accurately interpret the in-text documentation feedback:

G: And did that make sense to you - the little pare ntheses and “in

text citation?”.

J: Yeah | understand this before | write this, but | forgot.

G: Did you? So you knew to do it? You just forgot i t.

J: Yeah

G: Did you learn that in Basic Writing or did you just learn it from

looking it up?
J: | learned it from textbook - the class

G: Alright. So you knew to do it. That was just an oversight.

The data show that Jessica, indeed, attended more carefully to the inatext<iof her
next essay although the works cited page remained a small source of glifficult

Jessica’s second essay received only two documentation feedback points: one on
the evaluation page and one on the works cited page. Figure 6.15 illustrates the writte
feedback; the oral feedback follows.

Figure 6.15: Jessica’s: Memoir Essay & Works Cited Feedback

Works Cited

Nguyen Kevin. Personal interview. 26 Feb 2009,

“Multilingual” Merriam-Webster. 26Feb 2009

<http:// www.merriam¥webster.com /dictionary/multilingual=.

G: This is good. [Referring to the works cited pa ge]. You just need

to move it up here because it's alphabetical.
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Jessica had gotten the works cited in alphabetical order on the first paper, sertied s
like a step backwards. | asked her about it pointing specifically to the documentati

feedback of her first essay.

G:  What did you think about the feedback on this [ first] paper? What

did you understand from this paper?

J: This paper | miss like two or small words.

G:  The in-text citations - you had works cited, so you did that
correct this time (the profile paper). That was so mething that
you didn't do [correct this time with the memoir]- so did you pay
attention to that-to the works cited and the in te xt citations?

J: yeah, this time [first paper] | check the textbo ok but I'm not
pretty sure, but this time [second paper] | check textbook and |

ask writing center people.
Her in-text citations are correct this time.

G: You did? You went to the writing center with th e [first paper]
but not the [second] one.
J: | went to there but | did the citations last mi nute so | was not

sure.

Jessica said she had feedback on the citations from the writing center fecdhd s

paper; the first paper she went to the writing center but not for feedback otations.

She explained that she did not have the documentation ready when she went to the
writing center with her first paper. | would argue that the documentation fdedbher

first paper motivated Jessica to seek writing center feedback in managing th
documentation of her second essay. In the second essay she cited both of her sources

correctly in the text and only made one mistake on the works cited page —valselati
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common oversight by first-year composition ESL students of failing to put theesourc
in alphabetical order.

Jessica relied more on outside research for her commentary essag tnice
as many sources (four) in this paper as in the two previous papers. As | explaiaed mor
fully in Chapter Three the requirements for each essay included two to fowteoutsi
sources. Jessica also received more documentation feedback on this essay than on the
other two, but as | have mentioned earlier, the number of feedback points is itself not
negative or positive factor. In Jessica’s case two of these feedback pomisositive
statements. On the evaluation page she received full points and a “yes” by thenquesti
concerning “correct manuscript form” and on the works cited page | wrote “good
research!” at the bottom of the page during the oral feedback session.&igushows
Jessica’s works cited page from her third essay and the notations | madeoduongl
FDFB session.

The following transcript is from our last interview after the course haeldend

G: This is much better.. just a few little things - but you've
got the topic inside this, the date you read it, y ou've got the
dates right. So what made the difference between t his page and
well actually | think you said you went to the wri ting center is
that it? Cause here you've got everything right; i t just needs to

be alphabetical.

J: You put on the comment there, [previous essay] s o | was like very
focused on the works citations. | review a lot bef ore | hand in.

G: You did?

J: And | very focused on this.

G: Because | commented on it here. It brought your attention to the
fact that you really needed to pay attention to th e works cited.
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So you did?

J: yeah
G: You paid attention to it because of the comment. OK. Good to
know.

In this way, Jessica confirmed her attention to the O&WFDFB concerning the

documentation of her memoir essay.
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Figure 6.16: Jessica’s Commentary Essay & Works Cited Feedback

Work Cited

Bradley, Ann. "Lesbian Justice Votes Against Gay Marriage Rights." Lesbian News
June 2008: 10@&;@@1&&@&@ EBSCO. Oklahoma Christian

University, Oklahoma, OK. 5 Apr. 2009

&site=ehost-live>.

“Common Law Marriage.” National Conference on State. 2009. 6th April 2009

< http://www.ncsl.org/programs/cyf/commonlaw.htm >.

"Michigan DOMA law ends domestic partner benefits.” Contemnporary Sexuality 41.3
icS

(Mar. 2007):(16.

University, Oklahoma, OK. 6 Apr. 2009

“The Constitution of Japan” The Solon Law Archive. 18 February 2006. 6 April 2009

? <http://www.solon.org/Constitutions/Japan/English/english-Constitution.html>.

£ /Qﬁ Z/
S et

The transcript of the OFDFB shows that | discussed the questions | had about the

length of her sources as indicated by her citation and her failure to indent the final

source — clearly an oversight as she had accurately indented the other sources.
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G: One thing to keep in mind-this line is indented the second line.
Here you have '16' which means it's only one page long, and I'm
wondering if that's correct. If you use the automa tic citation
thing from EBSCO....

J: They told me 16-16.

G: okay so it really is only one page?

J: Yeah.

G: Ok. Good. And this one is more than one page?

J: That was only one page [too].

During this discussion, | made notations on the paper — marking out the + symbol, but
we did not discuss why the + symbol is wrong or even the coincidence that two of her
four sources are on page 16.

In summary, Jessica appears to have attended to the FDFB concerning
documentation. The mistakes of her first essay, not citing all the sourcesristorks
Cited, are not repeated in the remaining essays and her failure to fistitices in
alphabetical order in the second essay is not repeated in her last essaynthpplaee
minimal feedback | provided her, both oral and written, was sufficient in terms iofrais
her awareness of the need to attend to this aspect of academic writiregddsianitting
her final essays for a grade. However, as indicated in the follow-up intervigas not
fully sufficient in terms of clearly up all confusion. It may have raisech@areness
that she needs to attend carefully to this aspect of writing, but it was ngsaleiailed
enough to show her exactly why something about her documentation needed further

attention.
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Summative feedback: Positive but Minimal
Jessica received summative feedback that was fairly positive if somewha
limited. For example, even though Jessica’s first essay was targetedive Mé-DFB,
| did not include an end comment on the essay; all four summative feedback points came

on the evaluation page of her first essay:

Yes No
Does the writing fulfill the assignment requirements? ox i

Your paper: 160/200
virtually error-free, occasional minor errors, lacks thesis statement

Rough Drafts and Peer Evaluations: ‘good’

The three underlined comments are holistic descriptions on the evaluation page.
Together they counted as one summative feedback point. | underlined each one to
indicate my agreement with that comment. There was no other written ¢iatora

Her second essay received slightly more elaborated, summative feedbdck, but
only noted two actual feedback points: one on the evaluation page stating her grade and

one during the oral FDFB.

G: So | mean it wasn't a bad paper, but some of th e sentences were
confusing to me. So | thought your focus was mostl y clear 4 out
of 5, but sometimes it wasn't clear. It's clear th at you're
writing about meeting your best friend; it's clear what your
moment of revelation was -that you learned to get through
difficult times, but some of the other parts weren 't so clear um
| put 'the organization is implied; there are litt le to no
transitions to guide the reader'. Let's look at th e transitions.
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At this point, | began looking back over the essay with Jessica paying particula
attention to the focus of each paragraph and the words Jessica used to show that focus.
During this activity, | realized her organizational strategy. Each patagvas well

unified around a point that she had stated in her thesis. Because she lacked tilansitiona
words and sentences | had failed to see the link before. In the transcript tves icdim

reading aloud from her paper and explaining to her my perceptions as | go.

G: 'At that time' that means | guess 'second grade "1'm looking for
the connections between paragraphs and also inside the
paragraphs. Now you're talking about '‘My feeling c hanged a lot'
[pages turning] 'However now | can understand that my family, my
friends, my teachers supported me at that time bef ore.’ [reading
lightly - key words and first sentences of paragra phs] Yeah |
think that's actually better. I'm going to move th at up to a four
here. Make that a 40. | think this is all 4 out of 5. This would
be a little more support at the beginning. Probabl y the weakest

part would be some of the language issues.

Figure 6.17 shows the change that took place during the summative feedback on
Jessica’s second essay. This change raised her grade ten points giving her 150/200.

Figure 6.17: Jessica’s Memoir Essay & Grade Change

g "/ Organization of piece is clear, but some transitions may be forced or awkward.

2

Organization of piece is implied, but there are little to no transitions to guide the reader.

P

This oral FDFB session ended as | discussed future strategies witta dsgmcially in

relation to making the coherence of her papers clear.

G: So | think in your future papers when you get t o the end after

you've done the thesis, the organization and examp les and all

227



that, then we need to focus on helping to connect the paragraphs

to each other. | think there is a tendency to have a good
paragraph but they're not connected. It can be har d. It can be a
challenge to do that. Maybe in the future we can | ook at the
examples in the book and see how they do it. Do yo u have any
questions about either of these papers or the cour sework or your
grade?

Jessica had no questions as we concluded the summative feedback for her second paper.
Jessica’s last essay, the commentary, received the most summedivadk

points (5) and the highest grade (180/200). As has typically been the case, mest of t

summative feedback points came on the evaluation page. The following excerpt shows

four summative feedback points from Jessica’s commentary essay.

Yes No
Does the writing fulfill the assignment requiremen¥? 0O O O O
Your paper:180/200
O Displays traits of above average work: clearly supported thesis stateteant

organization, displays qualities of good writing, no more than two major errors,
lacks some depth and polish.

Rough drafts and peer reviews

The fifth summative feedback point came during the OFDFB session and is a brief

statement about the overall quality of her paper.

G: Here just a few places where the sentences were hard to
understand but many of your sentences were well wr itten, so

overall it was a very good paper.

Overall, the textual and interview evidence suggest that Jessica atterfued to t

features of FDFB that were addressed in her essays.
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Research Question 3: Did the method of FDFB delivery affect the atteoti
students gave to the FDFB?

Jessica: Feedback Delivery
Just as with Crissy, addressing this research question proved to be complex
because of the overlap between the different methods of feedback deliveactiogpr

the distinctions were not very distinct.

Jessica: Attention to WFDFB

In contrast to Crissy, Jessica received fewer written feedback pointaphbeit
elaborated feedback overall. Of the thirty-two WFDFB points Jessicaeeoan her
first paper, twenty-one consisted of actual comments or individual words. Of these
twenty-one written comments, fourteen consisted of two or more words; sixsef the
came on the evaluation page represented in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4: Jessica’s Evaluation Page & Elaborated WFDFB

Evaluation Page Written Comment

Thesis You discuss your father’s cultural background, but | don’t know
what your thesis is or where it's stated

Unity Some paragraphs wander a bit, but most are clearly unified
around a single topic

Completeness Good details

Coherence In the beginning yes, but by page 3 each paragraph is separate,
not connected with transitions

Mechanics A few problems, but generally well done

Form No in-text citations

The remaining eight are sprinkled throughout her essay and are specific to &x¢ abnt
the essay. Many of these comments are illustrated in Figures 6.2, 6.7, 6.13, and 6.14.

The complete graded essay is in Appendix C.

229



Eleven of the WFDFB points were simply notations such as carets or
underlinings. Each of the eleven notations are concerned with sentence-lellirssue
Jessica’s case, where sentence-level issues were the concerneldsoppimal
feedback as | had with Crissy, but because Jessica’s sentences wefteswoagdr than
Crissy’s | felt | could address content issues too. It appears thatomitdnt issues | was
more likely to provide at least slightly elaborated written feedbackltias with
sentence-level issues. However, at times | was also brief in thenadhtent feedback.
For example, once when | was unsure of Jessica’s meaning, | simplyeddicat
uncertainty by drawing a squiggly line under the phrase and writing “uhatethe
margins as shown in Figure 6.18.

Figure 6.18: Jessica’'s WFDFB & Lack of Clarity

We should not stress out even though we cannot become Japanese, so we need to try

as far as we can do that means. Liny S

Overall Jessica received more elaborated WFDFB than Crissy, and themupresction
established that she attended to the FDFB she received. There is less ehaleinee
elaborated written feedback was any more effective than the non-elaboiaid#eB/Aih
leading her to attend to the feedback. For example, at the follow-up intervievostks
after the course had ended, | discussed with Jessica her lack of thesisrst papér.
The following transcript reveals that her lack of thesis stemmed freumnahérstanding

the nature of the assignment.

G: | didn't see that you had a thesis to your paper . When you think
about this, do you think you had a thesis? Or not?
J: | guess if | understand homework a lot | will ma ke thesis

statement first, but this time | was like | couldn 't understand
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this homework properly, so | was just writing.

G: About your father.

J: Yeah. | interviewed my father and | put informat ion myself, and |
just put it in the paper; that's kind of mix up ev erything

G: So if you understand the assignment clearly, you put your thesis
first or you start with your thesis, but here you didn't really
understand the assignment or it was confusing or s omething?

J: Yeah it was a little bit confusing for me.

G: So you understood you're going to write a paper about your
father, so you interviewed him and you just wrote about him

without a clear focus.
J: umm [indicating agreement]
As mentioned in Chapter Four, several students had struggled somewhat to
conceptualize the profile essay assignment. At one point Jessica explatrgtttbé
her misunderstanding the assignment and the need for a thesis was that shesilgought
could just write about her father, “not like a real essay” because “my fatjust my
father.”

G: Can you remember before you wrote this paper, th is first paper,
did you know what a thesis was? Did you know that papers - that
you should have a thesis and all that?

J: Yeah | knew it but | forgot. Before | wrote this | forgot about

thesis statement and | just thought | need to writ e.

Consequently, Jessica’s attention to thesis in her following assignments can not be
directly tied to the method of feedback delivery. It can be tied to raisingvaee@ess
of her need to understand the assignment.

At other times, Jessica indicated that she understood the meaning of the WFDFB,

but she did not understand how to accomplish what the written feedback suggested as

231



illustrated in the excerpt below from the last interview when we discussechents

regarding coherence:

G: So tell me what is it you understand that means. What does it
mean when a teacher says [writes]'you need more tr ansitions'

J: | need to have a connection from the this paragr aph like this
part to this part and next sentence to next senten ce but I'm
still confused like each part has a different topi c. lwas

confused how | can connect this part to this part.

These excerpts combined with the data from the previous research question katjgest t
for Jessica WFDFB raised her awareness that something in her finahvpribduct was
lacking. The WFDFB alone, elaborated or not, could call her attention to thoses$eatur
of writing, but to effectively address these issues, Jessica sought outpidethel form

of oral feedback.

Jessica: Attention to O&WFDFB

For her second essay, Jessica received twenty-two feedback points, tbe least
all three essays. In this case, only eight of the feedback points consistettieof wr
comments or words. Fourteen of the twenty-two feedback points were simple notations:
circles, underlinings, and carets. One reason for this difference had to dbewith t
different evaluation sheet used for the second essay. Unlike the evaluationssicefetr
essays one and three, the evaluation sheet for the memoir essay came with holis
descriptions for each category. So, for example, instead of writing my owneam
concerning her organization, | merely underlined the holistic description tma¢dde

fit her paper.
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Two of the written notations came during the oral feedback sessions. In both
cases | had indicated a failure to understand what Jessica was tryaiygBausng the
oral feedback session when she explained her meaning, | wrote in Jessrcs a1sv
illustrated in Figure 6.19

Figure 6.19: Jessica’s Memoir Essay O&WFDFB

Because of that, I did not have any friends in the first grade in elementary school. At
the time, | hated everything including school, family and classmates. I did not want
to go to school and I just wanted to stay at my house. Most of the time, | complained
to my mother because I could not tell that to someone else. I complained about

everything such as about my classmates, my teacher and my family; however, I did

Py
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notseesto my personality. —
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G: | have some other places where | was a little bi t confused what

you meant, like ok here, 'Most of the time | compl
mother because | could not tell that to someone el
complained about everything such as about my class
teacher, and my family; however, | did not see to
personality.' I'm not sure what you mean.

J: | tried to say | was complaining around me, but
myself like the fault the point | couldn't get alo
was like | have fault.

G: OK then you might say "I did not consider' inste
'see’. You might put the word ‘consider’. "I did n

personality.” Or, “I did not consider the role my
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played” you know in this. Alright. But when | firs t read this |
was like ‘what?' because you cannot see your perso nality. So

that's why | was like um??

Figure 6.20 also illustrates the written feedback that accompaniecdathe or
feedback. | had written the marginal comment while | was grading slag.dswrote
Jessica’s words, her explanation, during the discussion of the written feedback.

Figure 6.20: Jessica’s Memoir Essay & Clarification with O&WFDFB

R L
i@ ppar” /
< ud-,“;’ ;i Zf Py (m}‘ /’A/J' %‘//ﬂc:
0 mary Yok Whenever | iooked. ba«f{thls ng:“m:y am confident to go over any difficult
C e rd fETIV0 5 7‘%(,.‘; .o e )
situations. For example, when I fight with my friends, I wduld remember the

G: Here | have a question. I'm not sure which memor y you are
referring to, whenever you say 'Whenever | look ba ck on this
memory | am confident to go over any difficult sit uation' but

which memory?

J: When Xiao came in second grade.

G: Second grade, right - the whole year It's not on e event, but
whenever you look back over this year, right? | th ink that would
be a little bit clearer because normally this soun ds like one
thing like you remember the first day you came to school or you
remember a time when kids were mean to you or some thing, 'So
whenever | look back at this time' or ‘at my secon d grade year'
something like that. ‘I'm confident [reading the p aper]' |
wouldn't use 'would' here because that's hypotheti cal 'but when |

fight, | remember' [pages turning] that's okay.

In sum, the oral feedback session for Jessica’s second paper was 17 %> minutes long. It

addressed all four FDFB features: content, sentences, documentation, antdwmma
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but most of the transcript reveals discussion of content issues espectiatifydlaaity

and coherence.

Jessica: Attention to OFDFB

The OFDFB session with Jessica lasted 14 %2 minutes. Following the minimal
marking scheme described in Chapter Three, | had identified thirty-one fequibats.
An additional feedback point was not noted on her paper but came up orally in the oral
feedback session giving Jessica a total of thirty-two feedback points foshesday —
an identical number to what she received on her first essay. (See Table 6.1). The
consistency of this number could serve as an example of balanced final draftkedidba
also shows that the number of feedback points are not tied to the evaluation of the essay
since Jessica’s last essay was a full letter grade higher than tendirs

As explained in Chapter Three, | had adapted the OFDFB strategy sonbgwhat
the time | graded this third set of papers; therefore, some of the finaledrdfisick on
this third paper was actually written. In fact, this paper received fibemrted written

feedback points as shown in Table 6.5.
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Table 6.5:Commentary Essay and Written Feedback

Location of Category of Written
Comment Comment Comment
Evaluation page Content: You state a thesis clearly, but you

discuss more than just their rights.

Evaluation page Content: Transitions between paragraphs would
help
Evaluation page Sentences: A few places where sentences are hard

to understand, but many well written
sentences too!

Essay page 4 Content: Excellent sentence and point

Works Cited page Documentation: Good research

As Table 6.5 shows, three of these elaborated written feedback points came on the
evaluation page, whereas two came in the text. It is also worth noting that four of the
five are generally positive comments although two contain a negative point as well.
Finally, three of the five address content feedback which is very similae tartd of
written feedback that Jessica received for her second essay.

At any rate, of the thirty-two feedback points, fourteen had an oral component
including four of the written feedback points in Table 6.5. The remaining eighteen
feedback points lacked an oral component although one received elaborated written
feedback, (see Table 6.5, Essay page four), but the other seventeen were jossnotati
alignment with the minimal marking strategy. Seven of the seventedrafdepoints
that lacked an oral component were sentence-level errors coded asesefitestare

Figure 6.21 shows the coding and the lack of oral feedback.
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Figure 6.21: Coding OFDFB

Jessica: Commentary Essay
OFDFB: Corrective Feedback (Sentence structure - 7 FB pts)

Wording

Remarks/coding

“Some people think refusing gay marriage is
refusing their rights, however , that is
actually..”

