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Abstract 

Giving grammar feedback to ESL writers is still debatable among researchers. While 

researchers like Truscott (1996) argue that grammar feedback does not help ESL 

students, others like Ferris (2001) argue that it does. Moreover, scholars debate whether 

the modes of feedback (written and oral versus computer) might affect student revisions. 

Research has been conducted on the effectiveness of different types and modes of 

feedback, but it is inconclusive and decontextualized. The present study addresses the 

effectiveness of different types and modes of feedback in the ESL writing classroom. 

Thirteen ESL students at a southwestern university participated, where they were 

required to write three papers. They were divided into two groups. Group 1 received 

rhetorical and grammatical feedback combined on the first paper, while Group 2 received 

only rhetorical feedback on that paper. On Paper 2, the order was reversed. For Paper 3, 

the students were re-grouped into two groups. Group 1 received rhetorical and grammar 

feedback combined through computer and Group 2 received it in the written mode. .A. 

mixed approach, quantitative and qualitative, was used. The frequencies of the errors and 

the corrections that the students made on each paper were calculated and tabulated. The 

students wrote journals and were interviewed regarding their reaction to the different 

types and modes of feedback. The study revealed rather a complex picture of how and 

why students use different types and modes of feedback. The students' backgrounds, their 

perception of writing, their writing and revision processes and their motivation affected 

their use of grammar feedback as well as computer feedback. Although the students did 

not make a lot of changes, error feedback drew their attention to their errors and made 
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them more aware of these errors. Students did not use computer feedback successfully 

and they attributed that to their cultural background, attitudes, writing styles and the 

dynamics of computer feedback. This study suggests that training students on self-editing 

might help them in detecting and correcting their errors. It also suggests that we need to 

integrate computer feedback with other formats of feedback and to assess the students' 

reactions to using computer as well as the ways in which they use it. This assessment can 

be employed to adjust our pedagogical approaches. 
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CHAPTER I 

Overview 

Introduction 

Sitting at a desk, facing piles of papers waiting to be corrected, one asks one's self. 

"How do we deal with the ESL writing issues: their grammatical problems, their 

rhetorical problems, their attitudes towards computers in their composition classes and 

their varied computer skills?" The discussion that this question initiated led to the 

concept underlying this study. E.xisting research on the types and the modes of feedback 

is inconclusive. Some researchers have found that a combination of grammatical and 

rhetorical feedback helps students pay attention to rhetorical issues and fix their linguistic 

problems, while others have found that it does not. Some researchers have found that 

computer feedback initiates discussion in the ESL composition classes and helps them 

experiment with the language, which leads to the development of their linguistic abilities. 

Other researchers have found that grammar suffers in computer-mediated interaction and 

that face-to-face interaction leads to more fhiitful discussions. The contradictory research 

findings in both the type and the mode of feedback have resulted in different theoretical 

stances on the types and modes of feedback to ESL writers. In some cases, these stances 

are extreme and dichotomous, in the sense that they posit that a certain type or mode of 

feedback either leads to changes in student writing or does not. The assumption in this 

study is that the process of giving grammatical and rhetorical feedback through any mode 

is a complex process and cannot be measured only through the changes the students make 
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in their subsequent drafts. A lot of factors influence the effectiveness of different types 

and modes of feedback and we need to take these factors into consideration when 

commenting on student papers. Factors like motivation, attitude, writing styles, writing 

and revision processes, ways of providing feedback and ways of using the different 

modes of feedback, might all play a role in feedback use. Thus, this study has utilized a 

mi.xed research approach (quantitative and qualitative) to investigate the role that these 

factors play in the effectiveness of different types of feedback given through different 

modes. This chapter provides a general description of the methodology, as well as a 

theoretical background. Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature. Chapter 3 details 

the methodology and the data collection methods and analysis. Chapter 4 gives a detailed 

account of the results. Chapter 5 establishes the relationship between the results of the 

study and previous studies, and gives some recommendations. 

Statement of the Problem 

Giving ESL writers both grammatical and rhetorical feedback is problematic. Some 

teachers and researchers believe that including grammar correction in the feedback does 

not help ESL students improve their linguistic accuracy and might even distract them 

from dealing with rhetorical issues. Also, researchers do not agree on whether or not 

using the computer to give feedback in the writing classroom helps ESL students. The 

problem is that there is little research on both the types and the modes of feedback to ESL 

writers, and this research is contradictory. 
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Objectives of the Study 

This study has the following objectives: 

1. To investigate the effect that a combination of rhetorical and grammatical feedback has 

on ESL student writing, as well as the factors that might play a role in the students' use of 

this feedback. 

2. To investigate the effect that different modes of feedback (computer feedback versus 

written and oral feedback) have on student revisions, as well as the factors that might 

play a role in the use of these modes. 

Rationale for tiie Study 

Whether or not to give grammar feedback along with rhetorical feedback to ESL writers 

is important to research. Grammar feedback might help students make their writing 

clearer. For instance, eliminating wordiness can help ESL students avoid being 

misunderstood. However, some teachers complain that students do not correct their errors 

in accordance with the feedback provided to them. Researchers have found contradictorv' 

results concerning the effectiveness of grammar feedback in leading to revision. Some 

researchers found that it does help, while others found that it does not. Most of the studies 

conducted on this issue do not address the effect of the context and of learner differences 

on using grammar feedback to revise. Moreover, computers are being used increasingly 

in the writing classroom to give feedback to students. Research in this domain is also 

contradictory. Computers can play an important role in giving and receiving feedback. 
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but this role depends on a number of factors. The ways in which the computer might be 

used, the students' attitudes towards it, and the students' computer skills all are important 

factors in using computer feedback. They have not been studied and they need more 

investigation. Hence, this study is important because it addresses grammar feedback and 

computer feedback in a naturalistic setting and in context. 

The Significance of the Study 

The research review gives an inconclusive and contradictory picture of response to ESL 

writing, which is due in part to the fact that researchers do not look at feedback in the 

context of teaching writing. Most of the research that has studied response to writing does 

not look at how this response fits within the instructional approach in the classroom. The 

ineffectiveness of feedback might be due to the whole instructional approach and not to 

the particular focus of the feedback. Ferris (1999) states, "Some reports of research on 

teacher commentary lack precision in recording the analytic methods used or systematic 

data collection. Most research on teacher response has failed to consider adequately the 

larger context of the writing classroom and teacher student relationship" (p 315). Most of 

the response formats and types may have a place in writing pedagogy if teachers consider 

the larger classroom context in using any of them and if they use them to help students 

develop their writing skills and to meet their needs. Teachers' written comments, if 

specific and clear, might help students to develop their writing. Focus on form (giving 

grammar feedback) must have a place in writing pedagogy. It might take the role of 

consciousness raising, and it might help students notice their mistakes and internalize a 
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system to correct them. Computer-mediated feedback as a response format can be 

tailored to the students' needs. Since research has yielded contradictory results regarding 

grammar feedback and regarding the role of computer in the ESL writing classroom, it is 

important to study these issues. This study will investigate the role of feedback on 

grammar in the ESL writing classroom, as well as the role of computers in giving 

feedback to students. 

Context 

The participants in the study were 15 ESL students enrolled in an advanced college 

composition course at a southwestern university. This course aims at developing the 

students' academic writing skills and is the last in a sequence of three courses that 

Southwestern University offers. The series consists of three courses for American 

students and three parallel courses for international students. The Southwestern 

University offers another option in this series called the mixed section. The mixed section 

is a course that combines both Americans and international students. The 13 participants 

in the study were enrolled in the mixed section of 102, an advanced freshmen 

composition course. They came from widely diverse cultural and educational 

backgrounds, and represented 10 different countries. The students' writing proficiency 

varied considerably, ranging from basic writers to competent writers. Of the 13. four 

were learning disabled students, one was a deaf student and one was a visually impaired 

student. This variety made the class more dynamic. In addition, the class was taught by a 

team ±at consisted of Dr. Sue Field (pseudonym) and me. Dr. Field is American and I 
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am Lebanese. Team-teaching added richness to the class and made research and teaching 

more enjoyable. In short, the class was highly dynamic and enjoyable because of the 

diversity that characterized it. 

The Methodological Framework 

This study falls under teacher research, where a lot of qualitative data collection methods 

were used and where data analysis was mainly qualitative. The research approach was 

supported by an element of the quantitative approach: descriptive statistics (frequencies 

and percentages). The students were required to write three papers, with two drafts for 

each. They received feedback on the first draft and a grade on the second draft. They 

were divided into two groups. Group 1 and Group 2. Group 1 received rhetorical and 

grammatical feedback combined on Paper 1, while Group 2 received only rhetorical 

feedback on that paper. On Paper 2, the order was reversed, where Group I received only 

rhetorical feedback and Group 2 received rhetorical and grammatical feedback combined. 