Unnec word — just marked through — the OH
focused on the meaning of ‘refusing’ over th
structure of the sentence

e

U
and this law is one of the best ways to live tl
society.”

no OFB discussion

S

“For example, polygamy is illegal in Americ
but
argument

it is easy to use the “rights”. However, if you
start

U
to use the “right”, polygamists can say, “we
love each other” or “this is our family”.

aOmitted words — no OFB — notations made
the text

DN

We should be careful whenever we use this
word; otherwise, we will destroy our life by
rights”

notations made on paper — no OFB recorde

Is the writing free of grammatical errors?

Is the writing free of mechanical errors?

A few places where sentences are hard to

From the Eval Sheet

Yes No
Ox O O O O
O O Ox O 0-10

understand, but many well written sentences too!

Figure 6.22 shows an example of OFDFB that Jessica received on a conteint iesue

paper. | have put a question mark over a word that is part of a confusing passage.

Figure 6:22: Elaborated OFDFB: Content

) [
Marriage means not only live together hap

2
need to share their fortune and others. When [ was in Japan, I/could not find any

>
mﬁfrf'ﬁﬁd ¢

pily ever after, but marriage couples

G: ‘need to share their fortune and others'??

J:  fortune and like if they get kids; it's not sha re, but like |
guess everything will be included like

G:  What do you mean by fortune do you mean their i ncome, their

237



material items? What exactly do you mean by 'fortu ne'

J: Normally its money like income or everything th ey got themselves.

G: Yeah like material items so like their money bu t also their
household things, right? And are you saying they n eed to share
their material items and when you say 'others' you 're talking
about people like the friends you bring to the mar riage you bring
your relatives to the marriage, you have kids, is that what you
mean?
[Jessica shakes her head, but doesn't clarify. So | continue.]

G: No, ok. Well | was confused. I'm not sure what you mean here so

that is confusing.
The transcript shows Jessica’s continued struggle in this essayest tiinwrite clear
sentences. In some cases, she cannot even explain what she intended tedilioshra
transcript following Figure 6.23.

Figure 6.23: More Elaborated OFDFB: Content

people’s life just because they are gay. Some people think refusing gay marriage is
refusing their rights, however %A]ly, that is actually different because if you 7
marry tersame sex-people, they' will lose some rights to live, If they married same

sex people, they are refusing their rights and the happiness of their lives.

NN

G: So here I'm confused again 'if they married [rea ding softly
outloud]
J: Writing center people also say confusing.

G: [laughter] Did they?

J: | saw an article saying same sex couple cannot a dopt kids.
G: They can'tin some places. In some places they can.
J: yeah
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G: So that's what you mean. It's not that they are refusing their

rights, but they have limited rights. So refusing is maybe that's
part of the problem. THEY aren't refusing; they wa nt them. Refuse
means that somebody gives you something and you sa y 'no | don't
want it' So maybe that's part of the problem. They 're not

refusing; they're limiting
Unfortunately there is no strong evidence that these elaborated respounksed nes
clarity on Jessica’s part. For the most part she remained silent gfeqptanation, and
| tended to fill the silence by moving on to the next feedback point on her paper.
To summarize this section, the FDFB, regardless of delivery, raisechless
awareness of issues in her papers that needed attention. The FDFB itseit alasys
clear enough to instruct Jessica, but she sought clarification on her own imgut &ite

apply the FDFB to future essays.

Jessica: Conclusions

Table 6.1 illustrates that Jessica’s final grades fluctuated froomgaaris- (160/
200) to a C (150/200) to an A-(180/200). Rather than be discouraged by going down a
letter grade from her first to her second essay, Jessica seemedrsddommprove.
When | asked her about this at our last interview, she credited choosingaltdifipic
with forcing her to focus on her writing. In the transcript below | have justsihewthe

graded Feedback Report for which she had received an A-.

G: Do you have anything else to say about what you think made the
difference in these last two papers and getting th e grade you got
and the quality and the first two papers? Anything else you think
made the difference in the papers [anything] you d id?

J: | guess the Gay Marriage paper | still remember how I focus on
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the paper. | talk to a lot of people and | look up many website,

so | guess how | the time how long | take to the p aper affect the
G: the end result: the time and the focus. And you mentioned you
talked to people. Did you talk to people at these other

assignments. Do you remember?

J: No. Because my father is just my father and my e Xperience is my
experience

G: That's true

J: So | didn't have any topic to talk to other peop le. But gay
marriage everyone has their opinions, so everyone that's kind of
interesting for me.

G: So when you talked about it you were really tryi ng to find out
what people thought and...

J: Cause | started from nothing. So | tried to lear n more. The other

onels] | started from knowledge

G: So [with the first two]you weren't starting from nothing. You
already had a point or a knowledge of it. Right. T hat's
interesting. So it made a difference in the qualit y of your paper

In fact the interview data repeatedly showed that Jessica took an ggireach
to developing her writing skills. They further revealed that oral feedbackdotaye
important role in her writing process. She described a process that relied beawigt

rough draft feedback and was influenced by what she described as a lack of cenfidenc

J:  The first step | feel like “ah | cannot do this paper.” Or “I
don't know how to deal with this paper,” but whene ver | cannot
think about anything and | need advice | will go t o the librarian
and | will talk to them and they always say like w hat you need to

do and | can be more competent.
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G: So talk is very important for you in the writin g process in
learning to write. Talk is a very important factor

J: Yeah

She sought this feedback first from staff in the library and then from thegvcéinter

as she described how she would take her first draft and the assignment sheet to a

librarian.

J: Whenever | write a paper | don't have confidenc e. So | always
go to the library, and | always talk to the librar ian. | will say
this is the assignment. Is that okay? They will te I me grammar
mistake or I'm not following the assignment or aft er that | will
go to writing center and they will fix my paper. After that |

will turn in my paper.

Jessica stated that she usually made Bs on her written work, so the lack ohcenfide
did not stem from doing poorly; nevertheless, she was concerned about her grammar
mistakes and felt the need to have someone confirm her understanding of and approach

to the assignment:

J: | have a lot of grammar mistake, and | don't kn ow whether I'm
following assignment even though | check; | need s omebody to

check for me so | can be confident about my paper.
Part of Jessica’s lack of confidence may have stemmed from an idealizeof viewv
ease with which other students could successfully accomplish a writingrassig

J: | thought other people... they would just write a paper and turn
in. I'm like “oh I cannot do it.” | would be so sc ared. Of course

| have a lot of mistake and | cannot do it.

Jessica felt that talking about her paper increased her confidence. For bothrafisgh d

and final drafts, she preferred oral feedback strategies. She stated that sie‘Veay”
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to pay careful attention to written feedback, but claimed “if | talk, I take it very

seriously.”

J: If you write down what you say that will be hel pful, but | guess
only talking is like helpful because if that stude nt know she
[the teacher] is only [going to] talk, we will li sten very
carefully. I will try to understand what you're ta Iking about.

In other words, Jessica felt that oral feedback forced her to pay attention irttzatvay
written feedback alone did not. Specifically in reference to the rdsgagstions | offer
the following conclusions based on the data from Jessica.

What were the features of FDFB that students received on their gradgahpers?

Jessica received some negative content feedback on her first essdiyngega
thesis and coherence. In subsequent essays, she received more positive feedback on
content and more negative feedback on sentence-level issues. Her senténce-leve
feedback came mostly in the category of sentence structure errors.

Did students attend to features of FDFB as they completed subsequeniting
assignments in the same class?

Jessica attended to those features of FDFB that most negativelydaffecte
grade. After her first essay, she attended to the need for a clearly lsésisd There is
less evidence that she attended to sentence-level issues but that is pactihdue
scattered nature of her sentence-level struggles.

Did method of feedback delivery affect the attention students gave to tiOFB?

There is little evidence that method of feedback delivery greatly affdote
attention that Jessica gave to the FDFB she received. Although Jessidzedesc

preference for oral feedback, she attended to the WFDFB successfullyeiftegence
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for an oral component may be in line with her writing process, but this preference did
not prevent her from attending to written feedback as well.

As with Crissy, the sentence-level feedback that Jessica receiveddsamto
essay did not vary greatly in terms of explicitness. Regardlessdifdele strategy, |
used minimal markings and notations to indicate problems at the sentence level.
Otherwise, the oral feedback sessions allowed for extended discussionestisg
would have been somewhat onerous to discuss in writing, such as the discussion of
using ellipses in a quotation or the extended discussion of achieving coherence in a
paper. The dynamic nature of the oral feedback session is perhaps nowhere more evident
than when it resulted in an increase to Jessica’s final grade. When Idadghreugh
her second paper to grade it, | failed to see her organizational scheme, bubety@n
to show her the lack of organization in her paper, I, too, saw the pattern she was
following.

The fact that much of the elaborated feedback Jessica received had to do with
issues of coherence might say something about the overall quality of hagwriti
Coherence is a higher order challenge for writers. A course likeyéissteomposition
can treat coherence at a more concrete level by framing it as theqeres@absence of
transitions, but true coherence is more than that. Because Jessica’'s semteaces
relatively strong, | felt | could address these types of higher order csneéh her. It is
true that she would have in each essay one or two sentences that made no sense and that
she could not explain, but those were the exception.

For the most part, Jessica’s sentence-level problems fell into the “ubleéata

category identified by Ferris (2002, p. 23). The oral feedback sessions show that |
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reacted to the untreatable nature of these errors by ignoring them. Whettheaslza
useful strategy or not is unclear. Fortunately, Jessica had a high levél-oéfrlacy
that led her to adopt effective revision strategies as she moved from one assignm

the next.
The following chapter concludes this study and offers pedagogical inutisat

along with suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

As a phenomenological interpretative case study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), this
dissertation has examined the phenomenon of student attention to FDFB. This study was
based on two primary assumptions: first that many students in first-yeposion read
the comments on their final drafts with the intent of understanding what they have don
well and where they need to improve and second that international visa-holding students
are especially motivated to succeed in university and this motivation leadsothem
carefully read the comments of their final drafts with the intent of appijiat feedback
to future writing assignments. The study began as an inquiry into my own classroom
practices — to investigate my abandonment of formal, written, class-widb dvaft
feedback. It has ended with an understanding of my own grading patterns and my
students’ responses to them. If | started out with any kind of an agenda, | hadengiind
a humble view of the complexity of responding to final drafts of student writing.

Using an instrumental research design (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), the purpose of

this research was to “provide insight into an issue” (p. 437) that issue beingifrDFB
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first-year composition. On the surface, this dissertation may look like » stule effect

of grading on future writing, and in some ways it is although it did not begin with that
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intent. The conclusion, that students attend to that which affects their gradesseright
obvious. Yet, it is a conclusion that had been unexplored in both L1 and L2 composition
research as if there were no pedagogical value to grades and the ceosumeninding
them.

Janesick (1994) has stated that “questions pertaining to teachers’ impliaggégheor
about teaching and curriculum” are appropriate research questions fotuchss @.
210). My research questions were clearly guided by my own teachingethaad
practices. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore what studentslyprima
NNES students, do with final draft feedback. It started with that broad, overriding
guestion before zooming in on three more specific questions. To that end, this study was
designed to investigate (1) the features of final draft feedback that stustssited on
their graded papers, (2) whether students attended to those features asethey f
subsequent writing assignments in the same class, and (3) whether the Wesdback
was delivered had an effect on the attention students gave to the feedback.

| investigated the broad research question using quantitative data from aafurvey
two first-year composition classes (N=38) | was teaching and combinedithat
qualitative data from four interviews with three NNES focus group particifems
those classes along with my own teaching notes and observations. | then addressed the
more specific research questions by examining case study data fronhexdirst-year
NNES students. The case study data included interviews, transcripts, essayagt
notes, and observations. Specifically for each of the case study parti¢ipaatgzed

four interviews and transcripts and four graded papers. The data collection jor stud
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began in January 2009 during a 15 week spring semester and ended with the fourth
interview in November 2009.

Whereas the overriding research question provided the backdrop for the study, the
specific research questions considered the meaningfulness in the variaticgenkibe
case studies and essentially addressed the ultimate question of whettuzafina
feedback matters at all. In this chapter | present a summary of thecte§adings along
with a discussion of pedagogical implications before concluding with comphsatid

the study and suggestions for future research.

Summary of Findings

The results of this study have some implications for L2 writing relsearc
especially with regard to transfer. Stake (2005) has accurately pointed out that
“knowledge transfer remains difficult to understand” (p. 456). This complexity has,
perhaps, led other researchers to examine transfer from more complex angtesf som
which are evident in this study.

First of all James (2006) distinguishes between high-road and low-road learning
transfer. His definition of high-road transfer as “a conscious process that can occ
between two situations that lack obvious similarities” (p. 152) could apply to student
attention to FDFB. The findings from both the quantitative and qualitative data indicate
that students appreciated and attended to FDFB. The quantitative data for the two
sections indicated that as far as final grades were concerned ges&asa whole
struggled somewhat with the assignments; the cumulative average for both wlasse

just under 79%.
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The other quantitative data came from the end-of-semester survey aelrathist
on the day of the final exam. Thirty-eight students completed the survey inclugive t
NNESs. The survey instrument used a variety of techniques to elicit information
regarding students’ beliefs concerning final draft feedback which inclmlegleting an
open-ended question, selecting a Likert scale response, and assignirengagerof
importance to FDFB features. | used descriptive statistics to intengrstitvey. In this
survey, students indicated that they preferred detailed feedback on their papery and the
preferred the feedback in both oral and written form. Students also preferred global
feedback on all features of their final drafts including content, organizatioa, styl
vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics. Most students also felt that I, agringtonshad
focused on content over mechanics when providing FDFB.

In addition to the quantitative data, | also used qualitative data in answering the
larger research question by interviewing three NNES students whonnrécefe as
focus participants: Ellen, Martin, and Polly. Although they were all traditisto@lents in
terms of age, they each came from different countries and were pursuingndiffe
degrees. They were highly engaged students with high work ethics. Each one wrote
multiple drafts of each assignment and voluntarily visited the writing cetrlesaist once

for every essay. Each of these students reported attending to the FDFB fsegobven
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though in most cases there was little to attend to because their papers welle s

written. In fact, out of the four papers for the class, only one student (Ellen)amadi
(Profile Essay: 165/200). Otherwise, the final grades for these focus gnticjppats

were 180/200 or higher. One student, Martin, earned a perfect score on the third essay.

As mentioned earlier, grades alone do not reflect attention to FDFB, but the role
of grades should not be diminished either. Writing in the context of L1 composition
assessment, Walvoord and Anderson (1998) point out that “grading must be integral to
the entire process of teaching and learning” (p. xviii). In an L2 context sJ@0@6)
claims that attention to grades “can have a positive impact on learningtramsif@t it
enables students to become “ aware of their own learning and performance” (p. 157).
This awareness can assist students in “finding ways to use what they haw#’ Igarne
157).

As for the focus group participants, the interview data and analysis oé#sealys
indicate that these students did attend to the FDFB they received regarabsshar it
came in written or oral form. For example, Martin stated that he prefe&@dFDFB
because it allowed for clarification of the written feedback. He also pointedaiuhe
OFDFB alone was primarily useful for surface level mistakes, but hi¢ fedts too
minimal to be useful for other types of feedback. In any case, Martin rdpooldang
back at the graded papers as he revised for the next assignment.

Polly did not state a preference for one feedback strategy over another, perhaps
because she was so proactive in her learning style. On her first paparrséteanear
perfect score (190/200), yet at the OFDFB session she specificallyvals&edhe could

do to improve. Polly said that she read teacher comments on her papers in order to know
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what areas to work on. This was her strategy for all her classes whetrerdhadk

came on rough drafts or final drafts. In this study, the only FDFB that Rpikatedly

received corrective feedback on was with regard to documentation. At the-tgdlow
interview, she explained that even though she read the FDFB and looked in the book
documentation remained a source of confusion. She was careful to attempt some form of
documentation and to avoid plagiarism, but the smaller details of documentation style
eluded her. It is possible that on some level, she decided that these detaissvere
important than the overall content of her paper.

Ellen also did not state a preference for feedback strategy. Unlike Mattin an
Polly whose first feedback was OFDFB, Ellen was in the afternoon section anedecei
WFDFB on her first paper. Of this FDFB over one-third addressed content features
(N=9), and over half of those (N=5) were directed specifically at coneetins
organization. In the end, | deducted twenty-five points from her total grade betause
some weakness | had identified with her organization. In a similar manner to other
students, Ellen attended to the features of FDFB that most affected her grade. He
subsequent essays received full points for organization. In the interview, shimednfi
that the feedback from her first essay raised her awareness of the neeaidtdcetihis
feature of her writing.

No doubt each of these focus group participants was a highly motivated, detail-
oriented student. In many cases they outscored and outperformed their NES peers.
Matrtin, Polly, and Ellen provide some evidence in support of DePalma and Ringer’s
claim for “adaptive transfer,” which they define as the “ability to reuse estthpe prior

writing knowledge to fit new contexts” (p. 135). The data from these students combined
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with the survey data were intended to answer the overriding research questiorhef whet
or not students attend to FDFB. These data indicate that regardless of nakee spea
status and initial writing ability, students say they read and value the cumanel
notations on their final drafts.

In order to answer the more specific research questions, | turned to theéwo cas
participants, Crissy and Jessica. Crissy and Jessica were both yaditignabage
second semester university students. Crissy came from China and had leatiséd Eng
only as a school subject, a subject in which she had always excelled. She cameSto the U
to pursue a degree in English. Jessica came from Japan and had a bit of a mixed language
background in that her father was Irish and spoke English at home. However, theachildre
were encouraged to focus on developing Japanese fluency. She did not describe her home
as bilingual. She studied English formally in school and had come to the US to pursue a
degree in Interior Design. Crissy and Jessica had different languaggdiands, but
they both identified themselves clearly as NNESs.

| began this part of the data analysis by determining the number of feedback
points for each graded paper. | calculated the number of feedback points Crissy and
Jessica received on each essay in order to analyze their attention tolRDB&Bulating
feedback points, | considered comments or notations concerning a single issue #& equal
feedback point (Lee, 2008b).Tables 5.1 and 6.1, respectively, show the number of
feedback points that Crissy and Jessica received on each essay.In addilarddabnza
feedback points, the first research question required analysis of the feedback points
Following this analysis, four categories of FDFB emerged: content, sesitence

documentation, and summative.
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What were the features of FDFB that students received on their gradguhpers?

Within each category, | further identified certain features of feedbackte@on
Feedback included comments addressing the essay’s thesis, development,tanganiza
and clarity. Sentences Feedback included comments regarding various typesoef surf
level issues, such as sentence structure, word forms, and tenses. | counted as
Documentation Feedback any comments regarding the students’ attention to the MLA
style guide. Finally features of Summative Feedback included the grastencds to the
process of completing the assignment, and the end comment. Not surprisingly their
different language backgrounds resulted in slightly different straggten they wrote
essays in English.

As mentioned previously, the number of feedback points alone was not
necessarily indicative of a paper’s strength or weakness in that feedbaskqooilat be
positive as well as negative. However, most sentence-level feedback pomts wer
corrective and in that sense negative feedback so a high number of sentence-level
feedback points indicated a weaker paper. However, in the other categatiesckee
points were as likely to be positive as negative so just counting feedback pantetvea
sufficient method for determining attention to feedback. In order to do that | had to look
at the feedback points by category from essay to essay.

Crissy and Jessica both received more sentence-level feedback than any othe
kind, but Crissy received a proportionately higher number of sentence-leveldeedba
points than Jessica. Jessica received more balanced feedback in that theohumber
feedback points remained fairly consistent from essay to essay despitéciwnde in

final grades.
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Did students attend to these features as they completed subsequeriting
assignments in the same class?
Both Crissy and Jessica attended to those FDFB points that had the grisatest ef

of their grades. The evidence that Crissy attended to this feedback shbe/slétitease
of sentence-level feedback points which resulted in a decrease in points deducted and a
subsequent increase in her grade from her first two papers to her final oness&pr C
this meant that she attended to issues with comma splices and verb tenses as she moved
from one essay to the next. Jessica attended to thesis in her subsequent papets aft
having stated a thesis in her first paper. Interestingly as she attendetbrasontent, her
sentence-level issues increased suggesting that time and fatigueglaaqlke in student
attention to feedback. For example, Jessica’s commentary essay coveyielg a hi
sensitive topic (Gay Marriage). She offered evidence that focusing on her foperle
less time to consider sentence-level concerns before turning in her pagartrhst but
for related reasons, Crissy confessed that she had chosen what she thought aould be
easy commentary topic (Gun Control) because she wanted to be able to focus on the
sentence-level issues over the content. In other words, rather than having torspend ti
getting the content right, she wanted to be able to spend time getting thneesmight.
This strategy represents a break from her earlier pattern when she songte about
unique and creative topics.

This behavior indicates that attention to certain features of FDFB coriirea wi
cost to other features. To a certain extent this strategy corroborafeslithg that
accuracy and fluency are inversely correlated for beginning L2ra/(iteartshorn, Evans,
Merrill, Sudweeks, Strong-Krause, & Anderson, 2010). In other words students tend to

sacrifice one for the other. For Crissy and Jessica, attention to contenversly
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correlated to attention to sentences. If they focused more on one, they focusediess
other. This strategy may explain why students seem to regress in cataregef their
writing as they move from one assignment to another in a composition class. The
“regression” may not be a result of failing to attend to previous FDFB; it m&yeb
result of choosing to attend to different features of the FDFB.
Did method of feedback delivery affect the attention students gave to tf®OFB?
Initially, the results appeared to show that method of feedback deliveryttead lit
effect as a means of getting students to attend to FDFB. | came to this anoiysart
because of the overlap between the feedback delivery methods. In realityitiod ainst
were relatively minimal. For example with OFDFB | learned that sombas¢o write
something down so OFDFB does not really exist separately from O&WFDFBriije
difference came in terms of when the feedback was written down. When pplgsg
OFDFB as a strategy, | refrained from making written comments Whiss grading but
found that during the conference | inevitably wrote on the paper as we discu3$er it
the student left the conference with O&WFDFB on the paper just as she did when |
applied the O&WFDFB grading strategy. Some distinction came with the \BFDF
because | was more likely to write elaborated comments when | knew tbelek ve no
oral feedback, but that was mostly when | was providing content, documentation, or
summative feedback. The sentence-level feedback was basically theeganaess of
which strategy | was applying at the time. With sentence-level fekdbaas most
likely to make notations or non-elaborated comments on student errors regardiess of t

feedback strategy | was using. This overlap made it difficult to tease oatfantof
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changing the feedback strategies. Closer inspection, however, has led to scimeahddi
conclusions regarding FDFB and method of delivery.

First of all, the dynamic nature of the oral feedback sessions cannot bateeplic
with WFDFB, a fact that should not be minimized. The context of providing oral
feedback allows the instructor to highlight details and focus the session to a depth not
possible with written comments alone. It also presents an opportunity to tailor the
feedback to specific individual needs, some of which might only come to light in the
context of the feedback conference. The discussion with Crissy of usingsitipse
guotation is one example. The extended discussion of coherence with Jessica is another.
No doubt the transcripts from the three focus group participants and the two case studi
would reveal different topics of focus to an extent that is missing from themnwvritt
feedback. Furthermore, it is possible that the WFDFB was guided, and eved linyit
the grading rubrics in a way that the oral feedback sessions were ndy, fneal
dynamic nature of the oral feedback sessions is evident by its potertclaffthe
instructor. It was only through the oral feedback sessions that | realizéchJ®as not
fully grasping issues of coherence or that she was following an organeairategy
that was not explicitly clear but was clearly present.

Secondly, even though instructors might appreciate the benefits of giving ora
feedback, they might consider it too time consuming as a feedback strategy. No doubt,
the time factor makes oral feedback somewhat impractical as the dentzams of
providing FDFB. However, as a result of this study | believe that off@8¢/FDFB as
the first feedback strategy of a course might enable the instructor and stiodesap

benefits that would last throughout the course. Writing comments on a final draft and

256



then meeting face-to-face to discuss the first graded paper could helghitsbst
relationship of “caring and trust”, an important factor in attending to feedback as
identified by Lee and Schallert (2008). Oral explanations of FDFB can seneitp c
written comments, which by themselves can be unclear or seem harsit, énrécent
study aimed specifically at first-year students, found that “summagedbhck ... and
personal tutoring can be successfully merged” (Cramp, 2011, p. 121). Cramp found that
O&WFDFB served to “engage students more fully in their use of written feletmac
122). In that regard, | would suggest that following an initial O&WFDFB sessi@n, i
possible that students would be better able to interpret only WFDFB of subsequent papers
or if not, the students would feel more comfortable approaching the teacher for atlditiona
feedback.

In Borg’'s (2009) study, “teachers...rated highly the need for research to provide
results they could use, signaling a concern with the practical applicatieseairch
findings” (17). This dissertation presents results that are rich in terpracfcal

application in the classroom.

Pedagogical Implications

This study has attempted to provide teachers with research evidencdlthat wi
enhance their pedagogical practices concerning final draft feedbachtipeiar
composition. Mcintyre (2005) has pointed out research-based suggestions of best
practices for teachers tend to be “formulated in generalized terms gagh@tassroom
teaching is highly complex and “fundamentally personalized” (p. 360). To that erd, | wi
refrain from offering suggestions to other teachers whose contexts wouldrdiffer

mine. Instead, | will speak from the “highly personalized” context of my owahieg,
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state the pedagogical implications this research has had on my feedbackgrantd
leave others to glean from my experience that which they may take intoléissnooms.
Therefore, | offer the following results-to-pedagogy: lessons learned.

First, simply marking up a paper would not lead to the same results as marking
sentence-level issues and noting that specifically on the grade sheld asth Crissy.
Although grading rubrics have been criticized (Broad 2003), in this study the rubrics
served to draw student attention to those features of writing that werenaffidetir
grades — both positively and negatively. Both students in this case study attetiesbt
features that were negatively affecting their grades. This has impapgglications for
writing teachers. It suggests that teachers should explicitly idengifgdint values
associated with features of student writing and that once students know the pomt value
they can determine whether to address these issues.

Second, other studies have described the effect of teacher beliefs on pedagogy
(Lee, 2008b) as well as the difficulty of having teachers actually follow &f $eedback
guidelines that they agree to at the start of the study (Ferris, 2006). Thisalisa adds
to the evidence that context and belief dictate practice. Even though | had frésned t
study myself and even though it was a high stakes dissertation study andaegmit
was the lone teacher giving the feedback, even under those conditions | could not follow
study guidelines that in practice seemed unhelpful to the student and impfactice.

This is especially evident at the part of the study where | had intended to provide only
OFDFB. In the end, | could not abide by my own restrictions because | felt they

negatively affected the quality of interaction | had with the students.
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Finally, putting a point value to features forced me to consider what eagtefeat
was worth and to make that decision transparent in grading student papers. htedfere
rough draft feedback, Ferris has argued persuasively that “When it is donesfulipos
and thoughtfully, teacher feedback can be an amazingly powerful and effective
pedagogical tool’( 2003, p. 131). By studying attention to FDFB | had to “purposefully
and thoughtfully” consider the way | arrived at grades on student papers. By raaking
feature on the grading rubric worth equal value, | was forced to acknowilesiga
theory a student who received only one No would receive and A- (180/200). What if the
one No was for mechanical correctness? Could | give a paper an A- if itiddieslr
with mechanical errors? What if the one No was for lack of thesis? Would esah A-
paper? In reality | knew that these scenarios were not likely, as ang faib paper
often affects other aspects. A paper riddled with mechanical errors would often be
lacking in clarity as well. A paper lacking a thesis might also be poorly @eghni
Nevertheless, before | made the point values explicit, | had to decide it loguivith

the consequences. In the end | decided | could.

Conclusions: Complications and Suggestions

This dissertation lays out my grading practices: for better and wiosee might
guestion the legitimacy of improved grades as evidence of attention to kR fthat
grades represent somewhat subjective values attached to written workl\Z s
point is valid. Nevertheless grading is a reality of academic practie¢sto my
knowledge there are no studies in L1 or L2 composition investigating the effeadesgr
on future work. Instead, final grade feedback is referred to as grade jtistifidéo

doubt that can be the case. However, this study shows FDFB in a role that extends
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beyond mere grade justification. By standardizing the grading point system, | gave
students a concrete framework for interpreting their final grades. S¢udehts study

not only knew what their final grades were but also which features of the essagdt

them points. By knowing these features and the point values associated with them, they
could choose to focus their attention in certain ways for future papers.

Writing in the context of L1 composition, Edward White (2007) suggests that
teachers “use the power of grades to support the improvement of student writing” (p. 73)
a suggestion that has not been explored empirically in L1 or L2 composition hegearc
suspect this lack of research is due in part to the distastefulness of asgigdes) the
bane of most teachers, especially in higher ed where, as the name stagespm dike to
be about the business of teaching content matter and critical thinking skills. g5sadm
a sense, the dirty work of teaching. Faculty in some disciplines farm out thisytas
hiring graders. Those of us in composition have not figured out a way to do this
successfully and ethically. Although | have no doubt that if we could, many waould. |
short, grading is considered, to borrow terminology from writing center theawea |
order concern. Faculty in higher education want to be about higher order concerns.

Some might see my grading standards and style as harsh and unsympathetic to the
challenges ESL students face in acquiring academic writing skillsomgone who, as
an adult, lived abroad for over ten years and worked professionally in two foreign
countries, one in which | attended university as a foreign student myselfpagyee
greatly with the challenge of achieving academic writing skills swtidvla higher
educational setting in a student’s L2. This study, however, took place in aefrst-y

composition course designed for all students at this university. Therefore, | wgudd ar
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that once a student enrolls in this type of first-year composition class,utiansts first

of all a university student and secondly an ESL student. In other words, | would expect
that the student had attained a certain level of competency. Students requingra sl
pace and more directed ESL instruction belong in EAP classes designeaalbye &l

that purpose.

In addition to the lack of grade effect studies, the demands of the teacher are
rarely noted in feedback studies (Ferris, Brown, Liu, & Stine, 2011), yet the time
consuming nature of providing feedback is real and the effect more influential than
scholars and researchers have, perhaps, been willing to acknowledge.ghrficst, it
was surprising to me that both case studies received the least number of feediiack poi
on their second essays. This was surprising for two reasons: one the second essays
received feedback by two means: oral and written, and both essays received Cs, the
lowest grade of the three essays. One might assume that an essaygdéeedback by
two means would receive more feedback than an essay receiving only one type of
feedback, and one might assume that a C essay would receive more feedback than a B o
A essay. Yet this was not the case with either Jessica or Crissy. Upohaeflgme
reason seems directly tied to context. This study began with two sections-pééirs
composition totaling 50 students. The second essay was the only essay where both
sections received oral feedback during the same week. Therefore, duringettieatirin
was providing O&WFDFB | was doing so within a one week period with a large number
of students. | was rushed, tired, and overwhelmed. Even though | knew the feedback |
provided would constitute my doctoral research, in the heat of grading what chatéere

just getting through the stack of papers, getting through the oral feedbsickhseb
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believe | subconsciously limited the feedback as a survival technique. Tihisisea
overlooked in feedback studies, but it is the reality that frames what teachers do.

Many factors complicated this study. One of which was using two different
evaluation forms. As explained in Chapter Three, | felt that the memoir essagtdit
the standard evaluation form. So even though | knew at the outset of this study that using
the same form for each essay would be ideal in terms of analysis, | could not in good
conscience use a form that seemed less suited for the student. In otherhirisls, t
another example of the reigning influence of a teacher’s beliefs on pedagogy.

Initially the greatest challenge was coding the FDFB in a way ¢ipatrated it out
since FDFB is evaluative and evaluative feedback is usually thought of a sueama
Once | had determined how | would meet that challenge, | started apihlgrapding
scheme to the WFDFB of the first essay. Soon after, | realized the neghgeatiame
with coding the oral feedback of essays two and three since the transcripts didayst alw
flow neatly from category to category. For example, determining thieo$tsummative
feedback during oral feedback sessions was a challenge as | had to detiaepatint
the oral feedback constituted an “end comment.”

Despite the complications, this study was worth doing although if | had to do it
over again, | would do some things differently.

First of all, | would tailor the survey more closely to the research questiohs
limit the response types. As a junior scholar | was too ready to credit publisiegiss
with more usefulness to this study than they perhaps deserved. Secondly, | would
organize the class so that for the oral feedback sessions, | could give the gsagysdae

students at least one class period before we met to discuss the essays! kioalty,
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examine the FDFB of the case study participants more carefully befopetng their
interviews so that in writing the data analysis there would be fewer assustat | did
not confirm.

This dissertation has been a long time coming, not just in terms of my own
completion of this particular study, but also in terms of answering continuedozalls
classroom-based, longitudinal, feedback studies (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). Suothresea
is complicated to carry out, time-consuming to analyze, and difficult to opelaeria
is in this way “messy,” but the mess is worth sorting through and cleaning ug so tha
results emerge. These results are not just rich in data for the sake diejatagtrich
with pedagogical implications for the classroom.

While a direct causality cannot be established and while the FDFB repomted he
was not directly instructional, both students were judged to have written betigs es
the end of the course than at the beginning. | believe students and teachers would agree
that such an end result is a goal of both parties. Both students clearly reliedidae outs
help as they progressed from essay to essay. | would argue that thgysgaiso in
alignment with at least an underlying objective of many FYC classestiththteachers
want the students to develop autonomous, ethical strategies for improving tham writi
ability. | believe this dissertation shows that Jessica and Crissy did this.

Years ago, Silva (1997) called for an ethical treatment of ESL writdrs tha
respected them by seeking to understand them as writers, providing themuwitéhlés
learning contexts,... appropriate instruction, and evaluat[ing them] fairly” (3%&)id
study | have sought to live up to this standard. Thus, | conclude with a call for furthe

classroom based research that examines final draft feedback, incluatieg,gstudies
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that examine the complexities of grading as more than grade justificatibsfuadies that
lay bare the realities of teachers and the reactions of students.
first-year composition. On the surface, this dissertation may look like y stulde effect

of grading on future writing, and in some ways it is although it did not begin with that
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Appendices

APPENDIX A: CLASS MATERIALS

A. Class Syllabus

Instructor: Gail Nash Classroom: LC 249
Office Hours: T/Th 9-9:30, 11:30-1; W 9:30-11, 11:30-4 Office LC 238
Textbook and Course Materials:

Trimbur, The Call to Write A ed Folder with pockets and brads

Catalog Description and Prerequisites

The first course in college-level writing using contemporary technology. Theecour
emphasizes the composing process, analytical thinking, various types of vindsng
research methods and documentation. Students in First-year Written Communication
must make a C or better to enroll in First-year Oral Communication.

Course Objectives

To succeed, college-educated people must communicate effectively both in spkech a
writing. They must read with understanding, think clearly, and use appropriate tmeans
present their ideas. In the Communication Core courses at ------- -University,
students practice and improve these skills they will need throughout collegeearidela

— reading, thinking, and communicating. At the course's conclusion, students should be
able to respond to readings and discussion topics with logical and clear aavadlyBis
communicate ideas with clarity, organization, originality, and correctiessupport

their writing, they should be able to use the University’s library resources.
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Each student will

1. Know and practice the writing process: (1) establish a purpose (2) develop a
subject (3) generate a thesis (4) recognize an audience (5) detekioe &)
plan a suitable form (5) produce a draft (6) revise thoroughly (7) edit, type,

proofread

2. Produce various types of writingincluding analytical essays (4500 words total)
that require research.

3. Use the computereffectively to present the writing.

4, Demonstrate appropriate Englishusage, spelling, and mechanics in finished
writing.

5. Use the library resourcesincluding electronic media to find supporting material
writing.

6. Correctly document according to MLA standards all sources used in writing.

7. Readthe writing of otherand analyzeboth the form and the ideas.

8 Through readings and discussions, increase awareness and tolerance entdiverg

points of view, other cultures, and minority values.

9. Through observation, reading, discussion, research and walaniy and
sharpen the thinking process.

Assignments Points Due Daté

Essay #1 200 02/05/09

Essay #2 200 03/05/09

Essay #3 200 04/09/09

Research Report 200 04/30/09

Participation 200 on going

Formatting Requirements

At least 15 pages of finished work (about 4500 words) will be required. "Finished work,
means writing that has been revised, edited and turned in to the professor foragvaluat
The 15-page requirement will be distributed over a series of short assignmgn® (e
five-page papers). In addition, the student will write many informal, enalfy-
assignments.

Specifications for the essays:

1. All finished compositions should be typewritten on white paper with 1-inch
margins on all sides of each page.

2. Print must be clear and easily readable. | suggest size 12 Times New feoma
(the one used in this syllabus).

3. Essays should have appropriate titles and should follow the rules of indentation,

punctuation, etc.

12 Except for the research report, all assignmertsiae by 3:30 pm on the date below
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4, The following information should appe#wuble-spacedn the upper left-hand
corner of the manuscript: student's name, professor's name, course number
(including section number), and the date. For example:

Name

Professor

EN 1123-07

23 October 2008

5. Students should keep all compositions in a folder to be submitted according to the
professor's instructions. Students should save their work electronically in two
places. Final Exam

In-class essays and out-of-class essays count as final and mid-tersa exam

Writing Center

The University provides free services for students seeking feedback onribiag.w

Occasionally you may be required to visit the writing center as part osemant.

However, most of the time, writing center visits are voluntary. You can schedule

appointments and check out other features of the writing center by going to

Plagiarism

Plagiarism is using the thoughts, ideas or materials of another as iféhayua own. It

is amajor infraction that may lead to (1) failure on the assignment, (@)efai the

course, and (3)discipline by the dean of Student Services. University pajigyese

teachers to report all incidences of plagiarism to the Office of Studentdpevent.

Forgetting to document is still plagiarism and will be treated as such.caa&eén your

research and document accurately.

Grading Standards and Calculation

Although students' backgrounds and abilities vary widely, the Univeristy student should

expect to attain a literate standard in written and spoken communication. In order to

assure our students' proficiency in Standard American English, full-lersgtizsewill be
evaluated according to the following minimum standards.

A. Two major mechanical errors - no higher than a "B"

B. Three major errors - no higher than a "C"

C. Four major errors - no higher than a "D"

D. A maximum of 4 or 5 misspelled words will be allowed for a passing essay.

(Spelling is treated separately from major mechanical errors.)
Major mechanical errors agreed upon by the Department of English areoassfoll

AGR Agreement error

CA Case error

CS Comma splice

FRAG Sentence fragment

FS Fused sentence (Run-on)
CE Case error

1000-900=A 899-800=B 799-700=C 699-600=D 599-0=F
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Attendance and Participation

Regular attendance is requiréidyou must miss class, it is your responsibility to find out
from another student what lecture notes or assignments you may have meised. |
expect you to arrive on time. Students who are consistently late for clabs wilunted
absent. Students who miss class on peer review days will have to go to the enterg c
for their peer review. As a ruledo not accept assignments from students who
inexplicably miss classYour participation grade comes from your preparation for and
attendance at class and conference sessions.

Assignments

All assignments, essays, research exercises, etc. must be handed inlpensahaldue
date. Unless we have made prior arrangements, | don’t accept final papensiiare
slipped under my door. All rough drafts, prewritings, and notes are due with each final
draft of each paper.

Late Work

| am not under obligation to accept late work, except in extreme circumstdrie@ned
school activities do not qualify as extreme circumstances. If you mustlasss you
should make an effort to turn in work early or by the due date.