For Paper 3, the students were re-grouped into two new groups. Group I received 

rhetorical and grammar feedback combined through the computer, and Group 2 received 

the same type of feedback in the written mode. The students also wrote journals and in-

class assignments. 

To achieve the objectives of this study, several data sources were utilized to triangulate 

the data. The data sources consisted of 

I. the three papers that the students wrote; 



19 

2. student journals; 

3. the researcher/teacher's observations; 

4. three interviews with the students (two e-mail interviews and one face-to-face 

interview). 

The student papers: The grammatical errors the students made in the first draft of each 

paper were counted and tabulated. Also, the revisions and the errors they made in their 

final draft were calculated and tabulated. This data constituted the quantitative part of the 

study. They gave the general tendencies of both the errors and the revisions in the 

students' papers, as well as the basis for the interviews. 

The journals: The journals constituted one part of the qualitative data, where students 

wrote about their social and educational backgrounds, as well as their e.xperiences with 

English and with writing. This data also formed another basis for the interviews and for 

understanding the learners' differences. 

The teacher's observations: The teacher/researcher's observations served as another part 

of the qualitative data, where the students' interaction in the class, in peer discussion and 

in teacher-student conferences were observed. This formed the basis of the comparison of 

this type of feedback with computer feedback. 

The interviews: The interviews were conducted in three stages. The first interview was 

conducted through e-mail after students submitted the final draft of their first paper. The 

second interview was conducted through e-mail after students submitted the final draft of 

their third paper, and the third interview was face-to-face and was conducted at the end of 

the semester. The purpose of the first two interviews was to get the students' reactions to 
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the different types of feedback they received. The purpose of the third interview was to 

get insights into the reasons for the students' use or non-use of grammar feedback in their 

revisions. 

Theoretical Underpinnings 

Written Error Feedback to ESL Writers 

Error Feedback In Light of Writing Theories 

Feedback to writing constitutes a complex process that involves many factors such as the 

objectives of the writing course, the teachers' perceptions of the students' levels, the 

teachers' writing theories and others. The teachers' writing theories are one of the factors 

that play an important role in feedback. ESL writing has witnessed many theoretical 

changes that led to changes in feedback. In the 1950's and 1960's , the audiolingual 

method dominated the field and it viewed writing as a secondary skill. The role of writing 

was to help students master certain grammatical forms and to assist them in speech. 

Tasks included fill-in-the-blanks, word substitute and so on, and the feedback was mainly 

error correction. In the 1970's, the current traditional rhetoric started to take over the 

audiolingual method. This approach offers ESL students exercises in recognizing and 

using topic sentences, examples and illustrations focusing on the rhetorical patterns of 

academic English (Raimes, 1991). In addition to marking grammatical and semantic 

errors, the teacher looks for whether the students' essays follow the five-paragraph 

pattern, where each paragraph has a topic sentence and supporting examples. 
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Some professionals and rhetoricians have critiqued the current traditional rhetoric of 

viewing writing as linear and of focusing on the written product, ignoring the process of 

writing. These critics have come up with the process movement, which in ESL is mostly 

represented by the cognitive approach. The cognitivists perceive writing to be a complex 

problem-solving process. Hayes and Flower (1983) and Hayes (1996) describe a 

cognitive process theory of writing that involves planning, brainstorming, writing, 

revising and other processes. This shift has led to the process approach with a range of 

new classroom tasks characterized by the use of journals, invention, peer collaboration, 

revision and attention to content before form. The teacher's feedback in this approach 

addresses issues like planning, organizing, revising and so on. Error correction comes as 

the final stage. 

In 1986, the dissatisfaction of some teachers with the cognitive approach led to a shift to 

two approaches: the content-based and English for academic purposes, which is reader-

based. In content-based instruction, an ESL course might be attached to a content course 

in the adjunct model or language courses might be grouped with courses of other 

disciplines. The English for academic purposes approach, in which the teacher runs a 

theme-based class not necessarily linked to a content course, focuses on the e.vpectations 

of the academic readers. With both approaches, students are supposed to get help with the 

language and the thinking processes, as well as with the structure and shape of the 

content. Feedback gives students directions on how to write a good paragraph with a 



topic sentence and how to develop a good essay or research or lab report with a good 

introduction, a thesis statement, body paragraphs and a conclusion. 

The social constructionists view academic writing as product oriented, fostering the 

current traditional rhetoric in both LI and ESL writing. Canagarajah (1993) critiqued 

second language writing approaches based on current traditional rhetoric, cognitive 

rhetoric, and academic writing as being insensitive to the conflicts facing ESOL students 

in writing. According to him, ESL students who do not belong to the English speaking 

community will face the need to abandon their native discourses based on local 

knowledge and take up the academic discourse which has much more power and prestige 

attached to it. Canagarajah believes that the students will face an identity crisis when 

trying to meet the challenge of acquiring the academic discourse. The social 

constructionists view teachers' response to student writing as a means to deconstruct the 

academic community's standards and to help students look critically at these standards 

and at the forms of knowledge embodied in them. The teacher negotiates meaning and 

reality with the writer not to arrive at a common understanding of them but to understand 

the writer's views and standards and to incorporate them with the standards of the 

academic community. The social constructionists neglect form in the writing classroom. 

The Case For Grammar 

Each theory outlined above emphasizes one aspect of writing to the neglect of others. The 

social constructionists emphasize the social context of writing, but it is not clear what 

aspects of writing the teacher should focus on and how he/she would incorporate the 
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students' local forms of knowledge. The cognitivists emphasize the cognitive processes, 

neglecting the individual differences among students and their cultural backgrounds. 

While advocates of academic writing over-emphasize the form, the process advocates and 

the social constructionists do not pay attention to it. In this theoretical climate, whether to 

give feedback on errors and how to give it continues to be a debatable issue among 

researchers, teachers and students (Ferris and Roberts, 2001). One of the questions being 

asked is: does grammar feedback for ESL writers work? Discussing this question has lead 

to what Goldstein (2001) calls evident tension between scholars who think teachers 

should not comment on sentence level and rhetorical level issues simultaneously, and 

those who believe that students can attend successfully to both types of comments at the 

same time. This tension sometimes takes an extreme form that some researchers, like 

Truscott (1996). argue that "Grammar correction does not work" (p. 329). while others 

like Ferris argue that it does. Researchers on both sides have been conducting studies and 

giving justifications for their positions. 

Researchers opposing grammar feedback to ESL writers make the point that this 

feedback might conflict with the students' stage of language acquisition. Truscott (1996) 

describes the view that granmiar feedback might work as intuitive. To him, favorable 

intuitions of correction are based on a false view of learning. He continues that "When 

students are corrected on a point for which they are not yet ready, the correction is not 

likely to have much value. Teaching practices that rely on transfer of knowledge, without 

any concern for the processes underlying the development of the language system, are not 
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promising" (Truscott, 1996, p. 343/44). According to Truscott, "Grammar feedback 

leads to pseudolearning" because transfer of knowledge from instruction and assimilating 

it in the learners' mental schemata does not happen. 

Researchers who argue for grammar feedback offer a different view from that presented 

above. According to them, grammar feedback helps the learners notice their errors. Ferris 

(2000), for instance, argues that grammar feedback can be very effective and students 

might benefit from it if it is provided appropriately and with specificity. She believes that 

the effectiveness of grammar feedback depends on whether it is clear to students or not. 

Many researchers believe that there are a lot of reasons why students need grammar 

feedback, and why teachers want to give it. Goldstein (2001) states that the distinction 

between rhetorical issues and grammatical issues is arbitrary. Rhetoric and language 

complement each other and sometimes intermingle, which makes the distinction between 

responding to form and responding to rhetorical issues artificial. For e.xample, tense 

errors might mislead the reader regarding the time of the action. Lexical choices and 

sentence structure might cause the reader to miscomprehend the text. Too many short 

sentences or sentences that are too long might cause the reader to lose track of the 

writer's intention. Repeated words and phrases cause boredom. Addressing these and 

other issues might help students become better writers. 