Electronic Devices and Communication with the Teacher

Students should be prepared to use their laptops regularly in this course, especilly Wor
Blackboard, and email. | suggest you consider the following:

| check email every weekday but may need 1-2 days to respond to student requests
especially on weekends. Your emails should look and sound “professional”. Although
email is an informal means of communicating, it is not a “chat room”. Think of email as
business telephone call. If you need a more timely response from me, yoalhmag at
home.l use Blackboard (Bb)for gradebook, email, and class work. Thus students are
responsible for checking their -- email account on a regular Basimology is a

privilege that may be taken away Students should turn off cell phones and before class
begins. Students who use their laptops inappropriately (personal emails, IM, gahes
during class will not be allowed to bring their laptops to class. They will have to do the
class work by hand and type it later, or they will have to schedule “make ugitirttee
writing center.Furthermore, | ask that students bring hard copies of coatsel rel
materials to class, so that you only need your laptop for taking mosesission

concerning assignmentsieadings, and the syllabus should take place with the hard
copies | provide you.

The Department of Language and Literature Mission:

The word is central to divine and human interaction. Words are inseparable from ideas,
and in the university, language carries the ideas of every academic disciicause its
primary concerns are language and ideas, the Department of Languageeatdrei

sees its task as leading the university to excellence in its libesahesion. The
Department of Language and Literature seeks to foster in its studentsylaaytits

majors, the qualities essential to a Christian liberal arts education: libetalyead,

write, and think critically; the curiosity to explore the world of ideas; theepation of

the value of languages and literature; and the faith to integrate thiemsesuanguage
experiences into a Christian world view.




Christian Worldview and Teaching Philosophy

The University Mission Statement implies that this course should not only flowtfi@m
catalog description, it should also contribute to continual examination of studerses se
of purpose (their vocation) more deeply, that it should touch on their ethical and moral
development. In addition, the course may also help develop students’ ability to serve
others, and their ability to lead other people toward good ends.

The academic perspective demands that we acknowledge the value of divergent
perspectives on knowledge and ways of knowing and that we recognize that much of
what passes for truth is, indeed, often passing (transient). This does not deny the
possibility of absolute truth, good and evil, right and wrong and should, in fact,
encourage the critical examination of knowledge and information. There will be
recognition in this class that there may be a diversity of backgrounds and wesldvid
that there is a level of freedom to express those diversities. At the samé should be
expected that a specifically Christian worldview may be expressdy, fasevell, and

that it is the stance from which the professors try to view reality and digipewn
behavior and discourse. These high goals also suggest a certain “workrethic”
supports a goal of academic excellence: it is the professor's job to call outtthe be
students can supply and it is the students' job to accept responsibility for otfieringst
they can supply. This is expressed through performance in specific assignment
University Mission:

--------------- University is a higher learning community whicartsforms lives for
Christian faith, leadership, and service.

*Class Schedule: Use the schedule below to prepare for class.aBe¢he chapters before
class.

Wk Dates Topic Classwork and Assignments
1 1/13-15 Starting the course Chapter 17

2 1/20-22 Starting Essay #1 Chapter 7

3 1/27-29 Writing Essay #1 Rough draft due 1/29
4 2/3-5 Revising Essay #1 Final draft due 2/5

5 2/10-12 Conferences

6 2/17-19 Starting Essay #2 Chapter 5

7 2/24-26 Writing Essay #2 Rough draft due 2/26
8 3/3-5 Rewriting Essay #2 Final draft due 3/5

9 3/10-12 Conferences

10 3/17-19 SPRING BREAK! Have fun, relax, and be safe.

11 3/24-26 Starting Essay #3 Chapter 9

12 3/31-4/2 Writing Essay #3 Rough draft due 4/2
13 4/7-9 Rewriting Essay #3 Final draft due 4/9
14 4/14-16 Conferences

15 4/21-23 Starting Feedback Report Chapter 8

Final Exam 4/30 1:00-2:50 Feedback Report due by end of exam period
*The schedule above serves as a guideline and is subject to change dependieguatiegxt
circumstances.
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B. Evaluation Sheet: Memoir Essay

Focus
5

4

3

2

1

Focus of piece is easily identifiable and is supported by clear examples,
research, or narrative.

Focus of piece is clear and is supported by examples, though some examples
might not be explicitly related to the focus.

Focus of piece is implied; some elements of the writing are difficultaterel

to the focus.

Focus of piece is unclear or the connection between the focus and supporting
details is loose and hard to follow.

Piece lacks focus and many aspects of the writing do not seem related to on
another.

Organization

5

4

3

2

1

Organization of piece is clear, and the piece moves easily from one point to
the next with solid transitions.

Organization of piece is clear, but some transitions may be forced or
awkward.

Organization of piece is implied, but there are few to no transitions to guide
the reader.

Organization of piece is confusing to the reader with possible repetition of
points in several places and virtually no transitions to help the reader.
Organization of piece is unclear.

Development

5
4
3

2
1

Piece explains complex ideas with clear and appropriate examples and
definitions.

Piece explains complex ideas well, but some support is too little or too much.
Piece explains complex ideas briefly but assumes the reader knows more
information than he/she does.

Piece presents complex ideas but does not explain them to the reader.
Piece makes simple claims with virtually no explanation or support.

Style and Mechanics

5
4
3

Piece demonstrates a firm grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone.

Piece demonstrates an adequate grasp of mechanics and uses a proper tone.
Piece demonstrates a fair grasp of mechanics and often employs a proper
tone, but parts may be occasionally confusing. The documentation may have
some problems.

Piece contains many sentence-level errors and/or an inappropriate tone,
making it confusing to read at times. The documentation is weak with several
problems.

Piece is confusing to read because of frequent sentence-level errors,
inappropriate tone, or poor documentation.

Overall Score (out of 200):
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C. Evaluation Sheet: Profile and Commentary Essays

Writer's Name: Date:

Yes No
Does the writing have a supported thesis statenient? 0O O O O
Does it display adequate unity? O O O O O
Does it have logical order? O O O O O
Does it have adequate completeness? O O O O O
Does it have coherence? O O O O O
Is the writing free of grammatical errors? O O O O O
Is the writing free of mechanical errors? O O O O O
Is the writing in the correct manuscript form? O O O O O
Does the writing fulfill the assignment requirements? 0O O O O
Your paper:
O Displays traits of excellence: strongly supported thesis statemesnt, cl

organization, strongly displays qualities of good writing, high interest, level
virtually error-free.
Displays traits of above average work: clearly supported thesis stajehear

organization, displays qualities of good writing, no more than two major errors,
lacks some depth and polish.

Displays traits of average writing: adequate thesis statement, disolae

gualities of good writing, no more than three major errors, occasional minor
errors, moderate interest level, does little more than fulfill assighme
requirements.

Displays traits of struggling writing: unfocused or unsupported thesis statement,
attempted order, inadequate completeness, no more than four major errors,
frequent minor errors, effort made with partial success.

Displays traits of unprepared or inexperienced writing: lacks thestsrstat and

development, poor organization, awkward wording, frequent minor errors, fails to
communicate adequately, fails to meet assignment requirements.

Rough Drafts and Peer Evaluations:
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D. Class Assignments

Profile Essay

This assignment comes from chapter 7 of your text:
Choose a person, a group of people, or a place to write a profile about. The point
of this assignment is to bring that person or place to life in writing so that you can
learn more about your subject while helping your readers to see and understand
what makes your subject worth reading about.
The subject you choose for your profile may teach you something about yourself
for instance, you may be able to clarify why this person or place has had an
influence on your life and the culture around you. Likewise, you may find that a
particular group of readers may have an interest in learning about a shject t
interests you; in that case, your call to write a profile can grow yiaum readers’
need to know (Trimbur 231).
Your textbook gives you several examples of possible profile subjects aswell a
information about writing the profile (Trimbur 232-238). In addition to that information,
consider the following requirements:
e The essay should be approximately four pages (1200 words) long
e The essay should refer to a minimum of two outside sources.
e All sources should be documented according to MLA documentation guidelines.
Additional information regarding the essays in on page 2 of your syllabus.

Note the following due dates:
e Rough draft due 1/29
e Peer review due 2/3 (in class)
e Final draft due 2/5 (end of class)

By ‘rough draft’ | mean a completed draft of this assignment including dadatien

both in the text and in the works cited. Remember to turn your final draft in with your
rough draft(s), peer reviews, prewritings, etc. You must also submit youlfafato
turnitin.com.
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Memoir Essay

This assignment comes from chapter 5 of your text:
Recall a person, place, or event from your past and write a memoir...Remember
that the point of a memoir...is to reveal the meaning of the past so that readers
can understand the significance your memories hold for the present. Since
memoirs function to help both writers and their readers understand the past, this
assignment can be a good time for you to probe significant times in your life,
revisiting them now that you have some distance from them (Trimbur 157-158).

Your textbook gives you several examples of places to look for topics and ways to get
started on this assignment (Trimbur 158-164). Although outside research is not required
for this assignment, you might find that doing some enriches the content of peur pa

Although outside sources are not required for this assignment, research can often
strengthen a paper’s content by providing specific, objective details. Ositaidzes for
this assignment might include interviews, other memoirs (see p. 159), newspapers a
newsmagazines from the time period of your memoir (see p. 161), and referekse wor
available in the library and online.

Below is a partial list:

e Chronicle of the World D11 .C56 1990
e Chronicle of America E1 74.5 C5 1993
e Chronicle of the 20 Century D410 C44 1992
e Facts on File Yearbook D410 F3 1942

e Facts.Com(listed on the library’s website under DATABASES)

e dMarie Time Capsulehttp://dmarie.com/timecap/

e The History of Todayhttp://www.on-this-day.com/onthisday/onthisday.htm
e Today in History Sourceshttp://lcweb2.loc.gov/ammem/today/sources.html

Additional information regarding the essays in on page 2 of your syllabus. Note the
following timeline and due dates for this assignment:
2/17-19: read chapter 5, prewrite - WRITE A WORKING DRAFT
2/24-26: research and revise as needed - FINISH A ROUGH DRAFT FOR PEE
REVIEW
2/24: print your working draft and answer questions on p. 164 — REVISE YOUR
DRAFT
2/26: print the new draft for peer review and answer questions on p. 165 —
REVISE
3/3: print your rough draft and complete the questions on p. 165 — REVISE AS NEEDED
3/5: complete in class editing, assemble your folder, and -TURN IN YOAFER
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Commentary Essay

This assignment comes from chapter 9 of your textbook:
For this assignment, write a commentary that addresses a topic of imterest t
you...writing a commentary involves making an argument about an issue
circulating in  your culture (304).

Your textbook gives you several examples of places to look for topics (304-305).
Additionally, you should consider the requirements:

e The essay should be approximately three pages (900 words) long

e The essay should refer to a minimum of four outside sources.

e All sources should be documented according to MLA documentation guidelines.

Additional information regarding the essays in on page 2 of your syllabus. Note the
following timeline and due dates for this assignment:

e 3/24 — start the assignment, discuss chapter, prewrite/brainstorm
e 3/31 —research and write
*Your first draft (discovery draft/ working draft) will be due this week.
e 4/7 — Bring a completed rough draft to class for peer review
*Your completed rough draft includes the works cited page
e 4/9- complete in class editing, assemble your folder, and TURN IN YOUR
PAPER

*Students who are not in class or not prepared for these classes will need to go to the
writing center (or get an approved peer review) with a completed assignmitiant24

hours of the missed date; otherwise, | will not accept the final draft.

Trimbur, JohnA Call to Write.4" ed. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co, 2008.
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Feedback Report

For your final assignment in ENGL 1123 (ye&h)! you will write a report that reflects
your work as a writer in this course. This report is due by the end of the faral ex
period. (See the final exam schedule.)

The Assignment:

Specifically your assignment is to write a short report (approx 3 pagesltbasses

your work as a writer in this course. As you look over all the writings forcthusse

(rough drafts, peer reviews, teacher comments, class notes, prewritigasétgourself
“What does all of this say about me as a writer?” The answer to that questidriccoul

the thesis of your report. Then you could refer to your own writing as well dtepeber
comments to support your thesis. You could also refer to information in the textbook.
You should also consider the writing background you brought to this course and to what
extent you have grown as a writer.

Getting Started:

To get an overview of your work, look over the course syllabus at the assignments you
have completed. Write a paragraph about each one. Without looking back over the graded
assignment, just write from memory what comes to mind when you think about that
assignment: strengths, weaknesses, difficulties, feedback, etc. Now, lock at ea
assignment and write about the grade you received. Was it justified? Malimy mot?

What does each finished assignment say about you as a writer? You migbngtsoec

an early draft with a late one. What changes occurred between the firgtarttdfts of
each assignment? Finally, look at the information in the relevant chaptersrof y
textbook. How did you use the textbook to assist you with the assignments? What
information was particularly (or not) useful?

After you have completed some of these steps, you should have an answer to the
assignment question: “What does this work say about me as a writer?” Revise
appropriately until you have a final draft that has a clear thesis, main,Eoiataples,
etc.
A Possible Outline:
Introduction: your background as a writer coming into the course (provide context
and lead into your thesis)
Body: discussion and analysis of each assignment (use headings to show
organization)
Conclusion: recommendations/summary/concluding thoughts (typical report
endings)
As with all your assignments, | will grade according to how well yowolhe
assignment, organize your paper, support your thesis, and write the sentences.
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E.Feedback Strategies: Class Handout

The purpose of feedback on your final drafts is twofold: to make sure you understand

why you got the grade you did and to help you understand what to do in future papers to

either make better grades or maintain your current standing as a Beitause students

learn differently, no one feedback strategy works best for all studentdptieeterary

the feedback strategies | use when returning graded papers. | udeelleck strategies

(not necessarily in this order):

1. Primarily Oral Feedback
In this strategy, | return your paper to you with minimal markings and comment
We meet one-on-one to discuss your paper, the markings, and the grade. You may
make notes as we talk and you should consider before our meeting what you think
the markings indicate. This strategy is particularly useful for deaahers.

2. Primarily Written Feedback
In this strategy, | write comments on your paper and the evaluation shget. | t
make my comments clear so that you understand what | mean. If you have a
guestion you are welcome to ask me in or outside of class. This strategy is the one
commonly used by teachers, so you are probably familiar with it.

3. Both Written and Oral Feedback
This strategy combines the other two. | write comments on your paper and the
evaluation sheet and return the paper to you. Then we meet to discuss the intent
and clarity of the comments, the direction of your future writing, your pajer a
the grade.

Section 03 — 9:30-10:45

Profile Essay — Oral Feedback Only

Memoir Essay — Oral and Written Feedback

Review Essay — Written Feedback Only

To complete the oral feedback strategy for the profile essay, we’ll follogctiedule

below:

2/10: meet as a class, start memoir essay, return profile essay, sigrcopférences
(write your meeting time on the assignment sheet)

2/12: no class meeting, meet individually to discuss profile essay (brdwey;fbe sure
to include prewritings from pp 232-235), prewrite for memoir essay (pp 159-162
on your own)

2/17: no class meeting, meet individually to discuss profile essay, stanpvessay
(on your own)

2/19: meet in the library for onsite research (I'll take attendance ioyee &t 9:30.)
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APPENDIX B: DATA COLLECTION

A. First-year Written Communication: Feedback Surve vy

Background Information.
What is your major?

What is your classification?

What is your age?

What is your first or native language?
Are you male or female?

Feedback on writing.
Please complete the following statement by listing as many spegifiestions
as you can. “I think my writing would show greater improvement if my
instructor’s feedback and comments . .”

| feel | am_mostikely to make meaningful and noticeable improvements in my

writing when the instructqgplease check only one)
gives me extensive written comments.
explains her comments to me in a writing conference.
gives me written commermtsd meets with me.

To respond to questions 8- 14 please refer to the following scale:

6 = Strongly agree 4 = Somewhat agree 2 = Disagree
5= Agree 3 = Somewhat Disagree 1 = Strongly disagree
Generally, | learn the most when my instructor
8. comments mainly on the content of my writing.
6 5 4 3 2 1
9. comments mainly on the organization of my essays.

6 5 4 3 2 1
comments mainly on my writing style.
6 5 4 3 2 1

11. checks my vocabulary.
6 5 4 3 2 1

12. highlights grammatical mistakes.
6 5 4 3 2 1

13. highlights mechanical mistakes (i.e., punctuation, spelling, etc.).
6 5 4 3 2 1

14. identifies errors with correction symbols
6 5 4 3 2 1

To respond to questions 15-21 please refer to the following scale:

6 = Strongly agree 4 = Somewhat agree 2 = Disagree
5 = Agree 3 = Somewhat Disagree 1 = Strongly disagree
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In a final draft(that is, an essay that will not be rewritten and will receive a grade), |
think the instructor shouldlways
15. comment on my ideas and how they are developed.
6 5 4 3 2 1
16. evaluate the way | have organized the ideas in my essay.
6 5 4 3 2 1
17. evaluate the way | express my thoughts and arguments (that is, mg sixite).
6 5 4 3 2 1
18. evaluate my use of vocabulary and make corrections.
6 5 4 3 2 1
19. correct my grammatical errors.
6 5 4 3 2 1
20. correct punctuation, capitalization, spelling, indentation, etc.
6 5 4 3 2 1
21. use a set of correction, or proof-reading, symbols.
6 5 4 3 2 1

To respond to questions 22-27 please refer to the following scale:
6 = Strongly agree 4 = Somewhat agree 2 = Disagree
5= Agree 3 = Somewhat Disagree 1 = Strongly disagree

22. | find the writing | do in my CMI class challenging.
6 5 4 3 2 1

23. | feel | am developing academic skills that | will use even aftemiplete the
course.
6 5 4 3 2 1

24. When faced with a writing task, | felt confident in my ability to manhgeask.
6 5 4 3 2 1

25. Compared to my classmates, | am a highly competent writer.
6 5 4 3 2 1

26. After reading my teachengritten feedback (marking, corrections and
comments), | understood the feedback/the problem indicated (if any).

6 5 4 3 2 1
totally some not at all
27. | found my teacher’s written feedback (marking, corrections and com)ments
useful.
6 5 4 3 2 1
totally some not at all

Your instructor may consider various features as she evaluates and comments on your
essays. Six of these features are listed below. Once you are sure yaiamtehat

each term means, indicate the relative importance you feel your instagstgns to each
feature, based on the feedback you are given on your essays. The amount assigned to
each feature should be expressed as a percentage (for example, 0%, 10%, 25%, 70%,
etc.). The percentages you assign should add up to exactly 100%.

28. Content (i.e. ideas, evidence, examples, etc.)

2901



29. Language use (i.e. grammar)

30. Mechanics (i.e.punctuation, capitalization, spelling, indentation, etc.)

31. Organization (i.e., paragraph sequencing, logical development, etc.)

32. Style (i.e., expression, tone, etc.)

33. Vocabulary (i.e., accurate word usage)

***Please check your figures to make sure they add up to 100%!***

Consider again the features listed above, this time indicating the relativeangzo
which you feel should be assigned to each feature when your instructor offers feénlbac
writing students. Again, be sure that your percentages add to 100%.

34. Content (i.e. ideas, evidence, examples, etc.)

35. Language use (i.e. grammar)

36. Mechanics (i.e., punctuation, capitalization, spelling, indentation, etc.)
37. Organization (i.e., paragraph sequencing, logical development, etc.)
38. Style (i.e., expression, tone, etc.)

39. Vocabulary (i.e., accurate word usage)

***Please check your figures to make sure they add up to 100%!**

References:

Hedgcock, J. & Lefkowitz, N. (1996). Some input on input: two analyses of student
response to expert feedback in L2 writilge Modern Language Journ&0,
288-308.

Lee, I. (2008). Student reactions to teacher feedback in two Hong Kong secondary
classrooms. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17, 144-164.
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B. Survey Content and Coding: Five Patterns

The answers to the following survey question are grouped below according temecurr
themes: specific details, no change, rough draft feedback, oral feedback, ané positi
feedback.

Please complete the following statement by listing as many spegifiestions as you
can. “l think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’sli@ek
and comments...”

Specific Details

e More specific (FM/NS/FR)

e Were more specific in detail and examples (FM/NS/FR)

e Were more in details (FM/NS/FR)

e | think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor teaches ane m
skills and more style of writing. Introduce any useful websites and magéaairessd
(FM/NNS/JR)

e | think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’s feedbadk a
comments about my organizations, grammar and vocabulary (FM/NNS/FR)

e | think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’s feedbadk a

comments more specific, and give me some correct examples to help me overcome

my writing weaknesses (FM/NNS/JR)

e | think my writing would show greater improvement if my instructor’s feekllzacl
comments can show more suggestions about how to improve like specific ways.
(FM/NNS/FR)

e Both written and oral; however, details feedback may be more helpful becayse the
help student know what to do(M/NNS/FR)

e Would tell me exactly what is wrong and where | need to improve (M/NS/FR)

e Were more specific (M/INS/FR)

e Everything I did wrong. Everything | did good. What | can do to make it better.
(M/NS/FR)

e Gave me ways like strategies to improve in my areas of need (M/NS/FR)

Rough Draft Feedback

e Would let us turn it[sic] the rough draft and then let us correct it before we turn in the

final paper (FM/NS/SO)

e Were available with a rough draft; were available before the finar jep¥NS/FR)
e After | turned in rufe drate [sic], | wanted to have feedback from you (FNA/RR)
e Were given to me several times during my papers (M/NNS/FR)
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No Change

| actually would not change any of the feedback from my instructor. | feglsitvery
beneficial and has helped me grow tremendously! (FM/NS/SO)

| believe | have improved greatly this semester in my writing sitNM/NS/FR)

Mrs. Nash does an excellent job(FM/NS/FR)

| improve my write skill very much. Thank you Nash (M/NNS/SR)

My instructor’s feedback was ample and | feel she made improved my writing my
writing skills (M/NS/FR)

| was pleased with the feedback and comments (M/NS/FR)

My writing got better because of my teacher’s feedback (M/NS/SO)

| think the class was good. | don’t have any suggestions. (M/NS/SO)

Oral Feedback

| liked how we meet one on one in a meeting after | turned in each paper. That helped
me with my writing (FM/NS/FR)

Were more oral and communicative (FM/NS/FR)

| think the conversion [sic] is very helpful for my essays (FM/NNS/JR)

The oral feedback is helper [sic] for me. If we can see some examplestfrem

student’s essay. Maybe will help us a lot. (FM/NNS/JR)

Could meet with me about my writings on every paper (M/NNS/FR)

More vocal (M/NS/SO)

Were stated a little clearer if there were more meetings (FMR)S/F

Are more clear. If she slows down when she talks (M/NS/FR)

Positive Feedback

Were a bit nicer. Sometimes our teacher can be very blunt and come acrosslas rude.
know she means will [sic] though (FM/NS/FR)

Where [sic] of a positive standpoint, direct, and non-bewilderment(FM/NS/FR)
Incomplete

| think my writing have show a greater improvement if my instructor’s feedback
(M/NNS/JR)
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C. Coding Sample: Focus Participant

Martin (A) Recorded Interviews Remarks/Coding
M makes several drafts of ea assignment b/c he prints ea|draft
and revises the hard copies.
1* paper (OFDFB) — 5 full drafts: the min markings are clear
for him b/c they indicate sentence level issues. | had put a
single dot indicating usage comments which we discussed in
conference. He comments on the min marking system: “If|it's
a mistake probably the mark is okay, but if it's something else
— not a mistake, | wouldn’t know”
In in 2" paper he changed his topic after writing one draft jahtconsistently scored
realizing he didn’t have an audience; he still wrote 5 full | very high grade: 190,
drafts (of the new topic). 195, 200/200. (The
content was so strong
Nov WFB told him the reader needed more info. M is okay with that | didn’t take off any
Interview | brief “good” comments bit it would be more helpful to be toltbr the few sentence
40 min why it is good; however, he agreed that most of the time it level issues.)

was obvious why it was good.

| asked how high grades on one assignment affected his fupamger — 5 w/ substantia

writing.

B/c he knew how hard he worked for the grade, he was stll

motivated to work hard. The high grades did not make hin
lazy.

Note that he had written
8 full drafts of the last

changes.

\
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D. Email Invitation

Five months after the course had ended, | sent the following email to the si&x NNE
students who had signed consent forms: four responded and set up interviews with me.

Subject: A chance to be part of dissertation research

Hi

| am writing, because last spring in First-year Written Communicaltiomofv it seems
so long ago!) you indicated a willingness to be part of the research | ammgatbemy
dissertation.

| would really like to meet with you to ask you a few questions. So this emastiguit

to ask if you are still willing to be part of this research (no mention of namkes in t
research, | am just asking questions and gathering data). If so, please let nvehiciow
days/times during the week are best for you.

| know you are busy, and | will try to be very respectful of your time. | egjdyaving

you in class, and | think that what you have to say about writing can be very useful to
others, so | hope we can find a time to meet.

| hope your semester is going well.

Gail Nash

296



. Coding Worksheet: Tabulating Feedback Categories

Crissy: Profile Essay - ' Paper —- WEDFB = 74 FB pts

The highlighted areas all have squiggly lines under them. My marginal and end

comments are noted in red with the track changes feature of Word as arectionsle

or cross outs in the text.

e Sentence level comments = 58
Verb tense

o

The lower half of the sheet | have checked ‘no’ and written -25 by two
guestions relating to ‘grammatical errors’ and mechanical errors. To th
side | have written “too many ... tense problems, ...” (1 FB pt).

“After we run to the ..” a squiggly line is under ‘run’ and ‘tense?’ is writ
above it. (1FBpt)

“Finally, we got out of the building within a few minutes and gather on
...” ‘ed’ is written at the end of ‘gather’ (1 FB pt)

“We feelreally scared, and thank goodness wesafe now” - the verbs
are underlined and ‘why present tense? is written in the margin. (1 F

“We all tried our best to say some happy things to comfort her but

ed
O ed
seem not so effective as we expect.” (2 FB pts

was

“Since after the earthquake, the clear reception of broadcast signals
prevented.”(1 FB pt)

14

e

ten

the

B pt)
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F. Coding Worksheet: Feedback Categories and Feedba ck Strategies

Jessica: FDFB Chart
Content FB: Thesis

FB strategy

Wording

Coding

WFDFB You discuss your father’s cultural background, | Written on eval page w/
but | don’t know what your thesis is or where it's-20 = |oss of full points
stated. (20% of the grade)

O/WFDFB G: Anything else that you did At the OFB session
from the FB on this [first] paper (Mar 09) for the
that you thought about when you 2" paper(Memoir),
wrote [the second] paper. we compared the

O&WFDFB of the
J: I thought | would put thesis Memoir essay with
statement more clearly so for the WFDFB of the
this [second] paper | tried to first paper
put thesis sentence be more (Profile).
clearly.
. ) 40/50 for thesis -10 =
G: OK is that your thesis? 5% of the full grade
J: yeah
Focus of piece is clear
G: Good that was clear. 'but and is supported by
the experience made me realize examples, though some
how communication, friendship, examples might not be
and learning from the past are o
important' that part's clear, explicitly related to the
focus.
“The time was hard to go through,
but the experience made me
realize how communication,
friendship, and learning from the
past are important for living
life.”

OFDFB You state a thesis clearly, but you discuss more -5 for thesis =
than just their rights. 2.5% of the total

grade

Gail: So on here [the eval sheet]!
put "you state the thesis clearly
but you discuss more than just
their rights' your thesis is
‘refusing it does not take away
their rights', but then you talk
about other things you don't just
talk about that one thesis. So
that was a little...not the
best...ok you kind of want to be
careful with that because you can
be wandering off topic when you

do that.

Uptake: from
losing 10% of the
final grade to
2.5%.

Jessica’s
attention to
thesis showed.
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G. Extended Feedback: Coherence

Following is the transcript and page from the essay under discussion

Many states” governments allow the residents to have privately-owned guns. In
Washington D.C, gun-control bills are carried out in order to regulate the number of
privately-owned guns. For example, people who have guns must keep their guns at home
and make sure that the guns have been locked without loading. The purpose of the law is

to make sure that privately-owned guns will not do any damage to society.

I focus on describing the gun control issue in America because America is the
country with the largest number of private- owned guns. In China, the law expresses
clearly that no citizen can have guns except the police. If someone is found ﬁéet’;ﬁg{m
with him or her, he or she will be sent to prison. People who sell guns to others will be
sent to prison for at least ten years. In this wayi%hinese government tries to reduce the
gun crimes, and these measures indeed work quite well in China. Through the
newspapers and other media, that is pretty difficult to find any news about Chinese
shootings. Weapons, such as guns, can only be kept for military purposes and for the

police. Shooting accidents rarely happened in China .In America though, the situation is

somewhat different.

Most people know that the only reason for keeping guns is to py@vent ourselves
from %gég injured in bad situations. But surely they would not use guns to do evil crimes.
However, if one day, you find your gun was stolen, do you know the person who stole
your gun or what he or she will do with that gun? All the results are unpredictable for us.
There are some well-known bad shooting events. One robber used a stolen gun to shoot at
other people, and many people died, including somef/children{_. If anyone c/an get a gun J
P N (O B o

_ easily, it would not be hard for those who want to commit gun crimes. “Hand guns make

up a large proportion of the stolen guns, and since 1992 nearly 40,000 guns have been
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My only confusion was on page three where | wond
fit together with your thesis. So if your thesis

don't think there should be privately owned guns,

talk about what governments do and you compare Am

and you talk about the reason | mean

these tie together. It's kind of like you're talking abo
separate things without tying them together, so th
that the coherence
there's like a link. It's clear to the reader. To

was not coherent. It felt it felt like three diffe

| wasn't sure how it connected to your opinion any
Yeah because you you have leave a message on Bla

that I'm an international student so | need to ad

information about my country.
yeah,

o]

that one | felt. That one | could see.
um hum

but this one and this one... | mean they're, the
They're true statements. The information is true.

see how it all fit to your thesis for the fact tha
against it. What's that got to do with the fact th

it? Or the reasons why people {pause}

umm maybe because | want to show a clear opinion
person someone agree with them and disagree and |
°°®°tran, tran

transition?

Transition to the thesis part - maybe not so suc

Maybe. I think all that's missing is a clear tra
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@

to make that clear. Like umm what do you say on th
[turning pages and starting to read] 'people choos
weapons to protect themselves rather than rely on

while this is a good news to know, some people def

successfully with their own powers the bad consequ

exist' So you need some kind of transition sentenc
paragraphs together [speaking slowly while writing
the paper]. to tie them, so you need something a s
leads into this point

ok

um I'm not sure what it would be [turning pages.
wonder if, | mean you're not going to revise the p
wonder if um this would work better up here where
your perspective

um hum

and this, this, because see then you could say '
the situation is somewhat different

um hum

‘in fact, many states allow ..'

ah

and then you could also say.. | think this could

‘the purpose of the law is to make sure that priv
guns will not do any damage to society. Furthermor
people want to protect themselves.." so | think th
together but this here in the middle makes it kin
from my point as a reader from my point of view.

oh, uh huh hum
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APPENDIX C: CASE STUDY ESSAYS

Crissy Profile:
Crissy Memoir
Crissy Commentary

Crissy Report

Jessica Profile
Jessica Memoir
Jessica Commentary

Jessica Report
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. U
bl ner s what else cpn di: b wail, for her stop.,

"W w0 sevious! Lhat is oot veally bued; o lemsl, maybe we will bave several daye offf

That iz aguud oo, Light™ X coulda’t help begioning l.'t_'i_.- .r.ﬂ..--..an:.n.ir'..g.m.‘-:i.ir.u.,;1 litties (2, priv] with

-
£ Ean? . .
heivy ;_;hmm:sb k@cg:mpa shart bair siyle sines she wis very young ard-nertonpmrimased. Ske

alwdys as endiess energy aud is opuimiatic £l e Linw::ul seldom fizd her worded abonit

sorething, somctineeg even the sxam x;iJl cotming, toneotmw sz s moes 10 bed oo lims withew:

prepacc for e exam, LToday, ste s8] soemed koo exeiting snd opdmistic in this imeidenl, she
A T o

already bega to malte 3 plan for er dreaming vacation. Mo one wifl comneet this socue wili a

hovrible earlguake. At she Seished o satisfiod plan, she wenl o the slore fo bl

——.
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AT =

g asize anil & Jon crcan, teen fonnd o shedy resling Plove oosit dose, ool Jile 2he i3 ozally
v e

erjuved and waited T e ahnowneerment. from g tedie o 000 s @ twa=Tay Treal will cosning,
" S, |

——t

- Aller wwhile, somcone bronght us a smail radio, and E} to senrch for the sigmal w lisvan
wiee ’
sorue latest pews alboat this earhguake, Finally, s Goondd (he broalcasling stadiones nd Bueard the

Legorts abweiel this wTair, Fhiz carduuale masle J;k?ea]]y cerrible casualties nodilosses than fryone

eapesiod, A TYM enhqualke struek Sichwan Provines on Monday, beay 12, 2008 | Aftershook:

have been 1Bl from Beijing. China o Banglel, Thailaml, Most donaging eathouale sicee the

EY76 Tangshan disuster{ Ching Farthquake™), We were decply frightened by shis news, noone 2]
walt b helisve thal, “How come? Not any peedication to say l]m*s!:ill have seeh a lhig

54

eatbyuale fuese days” Kin said in o aogry voice, dhe nn Tansger sal There iy widl e ummeim et
bl serious$e paid atieruion 1o this carthquake. Reng scemed move werried than before aficr
- . . F o BT
j._rfﬂrd this s2i rews, all she wanted oo 3l thal moement i t moke 4 phone oall o ber Gmily 55
Ay

anc el Mean Gald e, they were all Sgl}:l}' Bt the dinwe sull erulda’t go thioowgh saccesalulsy.
by 3

Then, the resjdent assistants called qul vames qe mike sure everyome wis githered

-"*-—'-l-ageli'm:*andumMwmw&mmﬂimms-ﬁrdaﬂyms@ﬁnmmwd%m—-ﬁ

4

o =

agein al e s placs within 17 smhndes, Reonus: helbre we _s-_;ul:",':ﬁﬂm rcssaes ahoul o
e
earthaue e, we ctn anly staved on the playgowd wilierefave anc wh apsen paces 10 conktin ]l
A ———
the st 1T the schacl. Al of iy roommaies boon w wormyr soain sinee we found 2 scrious

1

matker—whaie is Tun? The only information about her was that e wenm to the elase sorlp al,

K, ul fech a lang fime had passed, she slill not appoared info our view. Lo

——————

At minuees labez, ©ssw soveral of her clasamates, sha seermed nothing happen g her.

Atler vee four carelully chizcked she 17 O, she begun fo cxplain why she come hore so Tate—-

s -.r'i_', a T'EI:'J_J_-F o .4_.-’/’-‘5.- - ;: d'j'/-:g;'-" //;"‘-"’ //:} *.Kg-c N
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While e epthenale happan, they were tokie Fugiage Dhoratery pravdics, sauldenly she ol
1aes fans aid Jighis begin 1o shakig widout i tean oo e aoy wInd. As soon as 1bey
ez thit was earchqualee, all the peaple bagin ta msh out of the elassroam bul s e
onildibg was shaking too heavily during that {emi:, Then she shonted ta the class "ge buci to the
clasgroom: and hide vnder the @hle”” They ITnlluveed ber aod cid what abe said, they didn™, 1eave

th rooun agais il sonneone Trake sore b s o longer shaloe.

This is 4 Jiga, o beasiiul Chinese girl from Xogiang, e dwaya have the wondecfal
sofution when fuce the puooblem and [eesh idees 1o E{IJ.rIlI.jJ:,S,E us, She alse plays o oole as o leader in
o dormitery. Fven on the class, she sl congidered ahoiel b to areange e procedure B the
enrming pacty. As teacher told her: " yon sezm come o Hife only when T eant to pe? 2oime
plen wbout the setivitics™ Teachers have no idss dbout how 1o deal wids thic givl aler ircd

ciumllews Limes,
After we gol reudy for all the preparation, we stzved on the playerouml the whole mighl.

Tl gsrthqualce hoppened again bue not &8 big as tat one af noon, We all ket a dose laok on the

vy shaul Wis diggter, Bovawse 1Lz e Gt g e snller suclia rerrible momen! winoe wee

[,

The gl morcing, we ool gmy sad nevws iboul This enthguale. "By 00 s Tuesday,
thes desth 1odl fien the 7. H-magnctuce sarthgualks: bas climbed to 9,219, pecording o e
tAinistry of Chvil Affeins, OF the killed, 8,993 were in Sichuar. Wenclhwan oy, the cpicenter,
has reporied 57 contfirmed deaths, and abawooe 80,000 lecals were sill oo of reach™ “China wee™
We poulde'r Delieve such 6 pence and quiet provines sfier onae duy vecd 10 bear and accept this

boreible truth, In fave of natore disaster, we can do nothiog but pray for the poopls in Siehum
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Province. We four hugged with each other and then we cried, cried for survive for us, cried for

the victims during the earthquake.

One week later, Jiao made a plan for the college that to turn off all the light on campus to
pray for the victims in this catastrophe. All the students agreed with this idea. At10:00pm, the
campus turn 1o dark as the bell ring. A moving scene happened in the school, thousands of
people, without any deal, without ant appoint, the staff gathered together on the playground,
classmates, friends, strangers, at that moment, we all have one same identify—Chinese, we were
all in a big family, we love each other. Hand in hand, without any word, but everyone had the

same mind---pray for our family, pray for country, pray for China.

Now, I am studying in America, I still miss them so much. These girls, who share the
happiness and sorrow with me all the time. They teach me how to make the relationship with
people, how to deal with difficult problems, and the most important is, how to use you love to

warm others.
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Esgay Ass0ssmo it Rubric

7 - 'E;-Ir_» o

'(gx' % Forws of picce |z gasily dentifablz and is suppaned by clear oxutrilcs, rosearch, or
' barative.

4 Foriws of plece Is clear and Ts suppoied by exanples, thoueh sams exsamgles might pot ke
explickly related trtha forns.

a Focus of place 15 gmplled, ond seme elements of the weiting are difficull 1o 1elate to the
facus,
o z Fotus of phees i unelear or Lhe connaction betvoon the foous and supporling detalls |s
R logg=s and hard b2 follow.
U | Fiee kcks focus and many 8 spects of the wilthye do et seem related Lo ong another
Pits T 3
» | . Organization
o g Orparization of pioee |3 doan, and the ploce mowes easlty from ons poind o i next with
e a ... =olid ransi#tans.
' (c:l'_'ﬁ Lﬂ)f"" Orzanization of piees is diear, but same transitions may be foreed arawkward. =@ 77
I.’ r - a =
o i 3 C Ormanlzation of lece 3s Inpliled, but theee zre [# e to no Lansitivks 1 guids the rasde:.
wio, R _Organization of placs |5 confusing to the reader with passibla repeUitlsh of pais in sevnral
3 L placas and vizkually oo fraosibuns w help the reado,
R 1 Drganization of piece 1; unciear,
Dovalapmont
5 Flece explalns complex Ideas with ez ane appropriste examplos and deflnfticns,

_.gﬁ,/?f e Piege explains copmplex [deas well, LUk somie support B toe [ttle or tao mnach, &0 877
3 Fleoe explalng eormpex ideas efly but 8saumes the reader knows Iners informatian iian
hofsha doos.
2 Fiece presents oomplex ideas but daes not explain thetn 1o the reatler,
1 Flece makes simplo clalws wirh virezlly no explanation er xuppoarl,

Ltyle and techanics

5 e demoreslioLes o fiog Lresp ol meshanles ahd wses & propertons,

q Fiece damonstrales en adaquale praso of eechanics gnl wses ¢ proper tone,

a Finar doemnonstrates & fair prasp of mechanics 2nd oftes ampluys @ proper tons, but parls
may ke occasiowally cotfusihe. The dazmnzmtation may have some problarss,

2 Frece conlains many sendance-level errars and/or an inapproprlzis tons, making i
rorfsing to read nt Bimes. The deoumentating iz weak swilh séveral problame.

- .