Moreover, ESL writers want grammar feedback, and ask for it. Ferris and Hedgcock 

(1998) argue that while a growing body of research suggests a shift in emphasis from 
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grammar to content and organization by both students and teachers, all studies suggest 

that students place great importance on getting substantial grammar feedback. Many 

teachers believe that the absence of any form of grammar feedback would frustrate or 

worry students, and consequently demotivate them as developing writers. Ferris and 

Hedgcock (1998), Ferris (2000), and Goldstein (2001) believe teachers should provide 

feedback on all aspects of writing. They can address ideas, content, organization, style, 

mechanics and grammar. However, it is not necessary or required that they deal with 

every problem on every occasion. Feedback can be prioritized. In giving error feedback, 

teachers might select the errors that impede comprehension and that occur in patterns. 

How To Provide Grammar Feedback 

Those who believe in the effectiveness of grammar feedback raise the issue of what type 

of feedback to give and how specific it should be. Both issues have an impact on the 

degree of the usefulness of feedback. Researchers have been arguing whether to give 

indirective or directive comments. Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) have reviewed these 

arguments. Some researchers argue that students are uncomfortable and confused by their 

teachers' apparent abdication of authority. According to them, many ESL writers come 

from a background where the teacher's authority is highly valued and respected. They 

add that most ESL writers lack confidence in their abilities. These researchers affirm that 

if teachers do not give directive feedback, students might perceive their teachers as 

incompetent or lazy, or that there is nothing wrong with their papers. They continue that 
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"Indirect or inductive response strategies may further confuse students who are not as 

familiar with English pragmatic patterns" (p. 134). 

Other researchers argue that indirect feedback is more facilitative of self-editing and 

long-term language acquisition because it provides the learners with opportunities to 

reflect on the grammatical forms as a result of guided learning and problem solving. 

Since many studies have found that direct error correction has little effect on student L2 

writing, researchers suggest that indirect feedback and self-discovery techniques can help 

students monitor and correct their own errors. Ferris and Hedgcock summarize this 

argument, saying that if students receive only directive feedback, it is possible that they 

will fail to internalize the concepts being communicated and will not see their relevance 

to subsequent writing assignments. In the end, written feedback constitutes one of the 

platforms teachers use to convey an instructional message to students and to help them 

develop their writing and not only a particular drafl or essay. Ferris and Hedgcock 

(1998) suggest that "If students follow directive feedback too closely, they may develop 

neither their cognitive skills nor their writing abilities, but mainly rewrite texts to reflect 

their teachers' concems" (p 200). 

Another issue that might affect the usefulness of graimnar feedback is the degree to 

which it is specific or general. Options for teachers range from very specific feedback 

(marking an error at its exact location in the text and labeling it with a code or verbal cue, 

such as "vt" "wrong verb tense" or "use past tense") to placing a check mark in the 
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margin to let the writer know that there is an error somewhere in that line of text, but 

leaving it to the student to find, diagnose and repair the problem (Ferris and Roberts, 

2001). Ferris (1997) found that it is harder than it appears to classify comments as either 

text specific or generic. For instance, the generic comment "good example", written next 

to the example being praised, is clear to the student because it is specific to that example. 

The comment "you have a lot of tense errors in this draft. I have underlined few examples 

on the first page" might be thought of as text specific because it indicates a particular 

pattern error and shows erroneous text features, or it could be conceptualized as generic 

because it could be written on any paper containing tense errors. "Perhaps the key 

criterion needs to be whether the comment is clear and helpful to the student rather than 

whether it conforms to the researcher's notions of what text specific is" (p. 134). 

A Critical Perspective 

Does grammar feedback work? Linear as it is, the question is dichotomous. It suggests 

that the answers might be either yes or no, setting up a dichotomous line between the two 

possibilities. It reduces the complexity of giving grammar feedback in the conte.xt of ESL 

writing, where many factors play a role in the success or failure of this feedback. The 

dichotomy with which the question has been addressed leads some theorists to take an 

extreme position. For example, the view that students cannot assimilate the knowledge 

they receive through instruction underestimates the ability of ESL students. In justifying 

their positions, some researchers contradict themselves. For instance, while Truscott 
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(1996) says that research has shown that language acquisition takes place gradually and 

in a predictable fashion, he argues that "the little understanding of the interlanguage 

learning processes, if we have any, is difficult to apply to the classroom [and] it is by no 

means certain that it ever will be" (p. 343). If we hardly understand the processes 

underlying language acquisition, how could we posit that grammar feedback might 

violate the predictable order with which adults learn a language? 

Research in the area of grammar feedback varies largely contextually and 

methodologically and thus a conclusion regarding the effectiveness of grammar feedback 

is hard to reach without further research that uses comparable methodologies in 

comparable contexts. Truscott, himself, mentions that when he claims: "The consistent 

failure of grammar correction probably cannot be attributed to any particular form of 

instruction because the studies vary substantially in this regard" (p. 335), and to him, the 

possibility that leamer variables might have affected the results remains a speculation. 

Aren't these mere speculations themselves, and ungrounded ones, given the limited 

number of studies conducted on this issue? In a review of research, Goldstein (2001) 

synthesizes research on teacher feedback by speculating that nine studies e.xamine student 

attitudes towards written comments and how students use these comments in their self 

reports. Only two studies actually examined how teachers comment on student papers. 

Only four studies have examined the relationship between teacher comments and student 

revisions. Goldstein observes that the studies are spread within large instructional 

contexts. These contexts varry from foreign language settings to bilingual education. In 



29 

addition, language acquisition happens gradually, but this implies that grammar feedback 

helps in this process. It helps students notice their errors and become aware of them. It 

might assist them to internalize an editing process, where they increasingly pay attention 

to their errors and correct them. Isn't this one aspect of gradual learning? 

Furthermore, whether grammar feedback works or not is not an inherent feature of the 

feedback itself or of the learners. Rather, it depends on a multitude of factors like student 

motivation and goals, the instructional approach in the classroom, the conte.xt of the 

classroom, student background, the way feedback is provided and others. This is not to be 

illusive, but to say that grammar feedback works if these factors favor it. Consequently, 

the effectiveness of this feedback for ESL writers varies with different students and in 

different contexts. An additional element that contributes to the effect of the context on 

the use of grammar feedback is computer technology. The computer has increasingly 

been playing a role in giving and receiving feedback and this impacts the ways teachers 

and students give and receive feedback. In turn, this process influences the use of 

grammar feedback. 
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Computer Feedback 

Theoretical Background 

Does changing the mode of feedback affect how students use it? Teachers who work 

within any of the theoretical frameworks described before have adapted the new 

technology to their purposes. Computers have a role within all these theories. They can 

give feedback on form. They can be used for idea generation, as well as for revising. One 

use of computer-mediated feedback is conferencing, both group conferencing and 

teacher-student conferencing. Computer-mediated conferences (CMC) can be of two 

types, asynchronous and synchronous. .Asynchronous conferencing is communication in 

no real time, like e-mail. Synchronous conferencing is communication in real time. This 

form of communication is the one mostly used in classrooms (Kern, 2000; Warshauer, 

1996). [n this form of communication, the topic which the teacher presents, as well as the 

students' responses, appear immediately on all computer screens. Kern (1996) adds that 

local area networks might suspend the conventions and the constraints of face-to-face 

conferences (FFC), thus encouraging the free exchange of ideas and critical feed back. 

Comu, De Decker, Rosseel and Vanderheiden (1990) stipulate that CMC tailors the 

feedback to the needs of individual students. 

Some researchers agree that grammar suffers in CMC, but they differ in whether this is 

an advantage or a disadvantage. On the one hand, researchers like Rafael and Salaberry 

(2000) state that using synchronous collaborative writing may require the students to 

focus their attention on the functional demands of this pedagogical activity. Thus, 

attention to language form may become low in such tasks. On the other hand, Kelm 
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(1995) explains that during network communication, grammar Is neglected. However, 

according to him, grammar can be dealt with later, aside from network communication. 

He believes that one of the advantages of this approach is that grammar can be 

individualized. CMC gives the student the chance to be involved in e.xperimental 

learning, which means that students experiment with the language apart from the 

teacher's intervention (fCelm, 1995). Warshauer (2000) hypothesizes that in computer-

mediated writing, students are willing to take more risks experimenting with unfamiliar 

vocabulary and difficult grammatical structures because they have the opportunity to get 

feedback before they submit their drafts. According to them, student writing improves 

because of this exploration of the language. 

Critical Perspective 

There is no doubt that the computer has become a very important instructional and 

communicative means, where students have another platform to practice their language. 