' /1_;| & procn s boafusng 1o voad because of Trequetd, sentencedevel criors, inapproptatEtmmn-or
. K ——

= B istei e L e

Oyerall Seota (out of 2000
J¥ e

Caklaiianeie Coisdin Al e winy
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Tasayn 2
EMGL 15 25-04
Prefessor Mash
Vebruary 26,2000
T'he distance of bove

Thiat weess i pesuslyl Socdsy piglit: 211 vcmbers of gy Ganily were Aning thedr v work
i the Bonse, by mocher was watching her favatie TV 550w and seenc] really fnvolved o ix
My lzther was scarching the [nisrnel, puyivg ¢loss atlention o the ciangeable stock market, in
case his moin ey would disappear n s few secn:ld.f'J'he mah schi wens Siog i the regding roemt
v Ty Erandfarhar T vwas rending he leest magazine showe tishing skilla. e was 2 fighing
enchusinad ynd cnjoyed a let ofit, My grimdimothar was kuivhng the sweater far the coming

winmer, even though i was just summer duting the fime, And [ was bosying witl my weckend
| 4:' =
[PERF

hetevork and preparieg [or the comning exant This was alvcady bocome due pegular Life sty le Gor

o farnily, everyone bugy with their owe wori, the disies hetween ench ember 2 e mils

ot 0y
kad beeoming farher and Liriher sueonsciously.

T

. a ._-'
i 0

e
Suddenly, the heos wcnt{iﬁ'i.t; l.lar{sgllw clectrieity out of work, Al of us had o stop dhe

el
@0k al haid and hal nothing to do diing that momand, Theo we gathered inihe lving roooe: 4 - A
bapon w eeraplait soout the sudden power fralure without any sdvanee auouncement o tetl ns

. e of .
Lt proparc, Ihe anek euarket muost be very sy nos, Do can 1 Lnoes ey staecl s sule oz nald™

My Tather said i an angry vofoe, “Come on. T e move unforimass than youpethe sliows juscin
o,
T e
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Lo 2

L the elimas, T have: been loeling Tomvard to soe the cnding for 2 long time,™ sacl iy matber, Bol
s
Lol Py prAndpreins wers 3#ling on the coach ouielly, megbe they thaupht i1 was o good g (o
hawe a rest. After the Somplunl, e reom went back o silence. o whan con we do now,
withoul fslevision, ardithout srmpeser, evaryviing nccdlfm stop now,” T asked. *%W'c ean st sit

togeihier amd hyves noehat, That sounds pond. right? Iy grandidiher waid inoun t'.};_ui/l@g vijor,

sowrsled e he waz pretiy cager S Qi thal. #00k, exeept this, we really have no other shojee ™

At the begindng ol his sulden tamily meeting, we all had nn ddaa about what, o sa, 30
after awhile, we found several inseresting 1opics, and wo ai.l';m-'ﬂ leed in thewn. We cxchanped the
Latest newss wes just get. The hagpy aumnsphere snoale us o exaifod fat we alt fored e power
Tailae, ‘n‘r‘lﬂl&_ that tirne, nobody realized why we had “soomucl® Dales news, nobedy rehiqed
miagrhe this means soewctbing. = Lave been oo Gsh (ra) ';'wl'l.*:l’::'i.'l'dlille. days beft'll’b'f:";':ll tha staif is
imbdicvally expensive, [ “Thad, why did von po ot alongryou aes hel eel comlbnalile thew: -
dags"™ Wy rum finkarupted the grandpas 101% i a0 sy vedes, 1 am sory,” my srandiather
enddenly elianws] 15 volee into a child Tile who bad jugt made semsething wieng, “but all of von 1w
e husy cversday, 1 do wobwanl fo distorh yaua, so 1 went ulee, b yir nene, [oorn udl rigehd e, l,,-‘"'ﬂ
don’t warry abowt ma, T am still a sgang old men. ™ Wy meandlather Jaughed inoa hoaopy vaiee, Ma
one sgid even & single word during it moment. A streng feelivg wnched sach one af us with
grandpa’s sords, “Soey Dad, 1" Mo one eoulil s me Lers Fiow inohe dak during that
woment, b ic wis oot han) 1o g.un::s& I sav bheside my g randfaker, T ekl B Dand, whal an aged -
heed 3t waz! That was iy Nral e o realize oo grondtater wag eeelle an o3 man o 1w
w1 Jonagzer et men who eould hald ioe upe with oee hand, who ran after me inoour raoning game.

Al that bad brevrae cur wwmory, Mo, he was fuaar old snanz a1] he wanied waz just the cure

aind Jowe B his Sarnily. $1eh o seaple wish, but we did not walize that vl this tine,
¥ I
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"Cotme on, what is wrong with yon guys, vou all beeome so guiel, becanse | po oul alone,
without announcing, | am sorry whout that, OKT Lt us go out, the house beeoming hatter and
hotter withaul the air-condition,” my grandpa said while he was poing 1o open the door. A few
minutes Iater, we went out af the house and walked in our community, *Hey, Mr, Zhang long
time no sew, What Is new? “1am pretly good, thank youw, T hate the power Gailure, hope i will
recover soon,™ Said b a man bot | forgot shiere T had seen him belore, “Who's that man? My
father asked my mm steallhily, scomed he was alzo confised like me. *11e iz aur neighbor, why
vou torgot him T My mether said amazingly. The answer 2l surprised us too, we did not even
koo who was out lived in the naxt doar te us, this was embarmassing. But we indscd had long
time did not see ench other, We continued our walk; it seemed that it was the fiest [ knew that so
matty people lived in the same community with us. The strong fecling came to my mind, “Why
we leel so [ar sway with the people lved aromd us? T sal in the garden slone and el into my
own wind. With the development of our society, the disrance between peaple had beeome futher
atul lurther, people only paid attention w their own =l heesuse they need 1o adap! o their
speed of aociety, Wo lime for them to consider whether thev need to spend some fdme 1o make
somie for their own lile. All of people’s minds were focused on how 1o change our sociely Teem
“developing” to “developed ™, 1 seemed that wo indead love the soclery which we always call

that as “hig Tamily”, But have youw ever thought sbont your tead Fimily?

A the socicty is changing rapidly everyday, peaple are always searching o a way which
will help them work more effeetively, with the help of the technological equipments, they found
a way that they fizel salislicd, As iime flew, peopls began to rely on the technolom: mare and
more seriousky. Technology reachied almost all parts of our daily life, and with the development

of teehnolegy, peaple’s distance beemne farther and farther. “Porsonal mobile phones outsold
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hose phones; text messeeitg abbroviations crept xfoe stendsed language; enails renlsccd snail
a8l and thea replaced telephrne calls; arml Boully, Gioe-wo-les convensaivos Jiminishad us
ofTiee workers began cmatling eolloacnes sitting next o Lhes saher an spealing 10 thegn ™ alls_lz_us
feedmala g:l';:)!. R "'-H-:n:r' nesve cleedvie madieets hawe bear vented, Bke KPS, P4, BSE, pooplc
s thery b spend tlacie baren e, 03 nod il W ses somenme G0alisng nbe comner Telen
meesle o play parmes along, whye donon they 11k 1o vhe friend sabesids lim? Whe knowys?
[Peaple Tindd s myny roasons mavhe Just exense ar nat o prove they are busy uli day. Lhe social
ability bocame weaker and webear under bis envirenmeent, Peopls e ooty sensilive wml
upserinioss ihan betane, “amien Todehope, & lawyer sod WSW spokesman B the Auetrilism

1 armily Azapistion, has scon mmriages brealt ap becanse of interset infideiite. '] have zot ooc
(o] whess & peeviorus | pretly hepnily mamied oouples 75 now divareed becmse she [Tamnd
sameatie elve on the memet," he said ” (Baker bedal. 12 this really they want to have s an

ending™ Of canrge ned. 1301 thay indeed gof (his sad result, st besause (e Tnternel made heit

distanze farther sod Faortber due 2oy dyy,

Soonow, lel ws cluisiee our LB st 1o is not wo late for ug b change eur miad sod use a
o vizw o pbegre the Jif e indeed want to have: to u.cua; IOTE TiTe T care shout the people
btz surranend we, 1.3 v, our Taaily alweys bas a small family meoting svery wickaend, we
cinioy this feeling thisd we are living Loyelker and foving cach elher, The [ezling tal D
teelmolog can rever peredtie ws ng oalier hasy poweetiil il s ®1 kve von™ hecame & eanrnan
ghotl sanfence I owe home, Absaes ramemiber 1o e wowsell that he techoology can ooly
proveeindes zeon betler waterds | i, bet can oot give uz tlee aaos Dopoctand gne Thai peeople mded

nedeo Loy, -
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Esaay Evalunton Form,

g e Ry ) Liate;_ "?"';'_f':" ;s o
Yer Mo
o . -
Dhces the WENE v o supported dhesiv stalemont? fd Ll L I m
Do {6 diaplay adeise unigy? 0 0 1 LI .
) )
R
Toazs it have logical order? ' oo a 1 O
Draca i bave adlequate vomplutoness? G [ I o

Toues u have eoherence? .

R

e e of francidical ermorg? - 12 ] el rC
Ie e witing #res of rmoclanics] eroors | PI/ A L O
Ts the waiting in ke correct mAnn st fomm? Ef C [Z L1 a
o ’ -
Dhowes the weriténg Fuldil] gag assimment equirements? = L O | .
TOUL g
5 Diszlays tuisits o exeel lauce: Attaugly suppurted Cazsiy ssvetment, sloir urganizalion, strongly

dizplays qumlilizs of Lrad writing, high iniereat Tevel, wiryally smar-tie.
L Dispiaps draire of sbiyve avepagy worky clearly soppured thesiz Alalimuent, aleq ungurizadon,

dizplaye qualitiss of pogd wiiting, ae mare than e major emirs, backs sume deptle uezd palizh,

Triplay: fradts of wverape writing: alsguate s alatement, dispiews somme quaieg of moed

WL, B b +gan thres WEINT A er, oogtziang] minr CIroLs, modeTale nderest Teval, dogs

Jilules maeze thaz S dil. asuienm e 1egrisenicnts,

11 T¥iapines 212719 st simmsfog wriling, urfomsed op timza e hesis sietenent, smempled
arder, inzdequeare vumpleizuess, no saoee than fot sgior ez, Feonzo i e s, vl
e with sartial sgvoess, '

O L1isplays freils of uppepaced or P s perionced wiitng: lacks Quesis Atenec] md
developazn, pocr CUFALLEAtin, i wraTd wersing, fequent minor enpos, Fls to
Lolinuizate aded.alelr, i Lo T KRS Feqituinen s,

Fough rnliz and Pee; Feelnations: .-

Nash
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Esaapeii
F-1123-04
Proefessir Magh
Aqril 3, 2
Cium Conteal

Reenuly. 5 oew pun confrol bill hag boen pussed in Teas, The hiil v ?J_‘I.!_’lt_ﬂ{l:.‘
Tamam can g0 e work with s gom In leir sars Wasend o Lhix, o series of debares about
Phis isane hisves appeared. “Siaie Sen, Glam Hegar, R-Kaw, the autkoe of Sty Bl 30,
sl that despite e ppposition. havisg 2 weapon keeteed in your cor does noc mean i#
will e ymumsade work envicomments,” (Ward), Mumbers of poople agzoe m iz lea,
while sndie uiliers du oot Mary neople hf*{\rc slrcads alvad ol the exislenee o gms |
“Hoplephobes dre evamon and shoubd rever he vobven] in setiing o policics. Pojm
o bplop hohie bebavior when neliced, it is damgerons, suffcices deserie pily, and
shiamld aoch tentrren ). Boplopletia™ Such yrgumuents seom e be endless aud so Tar
Ihieye: Bz po o) smswer for thic quustion, Showid every citizan he allowed 10 own s ?

That hias alveads been y popular public issue, For me, 1 do not agree with kelding

e

privabely-arwnod guns.

Each public problons that ooewes has ity own social backpreund. The besiuning o
Amesivam gur culoure van e tmeed back to the Amerizan Revelustiomary War, 1heone

Mt time, gume conld be use? o wvarisug wavs, Thew were uaed o w g, of courss, bl
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ey were also uged for ofer pupeses, such gs Laewting, lisr Bl sportiag as an
vaeerlzinmizie, @, People whe were good &t shoutinyg wore actaally 2ighly respecied st
What vimse. Numerous wospong wers ihehuled in mavonoms alkmp American hrsto,.

aragun
Leanliamia) commen peonle stasl L became Finclir with s, artd puns wers oo |

lonper regarded as dangerous wepons, Tnthein minds., wuns wore nar ordinaey Laals fuy

Aenling wad self-cdetane.

T iy cveal, it has been s Jong time since (he American Bevnlugionmury War, the
srciely saday is Ioklly different from that ni'.ﬂn.-, ECFIONE ol Arnerica hus bocense o
heveleped cornny. Having busy bves, and making salislying mcomcs, people are
hjeying their high-standard sxisenocs. However, some nepative plenimeny also havea
unavaidubly appearad in oar society. Sorcone can Faurde 3 hovse or plunder oll e
Eailde Sl with a pecson Tn fhe dark streel. Such simations are no ongur sirmge tor va,
Wher sooncthing bl Tuss happenal whick puts 2 person in a dangeroos place, he o she
ey have mu 9 o Gall vhe pelice for help, The only messure people can mke s 1
rteet themsedves o thefr own wey. At this momen, u weapon shouid be the bes: way

s oue ul ol danger. 5o naw, poaple agross the oty e feeglimg inde i f2ars Iy

1 gt
- . _ . . P &
purehasing firraress. “The norber of private T eevership was indeed hig i 108, in

[~JD.-‘~.-'1EJ§J4=:JL.:1¢ ]Jm'ccmu;z_euf’hwschnldr:;wilh Mo lS 49%:, ad s Lotal zumbier of guos #
wHE ;r?,ﬁﬂ'?r.ﬁ'lm-"[ Al | This marber will comtinue ke ineresse while *ha comty i
gronwing amd while pevgle el that socicry is more and moce unsals tan belure, Beople
chiooss to have weapons W protect thamselves rather than orky ralying om ke polics.

While that is & wousd news i knose sone peogile defend themselves snocessful I wili

their ras poweere, g bud consequen ses stidl exisl.
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Many stawes’ povessmenls sl toc residents 10 kave privocel - ned pues. In
-Wﬂﬂhlrﬂglfm 2.7, gnr-comrol Bills ace caredel oulin enler v repebale the number of
privately-owned guns. Fos cwamiple, prople who bave puns niasl kesp their gong ol bome
amlmake wase thas the gans have hoon locked withoun loading, The purpase ol the Taw is

to miakie e that privaccly owned puns will uel do any demsge te socicty.

1 focns ou describiog the gun conmral jesue in Ame:ica because Aunerica is the

vty Wedth the Lazgressi nurmnbaer of privanc. cwned guons. Te China, the lys EE[ITEREEY

f.-'.f.-

clearly tha no citizen can have guns excepl the polize, If someone is fosnd ket

i -jz;uu
with him e her, L or she will be sent o prison, People whe ali 2ans tootbers will be
el f prison tor o leas, Lo veass, In this wa}':.tlihinef_:e coveriment rivs worsduas he
200 Srine, and these measnres indecd waork quits well In China, Fleough the
newsnapers And her wedin, that iz peetly difficall ke dind smy news aboud Chingse
shasibings. Weapans, such as gans, van ouly be kep for militasy pucposes amd o Lhe
palive. Shooiing accidonls rately kappened in Ching In Awerica thongh, the sitvatien is
zomtewhat <1l lerent.

Wowsd penple Enow that ke mnly roasin {or keeping wuns is co proveat oursclves
f'rml:ul,‘;_itj-j;‘i: ijred in Tsd siluationg, But surely they senudd ned uge 2uas o da el oritaes.
Hersewevr, 1 one day, you find ot s wis stolon, de sou &now the person who stole
Four Zuk: o whal e or she widl i owith that min? Al the results arc unprediseable for s
Theme e some wel-known bad shisstimg events, One robber nsed £ stolen qun to shoot st
oither penple, und numy peopls died, ineloding sama ehildren, 1 anyong eyn g s gun

enzaly, i wenld oot be Taed e those el want 1o eemann 2on somes, ~Lamd cuns malke

& g proportien of the steden ping, and since 1992 aczely 90,00 guns have boen
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risappropriatal. Wovertheleas, kowever peaweril 1he weapan, il wisappropriation
sagaests hat, more likely (has nob i is incenéed for use in peiminal aclieibe”( stolen

gums”)

Ciber serious prohlems for familics keopung gung al theit hooses arc that aans
el be dangerons for their clldres. Some childnen sre teo woung i ealize how
danperens the gun is, § have heard that some kids are By of e light [ilems, They helisee
thal holding gues in their bands is 5 symbol of heroism. $o these ehilden Tind sans in e
hense withoud edbing their parenia wnd then phywe with other fitends with real guns, Lhat
foundy really erawy. Wohowdy wants to zee the tragedy actuelly bappened o his oe her
lamily in rea? Nife, Soms: voung adeits think they are alteady mature coough to have their
o h s, and even lake guns %o sehool, As we lnotk, 13e coapas shanling ncidens
have alrcady becomme 4 serivys social ezisis. Since 1994, the namber of campus shootings
has heen insressing, and nuebers s imohees and stedents have died. The most famons
sharcting ‘FF}G happened in 1999, whece a high school called Colymbine TTigh School in
Mdnerivg su‘ffcru:ﬂ the gecious punshot incident; 14 people dizd and 23 people were injured
i 1Tis Accident. Mo one condd belivve that such a wrribie wnd bloedy event bad heen

indtiated by two teenagers whi were onby | Fvors old,

It oy opinios, people wieh] b bottor 1t they did not keep and nse guns i their
daily i1l T can understand that same pewople jusl &y Iy make themsedves endos a sale i,
T throngh ey reseunch, the evidonecs show the negative parts of owning s s arc
olvelony mere than the positive aspests, We can ot inaging i sibration that one day,
we sy “hoila™ on the streal wilh alher people wha all kave a sun ia tho pocksel. Thar

sonumds really strange. 'Ihe sitstion sun atsa expymdl the poshological disiimce hetvween

321



People uecorgeicnzly, [he povernment should voostder cakdng some maessnrs to Lot ier
ke mmben ol persomal yung. 1n thiz was, people will change sheir minds amd congepiy
absul. pums umad ot always regard gums just Jike 2 pormal wol, People will view the
existence ol guny o4 e way, and considen em raoee sericnghe, Tikink T, is o betier

wea £ pchieve the pool of Toss man crimes and provided people an imdeed peaceful Lifs,
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T hrve adresdy tinisbed theoe assiprmens for he Comml course, M grade S edilh ey
weat dii0erem. Whether the linul wrade Tor this cewrse 3 aeod or bad, 1inceed Jewmesd o 1ot The
mest obvious cne is the different cohure abown weittog. Lo Chine, Chingse students always baee a1
et one Englizh olazs i gehool evory davy bul anes Enwlish i oo ewre fese lanenape. the
sesipuirement Tor Hse skill of Engtish is nol as sinel a5 i Ameriea, Most Bopiish casses i China
camlune all e skills of English logetket in ohe class. We neeced 1o lesm the resding skill. the
oral skill. the Bstoning skill 2ud che weiting skill, Inons clasy, we needod (o Tesn e
vomnprehensive knawledee soud Fonglish; ol s hand o grasp each pad o0 Englishevers el o
exsenpie, the requiremeess Tor Brplizh wriding assignments are dittzrent fiom toe Coman, 1 eourse
in Arnerivg, To i, we slweays Tous on Gae madn ddus e G ssciguneenl, sinee wo hawe ‘.};u
satie moether oneue. Lven thouph we 21ade some mistakes In the assipunent, it s still not so kard
o ng o wnderstand e assignment, Through this Comm 1 eevess, he most inpertal wssens for
mc ta realize are e G Terent gduceLion =y les amd the need o adapl by Aaerican edncatioe.

Frufile P'aper: “sioall fooily, Lie Tan

sineg Lhis wegs e es casay for the Conun 1 elass, Tesnsidered a 1ot gbeot how
e write abowt his wopic. The Frs) finpasssion e the seored “aenlle™ wos o desorihe o

[rersom WsLoE pas o weeeds b ave serivlee fueh kind of paperes in niph school. Bl 1 arre
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Lao 2

nel s wlar [ noed to imnve sinee i1 is g collegs course asyipnmuent, A1 Gir, 1 saated
o weits abeu. 4 Gmos aersom, so ) decided to write abeol W ixon. beeanze § tonghy §
i cislly et sone informetion abeon o sioee e wes o fimeos presidenl 3 Lhe Lniged
States, Tl wlier furlber consideratom. | save ap westing akout Miken: heciuse the
information thi | ke abont i was sa linided. Thad sor encuzl: passion to weite
Abeatz porson Dawas ool realis Ganedliae wilks T ander oomale my ey toee Hvely, 1
dewgiled Lo pay srcomion o the ondinaey people who were always appoacing i my dails
lstie. Hisngh reacling the camrrl ias b, T lzamed that ezl o keepoone ey in
minad taroughot sy writing--the dominant imypression. I focused on he cobeeres ynd
Iogdenl peder s iny essay w0 it peapic seould be willing o read ity assignment. 1
warted to now my rectunates ditterant personaiitiey throuigh the deseriptiom el the
Wonchuan carshquake. T thought it wocld be s alimelive tapie. [ thouabc Ddid a geod job
e s parl a3 etested ol impentynd parts that would have mads oy sssay beller, |
wot 150 lor this ey, becmue § rrade Lo mary pramwmatical sreors and mechanical
crnars, like comims splicrs and misused ounclugtion, sl the lermat of the woik cited was
lee pot correc. Ul was e ra tima: thel T realized 1indeed nooded s bnpress niy
l-npkish comprehensive kb and me longer gee (e way that Liesael Tngligh: in China,

Memoir Essay: “the di 1 hine™

Tha seeond essay Tar Comim 1 was 1o writz 2 memair gssay, Allee the peatile
cszay, T had alveady louad some weaknesses o my wiiling: 1 neaded to fevus un theas
problems arad s e them i the scoond esswy, 1Bl | sl kept @ wiong, coneent iz mind, 1
31512 vepard 1he eoherence arsd Logioal orcler as most importani; e other requinements

pame A1ter them. After 3 ehowe my 1opic—-people’s dislmce wich the develpment of
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Tire 3

wocheoios, 1wrsle the etsay Tike the 1T one. Then Twaent g0 th wriing eanker i gk
thean s Lely fimd he comama splicss, sinee | had nover teand this gramimas misake befors.
Thesy helpesd mse sl e seyeaal comme splices and explain the coneept af 10 2 me, Then
I reviowed oy euary fna pretle quick way smed Recrad ool several somma splices. 1 alye
w2l song relied intornation nhoart citatic, t make sure T i eozeoly for this
assipnment since it was the casicst paet for fhe cssay The exthank told s thal minsoir
witlers often foes an details ard reveal desper meaning s 1o themselvies aad o readaes. |
chempend o lilJe 0oy essy based on his concept. Burthe grade liw this essay vwas
werrible, and e warst part was thar T nuade the some mistabes that | made n e prohile
egsay, § ot the susgestion Fom wy wdvisar that | Rave to improvs @y Euglish ghills. or )
snight Eail in the Coimn 3 conese. | maalized §nzed f beler ey writing habit as soon as
mirsiible,

Comnlencar es5ay: “eun contrel”

This weras Lhe Lhird casay for Canun L, boawee al' ke notse-good grades for the
previous casays, The (hivd essuy gove me moch mors pressuvs than belars, T made sure 1
wmdersioad e JilTemenn vetween eotmnencary and avgerienn. | echese gon contval ge iy
Lopic, sinee icwas a popular txpic in wocisly these sears. This was the fimd Fine | chose i
toqre and auel wizh it § Jid a Lot of reseayeh ahout pun conizs'. Thrgh eading the
tgzsbook, T knoe 1 Mo insortant elemnen: for o good conrneniary essay was & clor
puaspiiae i 1o make the purpese visible, Aller two greeys, | lonew my advanilaga uhd
disadvantames of waiting. bavieally. This dne, | pal cloae atenticn o fle gammar and
ither weak nesses:; alsa | rade sure | did not meke careless nistakes. | cheeked my paper

more than ane thime o find il grgmma inistakes Tke comma splices. The pes-review
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arnd sell-rgi vy alue hetped poe s ot Uhen [ pot o secistaciony peace Sor this one. with

S0 igle cehwerenen st wilh leo paragruphs. Bven thoogh il was o nol-so-perfioce
srade, tmyeh this prade. | knew my endeayor Tally came e,

Through the anaives of the previnws essavs, | learned that | <G oced éo mole
ik Lo madoe my wikiing bedler, ow, Dbink 1have no problem widy veorkes el gl
Lopdeal order. B I7 1 seans 1o achicve tie goad that wertian frec of pramunatical and
maechamival errrs, 4 sl el wde mors endeseom, As aowriter, | ot grasps the
comprehensive writing skills and vee thern in 2 flexible wery, 1necd 1o nd sanae nalive-
spadking Miemads w0 disuars wath Herm oo ariting probbem s, they can wways help me find
ok Ui i et oramnsat miscckes and taach me how to maks my papur beticr. Treing o
read some Lnplish articles and beeamine familiar with the si-actors ot gentenses iz akao o
o] wany to improve my wailing shill, Frome iy three assienments, U Iowed foe 3 abeeys
[ius o oy sroblems ard ther conset them, but | always Forget ol rsguiremets T
wriling, T shess e il did nan grasp the knowlediss very well and eecd tere practice,

b U wenws, [ hope e wadriegs ekl will pe deder and beter,
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T hrve adresdy tinisbed theoe assiprmens for he Comml course, M grade S edilh ey
weat dii0erem. Whether the linul wrade Tor this cewrse 3 aeod or bad, 1inceed Jewmesd o 1ot The
mest obvious cne is the different cohure abown weittog. Lo Chine, Chingse students always baee a1
et one Englizh olazs i gehool evory davy bul anes Enwlish i oo ewre fese lanenape. the
sesipuirement Tor Hse skill of Engtish is nol as sinel a5 i Ameriea, Most Bopiish casses i China
camlune all e skills of English logetket in ohe class. We neeced 1o lesm the resding skill. the
oral skill. the Bstoning skill 2ud che weiting skill, Inons clasy, we needod (o Tesn e
vomnprehensive knawledee soud Fonglish; ol s hand o grasp each pad o0 Englishevers el o
exsenpie, the requiremeess Tor Brplizh wriding assignments are dittzrent fiom toe Coman, 1 eourse
in Arnerivg, To i, we slweays Tous on Gae madn ddus e G ssciguneenl, sinee wo hawe ‘.};u
satie moether oneue. Lven thouph we 21ade some mistakes In the assipunent, it s still not so kard
o ng o wnderstand e assignment, Through this Comm 1 eevess, he most inpertal wssens for
mc ta realize are e G Terent gduceLion =y les amd the need o adapl by Aaerican edncatioe.

Frufile P'aper: “sioall fooily, Lie Tan

sineg Lhis wegs e es casay for the Conun 1 elass, Tesnsidered a 1ot gbeot how
e write abowt his wopic. The Frs) finpasssion e the seored “aenlle™ wos o desorihe o

[rersom WsLoE pas o weeeds b ave serivlee fueh kind of paperes in niph school. Bl 1 arre
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nel s wlar [ noed to imnve sinee i1 is g collegs course asyipnmuent, A1 Gir, 1 saated
o weits abeu. 4 Gmos aersom, so ) decided to write abeol W ixon. beeanze § tonghy §
i cislly et sone informetion abeon o sioee e wes o fimeos presidenl 3 Lhe Lniged
States, Tl wlier furlber consideratom. | save ap westing akout Miken: heciuse the
information thi | ke abont i was sa linided. Thad sor encuzl: passion to weite
Abeatz porson Dawas ool realis Ganedliae wilks T ander oomale my ey toee Hvely, 1
dewgiled Lo pay srcomion o the ondinaey people who were always appoacing i my dails
lstie. Hisngh reacling the camrrl ias b, T lzamed that ezl o keepoone ey in
minad taroughot sy writing--the dominant imypression. I focused on he cobeeres ynd
Iogdenl peder s iny essay w0 it peapic seould be willing o read ity assignment. 1
warted to now my rectunates ditterant personaiitiey throuigh the deseriptiom el the
Wonchuan carshquake. T thought it wocld be s alimelive tapie. [ thouabc Ddid a geod job
e s parl a3 etested ol impentynd parts that would have mads oy sssay beller, |
wot 150 lor this ey, becmue § rrade Lo mary pramwmatical sreors and mechanical
crnars, like comims splicrs and misused ounclugtion, sl the lermat of the woik cited was
lee pot correc. Ul was e ra tima: thel T realized 1indeed nooded s bnpress niy
l-npkish comprehensive kb and me longer gee (e way that Liesael Tngligh: in China,

Memoir Essay: “the di 1 hine™

Tha seeond essay Tar Comim 1 was 1o writz 2 memair gssay, Allee the peatile
cszay, T had alveady louad some weaknesses o my wiiling: 1 neaded to fevus un theas
problems arad s e them i the scoond esswy, 1Bl | sl kept @ wiong, coneent iz mind, 1
31512 vepard 1he eoherence arsd Logioal orcler as most importani; e other requinements

pame A1ter them. After 3 ehowe my 1opic—-people’s dislmce wich the develpment of
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wocheoios, 1wrsle the etsay Tike the 1T one. Then Twaent g0 th wriing eanker i gk
thean s Lely fimd he comama splicss, sinee | had nover teand this gramimas misake befors.
Thesy helpesd mse sl e seyeaal comme splices and explain the coneept af 10 2 me, Then
I reviowed oy euary fna pretle quick way smed Recrad ool several somma splices. 1 alye
w2l song relied intornation nhoart citatic, t make sure T i eozeoly for this
assipnment since it was the casicst paet for fhe cssay The exthank told s thal minsoir
witlers often foes an details ard reveal desper meaning s 1o themselvies aad o readaes. |
chempend o lilJe 0oy essy based on his concept. Burthe grade liw this essay vwas
werrible, and e warst part was thar T nuade the some mistabes that | made n e prohile
egsay, § ot the susgestion Fom wy wdvisar that | Rave to improvs @y Euglish ghills. or )
snight Eail in the Coimn 3 conese. | maalized §nzed f beler ey writing habit as soon as
mirsiible,

Comnlencar es5ay: “eun contrel”

This weras Lhe Lhird casay for Canun L, boawee al' ke notse-good grades for the
previous casays, The (hivd essuy gove me moch mors pressuvs than belars, T made sure 1
wmdersioad e JilTemenn vetween eotmnencary and avgerienn. | echese gon contval ge iy
Lopic, sinee icwas a popular txpic in wocisly these sears. This was the fimd Fine | chose i
toqre and auel wizh it § Jid a Lot of reseayeh ahout pun conizs'. Thrgh eading the
tgzsbook, T knoe 1 Mo insortant elemnen: for o good conrneniary essay was & clor
puaspiiae i 1o make the purpese visible, Aller two greeys, | lonew my advanilaga uhd
disadvantames of waiting. bavieally. This dne, | pal cloae atenticn o fle gammar and
ither weak nesses:; alsa | rade sure | did not meke careless nistakes. | cheeked my paper

more than ane thime o find il grgmma inistakes Tke comma splices. The pes-review
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arnd sell-rgi vy alue hetped poe s ot Uhen [ pot o secistaciony peace Sor this one. with

S0 igle cehwerenen st wilh leo paragruphs. Bven thoogh il was o nol-so-perfioce
srade, tmyeh this prade. | knew my endeayor Tally came e,

Through the anaives of the previnws essavs, | learned that | <G oced éo mole
ik Lo madoe my wikiing bedler, ow, Dbink 1have no problem widy veorkes el gl
Lopdeal order. B I7 1 seans 1o achicve tie goad that wertian frec of pramunatical and
maechamival errrs, 4 sl el wde mors endeseom, As aowriter, | ot grasps the
comprehensive writing skills and vee thern in 2 flexible wery, 1necd 1o nd sanae nalive-
spadking Miemads w0 disuars wath Herm oo ariting probbem s, they can wways help me find
ok Ui i et oramnsat miscckes and taach me how to maks my papur beticr. Treing o
read some Lnplish articles and beeamine familiar with the si-actors ot gentenses iz akao o
o] wany to improve my wailing shill, Frome iy three assienments, U Iowed foe 3 abeeys
[ius o oy sroblems ard ther conset them, but | always Forget ol rsguiremets T
wriling, T shess e il did nan grasp the knowlediss very well and eecd tere practice,

b U wenws, [ hope e wadriegs ekl will pe deder and beter,
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Holmes 1

{roil Mazh
EMGT-t: 23-n
O elrwarny 20
My Falker
¥ father was born 174 Februsry 1545 on his grandfather's furm on the
Labiin Moad, Litbors, County Bowr, Moriwrn irelaed. When ke was a ‘aaby be

moved to Bongor g ae spenc bis coiidboml Lhece, e had pact time jobs Ales

-

L
serverdl yrars, he slarlsl o pa leocndversilg fo U ta become a prescher. At the o,
he feund the pirl who would become my other, After univessity, they marricd and

they fived in [retand for five veass aod they moead G Janan, Mow oy faher has lived
TSN . i

in |zpan foe twenty years, Till now he lived i many cosntries, and he Lacl soomany

N s A ) .

T W Arer e S

ngeach other's, ¢ ST T T

N

Eard times teacdaar to others, Phey sU1 ke fon

in childhoad, he éid not enjoy the time i1 junior scheol and high schaol

becanae his teachers were strict,. He always ioved oaloro amil eojoyed walking,

s
hilanp; caping, and fishing. Bus e enjoyed lifo wery much: he was acember afthe -y

e - et tm e e

loge) seass bang and scocer toeir, nnd be aleo enjoyed Surday school o e locs

Bretsren Bail wice evere Sunday, When e was fourteen be ledt sehoe!, msd Le

gt -t
JI‘L" < i o -(__ .
v Ris fest nart-time job waz delivering groveries on a caceier bicycle, The store

started his part-time job. | e

wias o0 a bir hill, 50 he alwaws had to push beavy loads up the bills, He ehjored She
‘ol az he fels ipdegendent; by had his own money so he cowlc spend that any way

b veardal, Tater, e wosrked! Tora tovsl garags on the mai street in Taoppe, Tl
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g wiern tarn hrothers who wore Christiars, e dleed Dhen o dos and Lhey ollen

tulked wopether as good friends.

Draring the time e was working vme oil company e wi also g volumlaer
wonth mlns;l.:c-r' im o lozal achurch of Christ He taugat Sundzy schaod Tor coildren
Sernelimes e ool thems foee eld Lipes, Hecasts asloed to bacome a full-home
eesapelisland b sopepoeiead by Che Chierehsa he thougit ahout chat and decidad

Chal Tie wenanle Tikew b dnecoeas o Toll-Gire roinisber, Te veas somt oo Sunget school
o

(Sunges Internabens] Bitle Dslilale] fo Tulbeck, Texas. Their mission s’ “tmuin

rennli af Gad 1o dn £ senrk af Gad, whalls Lo slrage God. We sorve o g Bl wil {

ozl ek our aven Tea [l be L glory, bolh nae and e elermity” He met his future -

wilfis thewe who bocame iy malher, Tha schonl was vey interesting, bat be oueded
toLae bis hraln a lot, becavse profossors there 2lwoys expoct stude:ts o unswer
cucstions net only “¥os or Mo™ But also logloally ergwers. After oo graduated From
Lhe sl bue mgieeivad ey mather, Insaddiioe, ey weenl s Ireland where he

aavrloceel ds o rindslee Tor sin passrs

et rd T = -

=

When he went o echood in Americn, e el o Lo el collure differenoe from his
s
cowntry, 53 he had a ard thne to upndarstanc Amervican colture, For earpla he
thought shat people io e States speal our very straigat (fraokly) omnpaared vl h

peap e e Trelamd e sorelimes Seletoo Fransly,

Afrer e wonked For a minister in Lreland Tor sk woars, he moved to |apan,
briduse noy mocher wanted ta go back te Japan, so be becams: 2o Bogliah beacha i

Tupsrn, Hemcausce o Lhin, b also denidend o gelaodegree in Trlocacicn. He told me,
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TIhey have o lokal sirmilar cudaqe ane diflevent soloore hebween |apan and leeland.
Farexample, schaols io Ireland have an Interediste schoscl betk junior bigh anel
high school. In freland, lkds are net Gaeced T pavents o oot ints high-level scheol a5

inJapan. 1o relaod, their pacects and teachers soccording to theil hopes and ahilities

- Lk

P e

puide prerenks. Children in fapar bave alet of work to do after seheol, Tar esamgd
hoaraesenie, cram zchool s club activitics, On weekonls, ey do ool zve much

tinze ko spend with thedr Family

He ke » hard time eo anderstand Japaneses ruleare; for exnmale, some of top
peojae jnnanthority are 5o intexible. He did wal. [ how eany Japanese people are
coered into staying in their wemplace sae o kowes and nat heing paid overtitne,
Ha lower bo malie effort b vnsle, which has henefl nesl saly mency bl also
cantenmons [apasis anisland 5o [apanese people normally see only Japanose, OF
CouTsly, [Eran is etking more internatiornal but sti¥l [apanese peegle ave not nsed to

seelng lorcigners It s hard for ]Japanese to acceps fwrelzners a5 [apanese. Becanse

af thal, my falher slways faels Lile he is forcigner pven hongh he has lved in Japsn

fou S0 yoars.

Teie barrduest prar. of his joly weas in Choreh beczure iz is maving,
idividual to see thomselves ax olivideal membars oFthe body ol Chirisl-cweiih
et
regponizinlicy. For Maa Christizng if is secing them come 1o the Bille clasyes in oy

fatker®s church each wreew, and for years, yo il giving Lhemselaes o Chirias Many

lepnese peapie will listen to God's word bt necacl on L DL Chiristans in tae
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Cherch bemd Lo ae ritualistic acd g2 thesgh a rigid pattern of serder and dowal

wanlillo changk.

e traveled and Lived many places, 5o he learned many cultures, and now e
pealizen the vaea i porlan] poinks 0 v b Japan, Tirsk oy Le ekperienes whak
japarese el e gre deing because witkour trylng vou cancol [ ogrn arylhing
Sacarl, we shoehl realize thatit is impossible for Breipners to becormy lapanese
W should nol slress oot even though we cenno: became Japszness, s we cewd Lo by

g tur gz we can do thatimeans. ., S -

Il 1a e i social for exampee be lizes w ploy with childoen, When ba vy
veorliing inclomantary school, he way always plaving wich kids, Bovwewver, be s
a0 n‘:EL‘ime".S':rict abolk marners, o Japan, mwaieers anc inprananl, seoay e
.;_ﬂwﬂ.ir"ﬂ leachos me hew 1 shoald treat people. For crample, whenewe 1 tall bo gy

grandparems he always corrects my bebavior., It additon, Lie likes to take care of

the people. Becaase he baz liveil in Japaa for 20 years, e maovy foreimers count an

bivn, ITe Can gdvise e ot wnderstand Japaness ol e e s

Row iy Tather s vlog I Japan st he e 500 waching, SEnee e vy bornic
Darbilin: Bosadd, Lilaure, Conaky Dawm, Narueen Irgland he o imawed Lo Banpor, LS wodl
Tapan. The pat ey culturs] cxpericroes; Foe geample Ceod, the cowntry's belovior
ard tradivion, These expeeicina: manle my ke move arernations] and he learaed
theciiture’s goad and bad polls, w0 e ke cen cnderstaoe how itrlt[jﬁ‘tcult to adagt

Lo other cultare. He can e el piul 1o farvigners wio hove o bord time to Zlapt thair
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cusme Foe oxarspls e Ynewes Tww o salve arailoemns; alsa, e can el Lis culluee’s

gound uints te thenn Because of thege points, Lom prowd of my Falhor.
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Bclnees, James. I'ecsondl ialeryiow 26 Jone 20049 ) “‘ it
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Essay Assessment Rubric
Fous J’."-‘;.-_‘f £
5 Focus of pioce i castly Wentifiable and is supported by clear examples, research, or
narrativa.