While this platform has its own characteristics that are different from traditional 

instructional methods, and while it has a large role to play, some of its advocates 

exaggerate the advantages this medium has over the traditional instruction, written 

feedback or ETC. For example, Armstrong and Yetter-Vassot's argument that in CMC, 

students take risks because they have the chance to get feedback on their drafts applies 

also to any format where students write more than one draft and revise in accordance 

with the feedback they get. If students are told to focus on rhetorical issues in their early 

drafts and that grammar will be dealt with later, students might take risks in writing when 
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they use printed or handwritten modes. Grammar can be dealt with aside from other 

writing issues in both the computer and the traditional modes. Moreover, computer 

communication can be used in different formats to administer grammar exercises and to 

give grammar lessons. The issue in CMC is the type of interaction that takes place in that 

medium as well as the ESL student attitudes towards it, and how both issues affect 

feedback in general and grammar feedback in particular. 

Some researchers argue for a causal relationship between CMC and second/foreign 

language acquisition. Comu, De Decker, Rosseel and Banderheiden (1990) claim that 

CALL combines the proceduralization or the acquisition of the formal linguistic elements 

on the one hand and of basic pragmatic forms and micro and macro levels features on the 

other hand. They add that CALL helps the learner acquire new forms progressively, 

causing modification in the interlanguage system. Kem (1996) adds that local area 

networks might suspend the conventions and the constraints of face-to-face 

communication, thus encouraging the free exchange of ideas and critical feedback. 

"Since communication is written and contributions can be made anonymously, a certain 

distance is created between participants and the discourse that may contribute to an 

atmosphere of critical receptivity" (Kem, 1998, p 58). Beauvois (1997) states that 

synchronous language learning slows down the process of communication and allows 

students to reflect and compose a message, thus encouraging student use of the target 

language. Comu, De Decker, Rosseel and Vanderheiden (1990) stipulate that the student 

will not be bored because of the slowness of the process, nor lose interest because of its 

speed. Moreover, according to them, feedback through computers is less inhibiting to the 
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learner because he/she does not have to face the direct feedback of the teacher or his/her 

peers. Kern (1996) believes that synchronous conferencing opens up the possibility for 

an alternative or oppositional discussion. Beauvois (1997) explains that synchronous 

language learning "'creates a radically different classroom interaction, one that is lively, 

conversational, student driven and inclusive of all members of the class, in a way not 

possible in face to face discussion" (p. 168). 

The researchers cited above advance very strong arguments for the benefits of CMC. It is 

not clear, for instance, how CMC might be more lively and conversational than FFC. 

Some researchers, like Schultz (2000), found that the dynamics of FFC lead to more 

discussion than do the dynamics of CMC. Moreover, CMC does not by itself lead to 

more internalization of language forms and to more language processing than the other 

media. It is more likely that the type of instruction, and not the mode of instruction, 

would cause changes and modifications in the interlanguage systems. One might ask. 

how does CMC combine the proceduralization or the acquisition of the formal linguistic 

elements and of basic pragmatic forms in a different way from other media of 

interaction? Some researchers theorize that CMC provides students with a large amount 

of feedback. They claim that in network communication, people can express their ideas 

simultaneously, which increases the flow of ideas and reduces the likelihood of 

domination by one party. However, this is double edged because the large amount of 

feedback might be confusing to students who might think of it as unmanageable. To 

manage it, students might choose some messages to read. This means that while 
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domination might not happen as it does in traditional classes, the selective process which 

students use to manage the volume of responses might leave some students unattended to. 

Some students might not receive any response to their messages. Moreover, some 

students are faster and more skilled in using computers than others and this might create a 

problem in communication. There might be a gap in how and what students read and how 

they respond because of the difference in speed. Fast typists might become bored if their 

classmates are slow in typing, and slow typists might not catch up. Computers might 

create an atmosphere for critical interaction, but it might also lack depth in discussion 

because students tend to veer off the topic often. Kelm (1995) says that students using 

network communication sometimes digress from the main topic. Some students do not 

like computers, and using computers in the classroom might inhibit them. It might create 

barriers to learning. 

A More Realistic Role for Computers 

Looking critically at the arguments made in support of computer-mediated feedback does 

not at all mean that computers cannot play a role in ESL writing classrooms. Educators 

are increasingly moving to computers as a tool of instruction, and computers offer many 

benefits. Communication has become much easier with computers and might be fun to 

work with. Moreover, students can save every message they receive, and thus they can 

respond to any comment. The first message does not necessarily attract attention (Kern. 

1998; Kelm, 1995). The students can get a printout of their interactions and the feedback 

of their peers, which, according to Schultz (2000), helps them remember the points of the 
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discussions and helps them act on peers' suggestions. As Schultz (2000), Kelm (1995) 

and Kem (1996) believe, local area networks provide groups of individuals and electronic 

space where these individuals can post information, ideas, opinions and questions, and 

responses. Computer networks bring to the class an easily accessible platform of 

interaction that is not limited to time and space. However, in using computers, we must 

be sensitive to the students' preferences and needs. We also should consider the goals of 

the class in using computers, so that this medium serves these goals in the best way 

possible. There are a lot of options to consider in using computers for instruction and 

using any of them depends on the context of the class. 

The Need for IVIore Research 

To reach a firm theoretical background for feedback to ESL writers, more studies are 

needed in both the type and the mode of feedback due to methodological problems in the 

research and due to the uniqueness of each study. Uniqueness refers to the research 

methodology, the focus and the context. Without comparable research studies, it is 

difficult to have a comprehensive picture of the relationship between comments and 

revision. Also, without addressing different questions across similar contexts, it is 

difficult to understand the complex factors that might influence this relationship. Both 

Goldstein (2001) and Ferris (2000) agree that the research has been largely non-

contextual and non-social, focused largely on texts and conducted within linear models of 

teacher comment and student revisions. There are factors that play an interactive role in 
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how teachers comment, how students receive and react to teachers' commentary, and 

how students use such commentary in revising. Thus, we need to contextualize the 

studies of both the mode and the type of feedback and investigate the different issues that 

might play a role in its use so that we have a clearer picture of the complex elements 

involved in it. The present study aims to investigate the contextual factors that might 

affect the use of grammatical and rhetorical feedback through different modes. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Motivated by different theoretical views, researchers have studied different aspects of 

teacher response to ESL writers. They have addressed the type of feedback, the mode of 

feedback as well as the student reaction to this feedback. Moreover, the nature of this 

feedback was studied in relation to its effect on student revision. Most of the results on 

this topic are inconclusive (Ferris and Roberts, 2001; Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998; 

Fathman and Whalley, 1990). 

Written Error Feedback 

As we have seen in the previous chapter, researchers on the opposite end of the 

continuum theorize about the effectiveness of grammar feedback. Some of them argue 

that grammar feedback not only does not help ESL student writing, but it also harms their 

writing development (Truscott, 1996). These scholars argue that error correction disrupts 

the natural development of language. According to them, students will not benefit from it 

because they are not at a language acquisition stage that allows for that, or at least, we do 

not know whether they are ready to develop certain structures or not. According to these 

scholars, teachers who give grammar feedback are wasting their time because this 
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feedback leads to artificial learning or, as Truscott calls it, "pseudo-learning." They 

believe that error correction at best might help in the short run and that students will 

forget the correction after a while. Other scholars, however, believe that error feedback is 

very helpful to students. They argue that there are a lot of factors that might influence the 

effectiveness of error feedback. Some of these factors are the classroom context, the 

learners' individual differences, the classroom instruction, the way of providing the 

feedback and others. For instance, Ferris (1999) argues: "We would all doubtless agree 

that poorly done error correction will not help student writers and may even mislead 

them. However, there is mounting research evidence that effective error correction—that 

which is selective, prioritized, and clear—can and does help at least some student writers" 

(p. 4). "Students can be successfully taught to self-edit their own texts if they are (a) 

focused on the importance of editing; (b) trained to identify and correct patterns of 

frequent and serious errors; and (c) given explicit leaching as needed about the rules 

governing these patterns of errors" (p. 5). This debate about the effectiveness of error 

feedback led many scholars to conduct some studies in the last 15 years. As is the case 

with a lot of SLA research, the results of these studies are contradictory. Researchers also 

have reviewed these studies. Some of them have concluded that error feedback works 

while others concluded that it doesn't. The following section provides a review of this 

literature. 
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Teacher Comments And Student Revision: Studies Showing Negative Results 

Some researchers have studied the effect of grammar feedback on student writing and 

found negative results. Graham (1983) studied the effect of grammar feedback on EFL 

writing. Two intermediate classes, consisting of 12 students each, in an institute for 

English as a foreign language in Germany participated in the study. The classes were 

assigned to two different types of feedback. One class received grammar feedback while 

the other received no feedback at all. The students had to write si.\ out of class, two page 

papers, but no revision was required. The researcher examined the effect of error 

feedback on subsequent drafts by looking at the number of errors within each type in the 

different papers. The researcher found that students who received feedback and students 

who did not receive feedback made similar numbers of errors. The researcher concluded 

that more feedback does not ensure more improvement in writing. 

Several studies have e.xamined the effects of feedback and error correction on learners' 

linguistic accuracy in second language writing over lime. For example. Robb. Ross and 

Shortreed (1986 ) studied the effect of different types of feedback on second language 

writing over the course of a year. 134 Japanese college freshmen, enrolled in four 

sections of English composition, participated in the study. A cloze test administered at 

the beginning of the class showed no differences between the groups in writing 

proficiency. A narrative composition that the students wrote during the second class 

meeting indicated differences between groups and was used as a covariate in the 

subsequent analysis. The students wrote weekly essays and were asked to revise them 
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after receiving feedback from the instructors. The class activities were identical in the 

four classes, but the type of feedback was manipulated. The correction group had all of 

their errors corrected by the teachers and all they needed to do was copy the corrections 

in the revised drafts. The coded feedback group had their errors marked by codes that 

indicated the type of errors. They were asked to revise their papers using a guide to help 

them understand the codes. The compositions of the uncoded feedback group were 

marked over with a yellow pen. The places of the errors were highlighted. In the 

compositions of the marginal feedback group, the number of errors were totaled and 

written in the margins. Students were asked to reread each line, identify the error and 

correct it. The students wrote five narrative papers and three instructors graded them. The 

interrater reliability was high. The researchers found no significant difference on 

learners' essays with regard to linguistic accuracy. 

Frantzen (1995) examined error correction along with supplemental grammar instruction. 

Forty-four students from an intermediate Spanish content course at Indiana University 

participated in the study. The classes were taught by two graduate student instructors, 

each with five year experience in teaching. The emphasis was on culture and not on 

language. The experimental group received a daily, fifteen minute lesson on grammar as 

well as error correction feedback on their written work. The two classes received the 

same instruction except for the grammar component. All students were required to write 

five 200-250 word compositions outside of class on topics chosen by the instructors. 

Students were asked to revise three of these essays because the first essay was used as a 
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pre-test and the last as a post-test. Also the students were given a multiple choice 

grammar test, both as a pre- and as a post-test. There was virtually no difference in the 

grammatical accuracy of the essays of the two groups, but the grammar group performed 

better in the multiple choice post-test. The researcher concluded that grammar feedback 

might give students grammar knowledge but it does not help them use this knowledge in 

writing. 

Gass (1983) conducted a grammaticality judgment study on the student ability to identify 

their errors. The participants were students in an English language class at a Japanese 

university. Gass gave the students twenty different sentences. These sentences included 

ten that the students wrote themselves and ten that were written by other people. Some of 

the sentences were grammatically correct and some of them were grammatically 

incorrect. The students were asked to identify the incorrect sentences, explain why they 

are incorrect, and provide the corrections. Gass found that when students were given a 

sample of their own ungrammatical sentences from their essays mixed in with other 

sentences they were able to identify their ungrammatical sentences 68% of the time. .\n 

intermediate and an advanced group were able to correct those sentences 22% and 40% 

of the time respectively. They did so by applying their explicit knowledge. 

Polio, Fleck and Leder (1998) investigated whether editing and grammar instruction 

helps reduce sentence level error in revised essays. Sixty-four ESL students, both 

undergraduate and graduate enrolled in an English for academic purpooses composition 
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course at Michigan State University, participated in the study. These students, most of 

whom are Asian, had not met the university's minimum requirements on the writing 

portion of the university's placement e.xam. The students were enrolled in one of four 

classes, each with a different teacher. Two of the classes constituted the experimental 

group and two of them constituted the control group. All participants were asked to write 

a half hour, in class essay at the beginning of the semester. Two days later, they were 

handed back their papers and were given an hour to revise it In class. The same process 

was repeated at the end of the semester. The experimental group received grammar 

instruction and exercises as well as grammar feedback on their first drafts. The control 

group did not receive any instruction or feedback. The researchers found that student 

linguistic accuracy Improved both within the semester and from drafts to revised essays. 

However, an experimental group who received additional instruction and feedback on 

editing did not perform any better than the control group on measures of linguistic 

accuracy. The linguistic accuracy of the revised drafts of all the students improved 

significantly. This might indicate that the students are able to edit their essays for 

sentence level grammar and vocabulary. Extra time resulted in more linguistically 

accurate essays. The researchers claimed that learners can and do correct their own 

language without feedback. They can notice gaps in their written language and modify it. 

Language modifications result in more linguistically accurate writing. 

Zak (1994) conducted a study on two groups of students enrolled in two sections of a 

basic writing class at an American university. One group received positive feedback only 
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where errors were not marked. The second group received corrective feedback 

throughout the course, where their errors were marked. She found that in the positive 

only class, the stronger writers fixed their errors while the weaker writers did not correct 

their errors even after they were marked in the final draft. In the class of correction and 

marking, students fixed the marked errors. However, most of the errors that were not 

marked or corrected were left unchanged. The researcher concluded that it makes no 

difference whether teachers mark mechanics or do not mark them. She believes that it is 

better not to correct errors on the drafts and to leave them at least until the final revisions. 

She says that both ways seemed to work and not work depending on the writer. Zak 

argues that commenting on student papers may play a role in revision, change, and 

improvement. However, according to her, it does not play a role as big as teachers think. 

Consequently, Zak hypothesizes we need to regulate our response to student papers to a 

smaller place in our teaching. According to her, occasionally not responding at all has 

surprising results. She says: "1 had also returned drafts to students with no marks or 

comments on them. I told them simply to take their papers home and make them better 

and they came back better, longer, with more information, details, data, and features such 

as dialogues, description, analogies and humor. Some even had corrected mechanical 

errors" (p. 35). 

Teacher Comments And Student Revision:Studies Showing Positive Results 

Lalande (1982) conducted a study on the effectiveness of different types of feedback on 

student linguistic accuracy. Sixty students enrolled in intermediate level German at 
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Pennsylvania State University participated in the study. There were two classes in the 

experimental group and two in the control group. Numerous data were collected before 

the experiment was conducted to ensure that there were no significant differences 

between the two groups. A review of overall grade point averages and those from 

previous German courses at Permsylvania State University revealed no significant 

differences between the groups. Pretest data also showed that there were no significant 

differences between the groups in terms of their writing abilities in German. Students in 

all sections wrote 250 word essays in class on the same theme within the same time 

constraints using the same reference works. The subjects also consisted of four 

instructors. A series of Ficher-pairred t-test were computed on the data to determine 

whether significant differences existed between two means. The interrator reliability 

among the teachers was high. Course content was uniform for all sections. 

All students in this study were engaged in grammar instruction. The difference between 

the experimental group and the control group was in the type of feedback. For the control 

group, the teachers entered the corrections onto the student essays and asked them to 

incorporate the same into their rewritten version. For the experimental group, errors were 

marked by a correction error code. The students were asked to rewrite their papers and 

make the corrections. Both groups were required to write five in class essays and to 

rewrite three of them in class (45 minutes for writing and 50 minutes for the rewriting.) 

The researchers found that feedback that used coding led to significant improvement in 

writing. 
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Fathman and Whalley (1990) studied the effectiveness of feedback that focuses on form, 

feedback that focuses on content and the time that any kind of feedback should be 

provided. Seventy-two students enrolled in intermediate ESL college composition 

classes at two different colleges participated in the study. The students were primarily 

Asian and Hispanic and they were at similar proficiency levels. They were randomly 

divided into four groups. All four groups were shown a sequence of eight pictures. They 

were given a short oral summary of the content by the teacher and were asked to write for 

thirty minutes about what was happening in the pictures. All four groups were given 

back their papers and were required to write a revision, but they differed in that one 

group received no feedback. The second group received feedback on grammar. The third 

group received feedback on content. The fourth group received feedback on both 

grammar and content. Then, the first and the revised drafts were analyzed to determine 

the changes the students made. Students made significant improvements on grammar in 

revisions only when the teachers provided feedback on grammatical errors. However, all 

groups improved the content of their revised drafts irrespective of the feedback on 

content although more improvement was made when feedback on content was given. A 

majority of students receiving no feedback increased their scores in grammar and content 

just by rewriting their compositions. Only those students who received feedback on 

grammar improved their grammatical accuracy as well as their content. 71 % of students 

who were given feedback on content only improved their content scores, but 35 % of 

these students made more grammatical errors in their revisions. When feedback 
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combined both grammar and content, all students improved their grammatical accuracy 

and 77 % improved the content of their writing. Fathman and Whalley conclude that 

feedback on grammar seems to have more effect on student writing than feedback on 

content. According to them, this study suggests that the two types of feedback, grammar 

and content, significantly improves student writing. They hypothesize that the 

identification of the location of errors is an effective means that helped students correct 

their grammatical errors. Although the general comments given on content did not help as 

much as grammatical specific feedback, it helped improve the content of the revised 

essays. Fathman and Whalley argue that "Although teacher intervention may not always 

be necessary for improvement to occur, general prescription by the teacher may be 

specially helpful to L2 learners if it gives encouragement but allows the students 

flexibility in determining where and how revisions in content should be made." (p 186). 