I,J"J-l'-[} ., Foous of piece is clear and is supporied by examples, though sorme examples might not be
| cxplicitly related to the focus.,

3 Focus of plece is implizd, and some elements of the writing are diffizult to relate to the
focus.
2 Focus of piece is undear of the conhectlon hetween the fecus and supporting details i
loose and hard to falkwr,
1 Picce lacks focus and many aspects of the weiting do not scem relatad Lo one another,
Crganization
5 Organization of piece is clear, and the plece moves easily from one poalnt to the nexl with

solid transitions.
4 4= Degankzatlon of placs is chear, but some transitions may be forced or awkyard.
( lgﬁ‘ Drganization of plece is Implied, but thare are little to no transitions Lo gulde the reader.

2 Organiration of plece s confusing to the reader with possible repstition of paints [n several
places and virtually no transitions to help the reader,

1 _ Drganization ef picco |s unclear,
Development
5 Picce gxplains camplex ideas with clear and zppropriate examples and definlticns.

L @ e Ploce explaing complex ideas well, but same support |s toa little or oo much.
3

Piece explains complax ideas brizfly but assumes the roader knows mare information than
hefshe does.

£ Plece presents complex Ideas but does not explain them to the reader,
Fiece inakes simple clalms with virtually no explanation or support.
Style and Mechanics )
Piece demonstratas a Tiern grasp of meachanics and us2s a proper tane,

Piece demanstrates an adequate grasp of mechanics and uses & proper tone.

l'|.|ulI B o

Fiece darmonstrates 2 falr grasp of mechanics and oflen employs a proper Wene, but parts
may be occasional by confusing. The documentation may hove some prablems.

[

Fiten contalns many sentence-level errors and/or an inzpproprizta tone, making it
confusing W read at times, The docurmentation is weak with several prohlesns.

1 Meoe is confusing 1o read beoause of frequent sentence-level errors, inap propriate tone, or
poar docune ntation.

Overall Seore [out of 200]:

M o>
/5

Fﬁ' - f}l— i..l' okl homea Chiistian Unlversity
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iail Nash
Comm. 1
3-0-09
The Year That Changed my Life

o
The memary of when T was (b second grader in clementary school is
impartant for me. ALUe lime, Tdid not ke Lo Lalk to other classmates, 3o | was
el
alane. 1always sal on my chair and leoked dowr, su 1 dicd not have any friendsat the

first grade, When I lurned 1o the second grade, a Chinese girleame to my school,

‘whose name is X0, We became best [riends, The Lile was hard ta go through, but

F

i

; (ﬁi.'km‘.--'-' -";' prE: L N :
the expericnee made me realize how communication, friendship, and learning from

the past are impartant for living lile.

At the time, 1 alwasys wanted to be alone becanse |though that no ome vwanted
to talk to mey, and T did not want te talk o swhoover did nol seant o tall to me.
Becanse af that, 1.did not have any [viends in the rst grade in elementary school, At
the time, Thated everything including schaal, family and classmates. 1 did not want
to go to school and ©just wanted to stay at my house, Most of the time, 1 complained
to my mother because 1 could not tell that to someone else, [complained about

everything such as about my classmates, my teacher and my family; however, Tdid
]

| e i e

\ £ = v
| nol .\cv_rd_-ﬂhg_my pur,_g:umlljt':,r, i T A “E grAF
" - Ay sy :

P

[

el F8 p"”LJ =
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i
When [ urned to the second grader, e Chinese giv] came to my school. Her

name is Xian, and she is multilingual, which means, "01, having, or expressed in
several languages”(“Muldlingual ). She could speak three languages: [apanese,

Jr:
Chinese and Englizh. However, itwas hard for us,:wget in tw the normal Japancse
peaple’s group because we were a little different from normal Japanese students, |
am é_\j'half Irish, o [ looked differ'ent:.aarﬂ Kiao looked 1i® Japancse, bt her [apanese
accent wag a little different fram normal [apanese people. We became best friends
soon, but [ could not get any friends except her. Twas giving up en gelling any
friencls, but she did not. She tricd hanl al gelting friends. For example, she ied to
cammunicale with our classmates, not only by talking but getting in L a sports club,
and tried to make Ume with our dassmates. One time 1 told her all my feelings ahout
being around her and she told me,” If you do not smile, no one wants to talk to you”

At this moment, [ realized that no one refused me, but I did.

Fven though Xian came to my school, itwas stll hard for us to make friends.
My teacher tried to help me get along with my classmales. She organized some
recreation Gme to play baskethall, volleyball and soccer together; bowever, it did not
warl far me. It just made us more isolated than before, The teacher did not know
how to solve these kinds of problems because the reason Teould not get along, with
my classmates was not only human relations, but also culiural differences. Japanese
people try to become similar to ather Japanese, for instance in fashion, especlally
younger people. 1f a person is a little different from cther [apancse, it is havd to get
in to normal Japanese people’s groups, In Xiao's case, that was one of the reasons

why she could not get friends.
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My fecling changed alot from that time becanse Twent through that pericd,
and now | have experienced a lot of situations at many places, for example in the
high scheol in Japan and university in America. Thase sitoations were vory different
depending an the schaols and countries. | asked someone whe is Asian, but who
wenk to schools in America. He said, "I went to schaal in 115, hut 1 did nat fecl
strange about heing in school because there were a lot of nationals” (Mguyen). | felt
ol place when | went te Japanese schools becouse they do not have many
natianalities in Japan. | realized that [ did not go over the siuations by mysell, but
many peaple supported me. At the time, 1kmew that everyone tried to kelp me, but |
thought his or ber help was |:|st|:5 2. However, now [ can undersland that my

| family, my frictds and my teacher w"Eu supported me at that Hme.

Before | gal lriends, I always felt alone. | could not realize who always helped
me like teachers, family, and a fow dlassmales, Al the time, [ thought that everyone
around me was discriminating againat me becanse of my nationalily, Lower prace

i Sil_‘l_‘l:]_e:ﬁl:‘: in elomentary school &y have nat seen many forelgners; they are curious

about foreigners, Usually in that age, they do not care about other people’s feeling,
just say whatever they want to, and they arc interested in everything. Whon T was
that age, many boys in my class made fun of me about whatever was different from

normal Japanese people. However, the reason they did that was nat because they

| did not like me, rather they wers curious about me.
b st S e Yo
ru'ﬁ e . Whenever | laoked back this memory, [ am confident to go aver any difficalt
Lt ot

b bt i 1 : 1 T ; T

L e situations. For exarmple, when 1 fight with my friends, 1 vedald remember the

e :

M gerics J |

(AT |'1l i

e mg v FEpTL T ‘f !
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memory hecause now Lknow how important (rlends are for me. [ cthink that the
tiree was worth ino my life because the perlod changed my personality and
philusophy. IFthe same sitnation comes aggin, | will try Lo communicate with (e

paeople, |will communicate by not ealy talking but abse wsing alker materials lika:

ataing sprorls Logethier, such 35 baskathall, vollevlall and soccer,

This memaiy is very important for my life because that is the basis for my
personaligy and philesoply. | did not have any friends when Dwas a first grader,
This peried changed my life, and after this time T am confident abaut everybing,
After Xiag came to my scheoal, it was still hard for me to get friends, Botwe [ied
hard to gl new (eiends, The Orst lew months weres hard for e to oy to get friends,
Bl many people encuuraget-l me Lo be [rignds. For exmmple, 1used to think none of
ey Fantily, Xiao and teacker wore helpfud to me; however, they aclually belped me a
lot, Whenever | have a hard Hme, this memory encourages mao to go aver the
sttuatiarn. Mow I review the memeory and [ recrganiee many painls that | eould nal,
see qat the fime, such as the reasons [eoubd not gt 1F€ds. THI AW | have
experienced many hard situations. [ am able Lo gel 0ver Ehe sltatons because [
ks oy B sodve the king of probloing from my espperience, 11 addltion, I know

how frpackant fejends are for e and Lhis perlod is heneficial for me,
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Essay Evaluation Form

Writer's Name: eSS o Date: ¥/

Ve Mo
Do the writing have a supported thesis statement? 0 [ | ]
P J . sug ir "
Does it display adequate nnicy? i O C [} |
Dhes it havs Togival crder? = O | O I1
Does il have sdequate completeness? L7 0O O | N
Does it heve coherence! # r @ 0O (] |
ot poml gt 2 t P
I Ahe wisting fres of grammatien] ermors? Fay | | I |
Ls the writing fiee of mechanical emors? | C iz A O% 4
Ts the writing in the comest manuseript form'? B O C (| 0O
Daes the writing fulfill the assignment requirements? E | ] C ]

Wour paper:

]

&

Displays truits of cxsellznce: stonply supporied thesis statoment, clear orgenization, stongly
displuyas qualities of good wiiting, bigh interest level, virmally creosfice,

Displays teails ol above averege work: clearly suppozied thesis stalement, clear OrgRNizAtien,
displays qualitics of pood witing, 1o more than tero major ervors, lneks some depth und pelish,
Disploys traits of average writing: adequate tiesis slatement, displavs some qualities ul pronel
wriling, nn e than three majer ereds, cosasional minat errars, moderste interest level, doos
Iitele: e thin [uliil e sipnment reguiremens,

Diisplays ruits of strmgaling waiting: wilocwsed or unsupperted thesis statement, alteopled
arder, inudequats complercnsss, ra maors Then luur mejnr errors, frequent minar swos, effoe
msade with parlicl sueeess,

Diznlaya traits af nnpreparcd o insaperienced writing: lacks theeis statzment and
development, pocr organization, awkwird wording, Frequen: minar crsors, fails w
conumumizile sdequately, fuils to meet assipoment ioquiremenls.

Rough Drafls and Peor Evaluations:
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Holmesl
A Hebes
Gail Mash
ER4L 112304
A-09-04
The [ight of Gay Marriage

Mhres refusing gay marviage mean thatwe aro refising thoir vightsT Muny
crntrive alloey gay marcfage for example, in Swerica, Belghom, Spain, Canade, South
Avica, Morveay il Sweden, How even thoaph Lhose rounledes on have the law te
MATTY same-sis reople, many ollies counleies 2ra sl debadng the topic This s ool
ol [or the law to altow such merrage but alse the iphts of gav peapue Thesy
righte are mosdy the same as lar o regalar mariage; for example, gay marriae
people identify a gay couple as a real family. From a Japanese person’s perspuectbae,
Ky mardiage is not ¢ morriage and does wot fit into e Japamese culture. Becaose it
13 againsl Leadition, they have o ditferent union from ;;t-:.ug In adelitien, itis
against God's will  Refusing sy mariages does not mean that we take away a

citizen right from them.

In Japan, gay marriage iz illagal, and thacwili not happen. The Japanese

Larnslibuliom sy,

Mairiage shali be based orly on the musead consent af bath sexes aed it shall
hi mairtainend sheeuph coopeentiem with the roui! rights of husband and

will wy @ bagsds,, Wilh regard b chaokee ol spooase, penpeety rights, mheritanee,
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chaoice ol domiciie, diverve and other matters pertnining te marriage and the
fiunily, laws shali be enanted frem the standpoeint of individual dignity and

the essonrizl equality of Lhe sewws. [THE CONSTITOTTON OF [AT'AN].

2
FLER R ael o

Marsiage means not anly 1iw;€ugether happiiy cvor after, but marriage cooples
nodd Looshare thedr foriune and ntrfm'ﬂ. Where 1 wus in Japan, [Il,cuu]d not find any
goy people arcundime, Mot so man:;r gay peaple Hie n japar@ﬁﬁ? friarea
lapanese person's point of vivw gpay marrage is bard to understand. Io [apan,

marriage is bor one man 2ml ase woman, Fhiz is not simply a eplteral diflerence,

[thinls Shat many American geople spree with our constitotion.

All the people in chis world hasve the right to Yve in happiness even gay peaple.
Godd created hurmans, and He loves each person, God's love will not change fovever
and this righl is the moss imporiant right that we have, Ko one can destroy other
pecple’s life just because they are gay, Seme peopie think refusing gay marriage: is
refusiny thed) rights, however z_t}:{@_;eﬂl}r, that iz artnally ditferent because it vou
MArTy Brsame sex-peple, ey will fose some rights b0 Jive, IV they marmied same

sex people, they are refusing their rights and the happiness of their lives.
.

REANRY

Giay people and stvaighl peopls have different unions. Depending o those
urinns, they ave different ideas, and none of the people in iz woeld can destroy
theirideas. 1think Uhat gay people bave unlons, bub there are different rules than
etrafphl pecple. That is aot strangs ak all because in ths world we are all differenc

Itis net narmat for peaple to have diflerenl ideas, However, when we think gay

people's unjon is normal, thalwill be s problem, Gay marcriage is not vight bocause

348



IEnlmess

fram: dhe ancient Limes marriage means a woran for 2 man. However, By marriage
changes that normal unian.  Aon Bradley satd, “people are extitled t preserve this
iradlitional understanding in the terminology of the I, opposite-sex unions are
dilferent” (Leshlan [ustce Voles Agzinst Gay Marriage Rigats). Gay unian is trying
ta be sean an noermsl and thal will berome a big problent
When Lha Supreme Conet allowed gay marriage, [ was watching the news o

TV in Japan. The news was all over in Japan, but the majority of pesple in [apan
were againsl Lhe low hecange Japanese people like La fol low theiv naturad v, |
Whink Fhat gay marriage is agains| natural law. Even though this world has had
many gay people from a lang, lime ago, countries did not allew marrying same-gex
peaple jn their tawe. Gay people are claiming iheir Hehts for marriage. I:ldt'f-:}thﬁr'
side is that they are refusing Lo obey Lbe natural law of a man for & woman,

Rawever, even though gay peophe cannet be allowed to marry, they can have a
Cumman Law Marviage or relatonship. Comman Lavw Macriage is "a positive mutal
apreement, ertaanent and cxclusive of all olhers, to enter Nt @ marrisgs
relatiohship, cahahitation sufficient to warrant o Faliment of negessary
relatienship of man and wife, and an asenmplion of marital duties aml obligations"
[Conuron Faw Marriage], This law is e one of the best ways w reconeile goy
marriage and anli gay marringe, and thls law (s one of the best ways to live this
society.

Sinee the *Mill of Rights" was passed, the law hus suaraniesd our rights.

Huowerer, Ef'ﬂ:mjm'itpwfs of people do ned tike e Jaw, they can change it by election,

For egample” A Michigan appeals couet has rufed the stabe can't offer heaith
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insurance banefils to same-sex couples because of the 2004 and-gay marriage
amendment approved by voters"(Quick Hits: Sex in the News]  [fwe do notwanl Lo

mialke & particular kind Df]al-':', we can deny it In addition, iFwe allow gay people’s
rights te marry, then people alse have the righl Lo de anything, For example,
polygamy is illegal in America, but it is easy to use the “1'ight5“.r:1-[o'.1.re1.-'er. if you stare
o use the "r':‘gh1.‘5“‘1. polypamists can say, “we love each other” or “this is our family”.
We shonld he earelul whenever we use this word, otherwise we will destroy our life
by rights. dicot I
1 do ot think that refusing gay marriage means we are taking away their citlzen
rights frem therm. First, from Japanese peoples’ poinl of view, gay marciage is illegal
andd net accepted, and it is hard to think of a person’s rights. Second, Gad ereated
this world and men and women, so all vights came from Ged. Ged did not create
men and women to do gay marriage. Third, gay people and straight people have
different unions so these unions should net mis or all will be coreopt. Farth, gay
marriage is against the natural law. Tlowever, there mighl e reconcilialion with
those wha agree with same-scx marriage through a comimen law marriage. [n
additisn, rights are based on the majerity. IFwe think the law is wrong, we can

change il We should always think what is bestfor our society and try to find the

best way to live with gay people and straight people.
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W Dot Mag™ ; 1 -
THOL) L2E-05 L
April 23, 2050
Repoct:
I o taxmng c;:uminl casu nu;.-v. ond ey leeturer is Gail ¥ash, Wea haee drne
three essava, The first essay was the profils eg2ay and my topic was “My Father"
''he second essay was a memoir Essay and my Lopic was 2 meseory when |was n

second grade in dlementacy schaol, Tae thind was o Comerentary [ssay and my taplc

was "Gay Marriage.” o these easays, Lmade many mislakes ard gota lotof

L

leedbaele Thyough these mistabkes and feed back, 1 bave learned how toowrite a /
H

i in uaiveesity 213 have alza learned about gramaar, orga nizalion, transtions, '\Hk

;

¥

wnud sitazions. S

First essay- profile essay My frst essay's Lopic was "Wy Father? Vrom o long time
weon, Twanled (o aros aboat oy fazaer because [had nol kowsr b ae gretw o
wertil o, se ] iRberviseed roy father, Arter | interlewed ny falbec, Tosald apime o
e ize nof only my fathec's chiléhaod, sut alse kaw my Gather feels abaut hi
durcne 21 thase tmes. [0 this ezsay, [had roukle with cilalion, D had many
srdinngr mistakes and Tuzed many pronsans in my paper. [n addinien, 1 learred
hnv.:-:aut]ir_e and realized thay brainstarming hatore §weise me papar i Boporlan

heravse thess help to orzanize my e

Second essay - ‘The Year Uhat Changed my Lite
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Thi secuar essay was the Memoir Tesey and niv topic waz " The Vear that Changed
Rl Tl In Ui vrsdy, niy aoceis was "expericrons made me realize how
cormmunication, frierdsbip, aml leasaing Mrarn U past ave lportant for Beng Kie.”
| powie o suppors my thesis well, so all theintormation Inomy paper was mized ap,
anc Ty paner zecame hard to cnderstand, Theough this essay, [oared how to
stick o moy thesis and that made wy paper cleacer and casiee o cndersand. in
addition, 1 uzod too many pronoaans i1 my e soomelimes iesa wards de oot
conneck wr the feonk of the senlencs. Thraugh this, Dleened thak |should checls e

subjeil whoenever T use prondo s,

Third egsay- Gayimarriage The third essay was the {_Z_mnme:ll.id['}f wazgy, g ned my
PG WEs "t Ay marriape” This resay's theais was "Refusing gay rarridges Gues ou
mear that we talee swdy 3 cilbzen’s right" T have been interesnad in the topic since |
wagin japan heeanse we doonet allow gy macringe [aoan, From s Japa pese
perapective, itis hard to understand, ot T teend thatitiz alzo hard fer Americung to
undersiand gay narringe Froo the essay, | iearned thal Tsmmalid net hove peciindicn
ahous those topics nefsre [write, hecanse the prejuclives wre nel alvaays viphlo Tirial

gy ahhenion to pronoiang, anc L eed not to use those vwanls Citadicn leechack
wiosmoat helpful for me bacause [ did wol have any idea ahrme this OF course, |
chieelam] the texthools kowever, Pdid nok ko that Toooded Weange

elphabetical axder. [ricd not makdog the siune mnisl:ke 2 gl lna.

What kind of writer do L want to be? Twant Lo wrile papees Bl readars can get

socne corl al eeling from that: will male people want to cesl thenogain. First, il
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praka clear thesis ilbwall be casics o urdersiane what 1 waat to siy, Beczuse witkout
wndberstard:ng my thesis, readers will nol be able o make smose ob o supporting
paragraphs, Second, [wil ooy to write my opinion Doom didcenl aspeste. Foe
cEAanple ooy Baper Aok gay marriage, [oitcd an article that a lesbian wrote
Jwciige [ Hhoaplt thal leshians have diferent epinions trar me, Lo Jotwrs closses |
will trw cot bo maks Tae saws mislabkes, which Tieadiz in this class. Por exanmmle, |
will wearch out far grameaar, citation, transitions snd pravouns. by acditan, want
to think mors abeut the readers, bacauss depending on the readers Eneed to change
wizat | ot going o write. Forexample, whan Dwrote iy paper abinul gay marringe,
Dwernie Lhe paper for Dhose suppect gay marriage, In futwre papers, Daard e lake

wiat | bave learmed ard de wy bost to write papers that readers will eajoy reading.
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