Ferris (1999) reported on a study in which 13 immigrant ESL students were 

systematically taught to self-edit their work over the course of a fifteen-week semester. 

The study showed that most of the students reduced at least some error patterns targeted 

in the course. Ferris (1999) reported on another study in which students received training 

on editing over ten weeks. The students showed dramatic improvements in the editing 

tasks targeted in the training. Ferris concludes that students improve their grammar as a 

result of instruction if grammar is taught properly in the writing classroom. 
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Ferris &. Helt (2000) examined the types of grammar feedback given by three instructors 

to 92 ESL writers, assessing the effects of the teacher feedback both on short-term and 

next-draft revisions and the long-term progress made by students in overall written 

accuracy from the beginning to the end of the semester. The study showed that students 

made correct revisions 77% of the time when they received indirect feedback with codes 

from the standard list but were nearly as successful when the feedback had either 

nonstandard codes attached or even no codes at all. In this study, the researchers 

examined the differences in student editing success ratios across five major categories of 

error—verbs, noun endings, articles, word choice, and sentence structure—and also 

examined errors and revisions across the treatable/untreatable dichotomy. Students 

struggled with applying teacher feedback to their writing because of their unfamiliarity 

with the grammatical rules and terminology connected with the fifteen error categories on 

the list. 

Ferris and Helt (2000) found that both types of feedback (those accompanied by codes 

and those that are not) yielded the same results. This was in contrast to what the students 

and the teachers thought, namely that the codes were necessary for correction. 

In another study, the researchers found that teachers give indirect feedback to treatable 

errors and direct feedback to untreatable errors. They also studied student preferences for 

feedback because they want to triangulate their data and because this area has been 

neglected by researchers. Data from surveys and interviews showed that students have 
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problems working on their teacher's feedback because they are unfamiliar with the codes 

and the rules specified in the feedback. 

Ferris and Roberts (2001) conducted a study on the effectiveness of feedback on ESL 

writing. Some of the participants (50 students) were enrolled in an ESL composition class 

at the learning skill center at California State University in Sacramento. This class is 

lower than freshmen composition at Sacrimento by two classes. The rest of the 

participants (22) were enrolled in an optional grammar tutorial course. Moreover, eight 

teachers were involved in the study. All the students were required to take a diagnostic 

writing test, which they had to revise in twenty minutes in class after receiving different 

kinds of feedback. The classes were randomly assigned to three different groups. Group 

A had all instances encoded. Group B had all errors underlined but not coded. Group C 

did not have any error markings. The students completed a form for their prior 

grammatical knowledge and grammar knowledge pre-test. The researchers coded the 

errors and the changes in the diagnostic essays and in the revised versions of these essays, 

using descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, anova. and t-tests). There were 

significant differences between the two feedback groups and the no feedback group. 

There was no difference between the two groups that got different types of feedback. 

Students made errors mostly with verbs, sentence structure, word choice, noun endings 

and articles. They were more successful in editing the treatable errors (noun endings, 

verbs and articles) than the non-treatable errors (word choice and sentence structure). 

However, they were much more successful in coping with word choice errors than 
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sentence structure errors. Moreover, the no feedback group was more successful in 

finding and correcting the word choice errors than any other error category. Findings also 

suggest that the students' perception of their errors were accurate and that they wanted 

their errors corrected by their teachers. The researchers conclude that "findings suggest 

that it might be adequate to some students at least to indicate errors without labeling 

them. It might be more helpful to students to give mini-lessons about the grammar 

categories being marked" (p. 178). 

Teacher Perception And Student Reaction 

In addition to the effect of feedback on content verses feedback on form on student 

writing, researchers have studied the different kinds of feedback teachers give, the 

relationship between teachers' beliefs about writing and their feedback and the student 

reactions to teachers' feedback. This research is motivated by the process approach 

within which comments in early drafts should focus on content in order to prolong 

student involvement in writing and to avoid a premature closure of the writing process. 

Sommers (1986) examined the feedback given by twelve teachers to Freshmen English 

composition students at an American college. The comments on the first draft of two 

papers written by 215 students were categorized. Sommers found that teachers reveal 

certain contradictions in their comments. According to her, these comments instruct the 

students to make surface error corrections as well as corrections related to meaning, but 

they do not indicate which is more important. She concludes that "students' 
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misunderstanding of the revision process as a rewording activity is reinforced by their 

teacher's comments." (Chapin and Terdal, 1990, p 5) 

Chapin and Terdal (1990) state that teachers may say that their comments stress 

organization and content. However, their written comments are primarily related to form. 

According to them, in this case, it is not surprising that revision means correcting the 

surface errors marked by the instructors. They conducted a study that examined the 

interaction between the commenting practices of ESL teachers, the response of students 

to those comments, and the effect of revision on the text. The data included interviews 

with fifteen ESL students, an analysis of their five teachers' comments on the first, and in 

one teacher's case, second drafts of one composition written by each student and an 

analysis of the changes made between each draft. The explicit comments teachers gave in 

this study helped the students expand their essays. However, they did not help them to 

refocus or reorganize their texts. Teachers did not provide the students with strategies to 

improve language usage, like adding complexity or emphasizing or subordinating ideas. 

Chapin and Terdal conclude that the teachers appropriated the students' meaning through 

their comments and the students tolerated these appropriations. Students made almost all 

the changes their teachers asked for even when these changes changed their ideas. 

Students read and used their teachers' comments to edit and expand their texts, but they 

did not always understand the need for revision or substantially improve their writing. In 

general, participants had positive attitude towards the teachers' comments. All the 

participants perceived of these comments as usefiil. The students said that specific 
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questions at the end and in the margins help them to make their papers longer. Interlinear 

corrections help them fix up their grammar. They believe that these grammatical 

corrections are very important. However, thirteen percent of the corrections resulted in 

some error. The students ignored or avoided dealing directly with six percent of the 

written comments because they did not understand them or did not tcnow what to do. 

Least helpful were implicit comments related to syntax such as a question mark in the 

margin or a quotation like "this does not make sense". 

Moreover, in Chapin and Terdal's study, the type of the comment made by the teacher 

affected the appropriateness of the changes to some extent. Ninety percent of the changes 

made as a result of direct correction were made correctly since the student needed only to 

copy the change. When a comment pointed out an error, 76 % were made correctly. 59 " b 

of implicit comments resulted in an appropriate response. However, outside the direct 

correction, the type of teacher comment did not significantly affect the appropriateness of 

the student response. Students in this study used the written comments to revise at the 

micro level, syntax, lexical items, orthography and punctuation. Only 22 % of the 

changes focused on content or organization, the macro level. Addition and substitution 

was the most common form of change at this level. Only 6 % of these changes resulted in 

rearrangement either within a sentence or on a higher level. Only one teacher required the 

students to write three drafts. She responded to the first draft on a separate sheet of paper 

with several questions related to content or organization. In the second draft, she 

addressed form. The comments on the first draft helped the students say more about their 



52 

topics. There was a significant difference in average length of the second draft between 

her class and the other classes. However, her students added details but did not change 

the focus or organization. These additions do not reflect revisions in the sense of 

discovering meaning or re-seeing the te.xt. The students copied their teacher's direct 

corrections whether or not they had understood them and even if their corrections altered 

their intended meaning. When the teacher pointed out most of the student errors, the 

students were less likely to find the rest of their errors. 

Chapin and Terdal conclude that the teachers' comments did not succeed at intervening 

in the writing process to teach strategies for invention or discovery or to help students 

generate content and discover purpose. They explain their conclusion stating that a 

normal reader-writer relationship is altered in a classroom situation. The teacher not the 

writer decides what the topic will be, what form it will take and what criteria will 

determine its success. Chapin and Terdal assert that the teacher conceives an ideal text 

and points out discrepancies between it and the student writing. According to them, this 

appropriation of ideal texts may teach students that nothing they do themselves is good 

enough. "Because it may be culturally unacceptable to challenge the teacher or simply 

because of their lack of skill in English, ESL students may be especially reluctant to omit 

or change texts provided by their teacher" (Chapin and Terdal, 1990, p 23). 

Ferris (1997) examined over 1600 marginal and end comments written on 110 first drafts 

of papers by 47 advanced university ESL students. She has considered both the pragmatic 
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goals and the linguistic features of each comment. She also examined the influence of 

these comments on students' revisions by examining the revised drafts of students. The 

students used a significant proportion of the comments to revise substantially. The 

teacher in the study used both marginal and end comments. She asked a lot of questions, 

particularly in marginal comments, provided positive and text specific feedback, avoided 

imperatives, and focused primarily on student ideas rather than on grammatical problems. 

Ferris found differences between the marginal and the end comments. Most of the 

marginal comments were short or average whereas most of the end comments were 

average or long. However, the length of the comment did not impact student revisions. 

What did impact student revisions was whether the comment was text-specific or general. 

Most of the general comments did not lead to changes while most of the specific 

comments led to changes. 

Marginal and end comments also ditTered considerably in type. The common tvpe of the 

marginal comments was requests for information. The most common type of end 

comment was positive. Many of the end comments did not lead to changes and Ferris 

reasons that this is because of the general nature of these comments and because these 

comments were positive implying that no change was needed. Requests for information 

which took different syntactic forms and which characterized the most common type of 

marginal comments led to fairly substantive changes. However, these changes do not 

have uniform positive results. 10 % had a negative or mixed effect on student papers. 24 

% of marginal requests for information resulted in no change. Ferris interprets these 
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results in that students are not always sure of how to interpret teachers' questions or how 

to incorporate the information requested in their papers. Only few end comments were of 

this type. 

Furthermore, the imperative comments were rare in the teacher's comments. However, 

the majority of them lead to positive changes. The teacher did not give a lot of grammar 

related feedback and used a strategy where she combined marginal feedback with end 

feedback on form. However, most of this feedback was at the end of the article and it was 

paired with underlined examples of particular error patterns in the body of the essay. 

Ferris concludes that this strategy was successful. Most of these comments combined 

influenced positive change in the revisions. 

Williams (1997) conducted a study which investigated the students understanding and 

implementation of teacher written comments on student writing. She found that 75 % of 

the two groups (four successful and four less successful student writers) interpreted the 

teacher's comments as intended by the teacher. However, the rhetorical jargon was 

confusing to the successful writers. Moreover, in responding to the teacher's comments, 

students were concerned about meeting the teacher's agenda of good writing. Conflicting 

ideologies affected the students' responses to the teachers' comments. Furthermore, the 

final product did not represent what student learned about writing. Williams (1997) says 

"Some research suggests that written comments often confuse students and produce 

negative effects towards writing." (p 2). She explains that written comments are part of 
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the social structure within the classroom and within the school/university. According to 

her, it is a part of the student-teacher relationship embodied in a certain context. She 

believes that comments that use jargon create a barrier to instruction and reinforce the 

gate-keeper role instead of the reader role. In Williams's study, students said that they 

will change their texts even when they did not understand the teachers' comments. The 

researcher explains her finding in that "School-based writing is teacher driven no matter 

how it is packaged" (p 5). Students in this study believed that the teacher is the main 

audience for their writing despite the fact that they shared their writing with multiple 

audience like peers. One student said it this way "didn't the teacher tell me to revise it? 

Because of the teacher would, I would think that she knows what she is talking about." (p 

5). Some students interpreted their teacher's comments as opposing to their views on the 

topic. Shey (one student in the study) believed that because the teacher did not like their 

ideas or opinions about the topic, she asked them to revise. One student said that it is 

impossible to write a successful paper about something she does not believe. Another 

student said that her opinion of the subject of writing did not change although her stance 

in the paper had. Williams concludes that what these students said reflect the ideological 

influence that the teacher has on the students. She adds that this also reveals students' 

awareness of the uneven power relationship between them and their teacher. She believes 

that the teachers play a challenging role where they are to help students question their 

uncontested assumptions and engage the students in dialogues with the opposing views. 

The researcher asks: but within the social structure of the classroom and the power 

relationship, can this role be realized? Moreover, the final product of the students did not 
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represent what they {earned. Many students realized that their final products need more 

revisions (a stronger conclusion, development of ideas, reorganization), but they did not 

do so for different reasons. Some of them were fhistrated because of the process of 

revising more than two times. Others did not have time to do it and have other priorities. 

Yet, others did not care about academic writing. Williams interprets these results in that 

the final product does not actually represent improvement in writing and there are other 

indications of improvement that the teacher need to consider. Williams adds: "We must 

value the growth of writers as well as the growth of their writing and redefine 

improvement in writing so that this construct is compatible with a more comple.x picture 

of developing competencies." (p 11). 

Ferris (1999) reported on a study in which she administered a survey to 155 students in 

two levels of a university ESL composition program, the study showed that the students 

pay more attention to teacher feedback provided on preliminary drafts verses final drafts 

of their essays. It also showed that students utilize a variety of strategies to respond to 

their teachers' comments. Students said that they would ask the teacher about a certain 

comment, ask their peers, consult a grammar book and/or read the comment more than 

one time. In addition, they appreciate receiving comments of encouragement. 

Ferris (1999/1995) concluded that overalL students find their teacher's feedback useful 

and helping them to improve their writing. However, in this study, Ferris found that many 

of the students had a variety of problems in understanding their teachers' comments. 
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Although half of the students reported that they did not have any problems understanding 

their teachers' comments, others reported difficulties understanding their teachers' 

handwriting. They also reported having difficulties understanding grammar specific terms 

like fragment, tense, symbols used to indicate grammatical errors, abbreviations, arrows 

and circles. Many students mentioned that their teachers' questions about content confuse 

them (too general or too specific). Students also said they did not agree on their teachers' 

comments. Ferris hypothesizes that this suggests that teachers should be more intentional 

in explaining their responding behaviors to their students. 

Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) conducted three studies on the match between the teacher's 

response and their beliefs about response in an EFL institute, in an EFL university 

composition program and in an LI university Freshman composition program in 

Portugal. The studies also examined the students' perceptions of their teachers' 

responses, the students' attitudes towards responses and their preferences. The students in 

the EFL institute wrote an essay as a practice for the composition portion of an English 

language proficiency examination. The university EFL students wrote a paper reacting to 

a short story they read for the class. The university LI students wrote an argumentative 

paper on the topic of suicide. In the EFL institute study, the learners wrote their 

compositions in class, while in the university study, the learners wrote their compositions 

out of class. One teacher from each program constituted one source for the data. Three 

students from each institution were the participants for case studies and these students 

were selected by their teachers to represent high, intermediate and low performers in EFL 
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and Portuguese LI writing. The nine students gave verbal protocols of their attitudes 

towards their teachers' feedback And they were provided with a checklist for strategies 

for handling this feedback. Furthermore, 11 students in the EFL institute study, 13 

university EFL students and 19 LI students filled out a questionnaire regarding their 

attitude towards feedback and strategies for handling it. The teachers were asked to think 

aloud while interacting with the student writing or/and giving feedback and were tape-

recorded. They also responded to a questionnaire. The fit between the teachers' reported 

feedback and actual feedback varied from study to study. It was best in the university 

EFL study and weakest in the EFL institute study. In the university EFL study, the 

teacher and the students agreed that the feedback emphasized all five categories; 

Mechanics, grammar, vocabulary, organization and content. The teacher in this study felt 

that students benefited most from comments on organization. She said that she frequently 

indicated the presence of a problem, correcting it sometimes and hinting at the type of the 

problem other times. Although this teacher believes that rewriting is helpful sometimes 

for students, especially for dealing with problems of grammar and mechanics, and that 

conferencing is useful, she did not give follow up tasks for the students to deal with the 

problems she commented on. The actual comments that this teacher gave varied 

according to the writer and to the particular composition. 

The EFL institute teacher said that she was concerned with mechanics, grammar, 

vocabulary and organization, but purposely not with content. However, the 11 students in 

the EFL institute study reported that most teacher's comments concerned mechanics and 
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grammar, some dealt with vocabulary, few dealt with organization and little or none dealt 

with content. The teacher in the institute believes that students benefited most from 

comments on mechanics, grammar and organization. The researchers found that the 

teacher gave a lot of vocabulary feedback to the low performer and a fair number of 

feedback on organization to the low and intermediate performers. 

The LI teacher reported that she gave comments on vocabulary and that she emphasized 

accuracy while her students saw it as the least emphasized category. She also said that 

she did not comment on content while her students said that she gave many comments on 

this aspect. The teacher's actual comments were mostly on organization and content. She 

reported that she usually gave follow up exercises and she asked her students to revise. 

She also doubted the usefulness of some of her comments, those that were imprecise. 

All three teachers reported that they used a system of feedback where they indicated the 

problems without actually correcting them. All of them indicated the problems without 

indicating their nature. In addition, the strategies that the students used in these studies 

consist of identifying the feedback that needs clarification, making mental notes of it and 

asking teachers for clarification. They did not record the feedback systematically. Most 

students said also that they did not understand many of the teachers' comments and that 

they did not know how to handle some of it even when they understood it. Cohen and 

Cavalcanti found striking similarities in the role of feedback on student writing, both 

native and non-native. There was one difference. LI students were more likely to 
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disagree with the teacher's comments than FL students, hi some cases, they rejected such 

comments. Moreover students differ in their preferences regarding the type of feedback. 

Some students wanted more grammar while others wanted more organization and content 

feedback. 

Cohen and Cavalcanti state that the studies showed instances of teacher bias in writing 

comments. They argue that these biases concern the teachers' perceptions of the students' 

needs, and the teachers' perceptions of good writing. They believe that sometimes 

teachers need to respond on aspects expected by the students because such feedback 

might motivate the students to write more. However, they caution that we need to take 

into consideration that learners' e.xpectations and preferences may derive from previous 

learning experiences. These experiences may not be beneficial to the development of 

writing. In such cases, it might be vital for the teacher not to cater to the students' 

expectations, but to shift those expectations to what best fit the goals of the course 

(Cohen and Cavalcanti, 1990). The researchers stipulate that a balance between criticism 

and praise may be the best way to encourage quality writing. In their studies, very little 

positive feedback was given in spite of the students' desire for such feedback. 

Lackey (1997) reviewed research on the effect of positive versus negative feedback on 

student writing. She found that research has indicated that praise or criticism does not 

affect the quality of writing. However, she said that it indicates that students who 

received criticism wrote less, and developed negative attitudes about themselves as 
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writers. Lackey argued that negative feedback adversely affects motivation. She 

emphasized that focusing on the lack of ability may also lower students' self efficacy by 

causing them to doubt their ability to effect their learning or performance through effort" 

(P 37). 

Lackey (1997) studied the nature of teacher feedback, as well as the effect of this 

feedback on student writing and motivation. There were 151 participants in a second 

semester freshman English composition class. Of those, 86 (57%) were males and 65 

(43%) were females. The students were taught by five teachers. The study was 

correlational, so the researcher did not administer any treatment. The students were 

required to write two argumentative papers. The first and the final drafts of the student 

papers were collected and graded by a team of teachers, who used holistic scoring. The 

types of feedback given by the teachers were coded by the researcher and two other 

coders. The coding categories included: task specific comments; directed praise; non-

directed praise, ambiguous or contradictory comments, atheoretical comments, or grades. 

To investigate the students' self efficacy, self-regulation and task management, the 

researcher used a ten scale, task specific self-efficacy instrument, and a five scale self-

regulation and task management instrument. Lackey found that one third of the teachers' 

comments was task specific and that this kind of feedback with directive praise were the 

only types of feedback that led to student improvement. She explained that directive 

praise does not only tell the student that he did good, but it also tells him what was good 

in his writing that led to improvement and why was it good. 
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The studies reviewed in this section show that the effectiveness of feedback on student 

writing is an intricate issue. It involves a lot of factors. These factors include the goals of 

the course, the requirements, the type of instruction, the type of feedback, and the student 

motivation, among other things. Another important factor to consider in assessing the 

effectiveness of teacher feedback on ESL writing is the use of computers in providing it. 

The issue here relate to whether providing feedback through computers changes the ways 

with which students address this feedback. Another point related to this issue lies in 

whether receiving feedback through computers would affect the student error correction. 

The following section reviews the literature on this topic. 

Computer Feedback 

Does computer make a difference in how students use feedback and the changes they 

make? Computer advocates theorize that grammar suffers in CMC, but they differ in 

whether this is an advantage or a disadvantage. On one hand, researchers like Rafael and 

Salaberry (2000) believe that in CMC, attention to language form may become low in 

such tasks. On the other hand, Kelm (1995) explains that during network communication, 

grammar is neglected. However, according to him, grammar can be dealt with later aside 

from network corrununication. Scholars argue that CMC gives the student the chance to 

be involved in experimental learning, which means that students experiment with the 

language apart from the teacher's intervention. According to them, students are willing 



63 

to take risks in computer communication, which leads to grammatical improvement 

(Kelm, 1995). However, none of the researchers has addressed whether students using 

computer feedback pay attention to grammatical issues or not. The theories that have 

been advanced for computer use in the writing classroom postulate that this medium 

encourages collaborative writing. Advocates of CMC claim that because students do not 

feel inhibited when using the computer to write and do not focus on form, they write 

more (Comu, De Decker, Rosseel and Banderheiden, 1990; Kern, 1998; Beauvois, 1997;) 

However, other researchers like Schultz (2000) argue that students using C.VIC might 

veer off the topic and talk about things unrelated to writing. She found that the more 

writing CMC students have are related to personal issues. Research in this domain is new 

and inconclusive. The following section provides a review of this research 

Studies Showing Positive Results 

Colomb and Simutis (1996) conducted a study on synchronous writing classrooms versus 

regular classrooms. The participants came from a college writing class for "at risk" 

students. There were eight men and five women in the class. Four African-American 

students, four Asian-Americans, two Hispanics and two Caucasians participated in the 

study. The class met twice a week for 75 minutes each, once in a computer lab and once 

in a traditional class. In the computer lab session, the students conducted the discussions 

of their topics and developed their arguments using a synchronous program. The 

transcripts of these discussions were given to the students in the traditional class to be 

used as a basis for discussion. At the end of the semester, the students were interviewed 
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regarding their reaction to the syncloronous program. There first drafts were compared 

with their final drafts to determine the changes they made. Also, the transcripts of C.MC 

sessions were examined for the interaction patterns that took place and to identify the 

writing styles with which the students wrote when using the program. The researchers 

found that in the interchange sessions, students generated questions about writing 

prompts , but did not arrive at answers that any one particularly considered satisfying. 

The discussion constituted a starting point for more complex questions. Before students 

started their discussion, they read a transcript about the prompt. After the discussion, 

some students developed arguments contrary to those developed in the transcript. The 

students, in this case, took a stance in their argument, which they were motivated to 

prove. They were also able to frame their arguments. 

The researchers concluded that CMC provided students with three kinds of support. First 

inhibited students found in CMC a protective conversational space very different from 

the traditional classroom. Second CMC gave the students access to a transcript of their 

conversation. In addition, CMC constituted a level of interaction intermediate between 

speaking and writing. Students could take minutes to respond which is not acceptable in 

speech. They had time to consider each response. They felt they could be more thoughtful 

which made them more comfortable in participating. The researchers added that Students 

had important opportunities for practicing three kinds of writing, to practice the language 

of the rhetorical and literary analysis without being hampered by concerns of correcmess, 

to practice elements of text structure without concerns for the sentence level, and to 
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practice in an actual dialogue those dialogic elements that they would have to build into 

their monologic papers. "In electronic written conversation, the students found a form in 

which they could use the language of textual analysis without anxiety about their 

sentences. They did not consciously think of themselves as writing sentences. They were 

posing problems, making points, offering evidence, asking questions about others' points 

and so on" (Colomb and Simutis, 1996, p. 217). 

Braine (1997) examined the quality of feedback and of writing in a computer setting 

versus a traditional setting. The participants were 69 students enrolled in four sections 

of ESL Composition at a southeastern university in the Winter and Spring quarters of 

1994. Thirty-four students were enrolled in classes that used the network, and thirty-

five students were in classes that were taught in the traditional manner. Students came 

from a variety of academic majors such as business, the humanities, the natural 

sciences, engineering, computer science, and health sciences. The students' first 

languages were Urdu, Chinese (both Mandarin and Cantonese), Japanese, 

Vietnamese, Malay, Russian, Norwegian, Icelandic, and Spanish. Students wrote 

three major assignments during the academic quarter. The process approach was 

followed throughout the course, with small group discussions, peer reviews, teacher 

feedback, occasional teacher-student conferences, and multiple drafts of papers. 

In order to avoid the effects of variable teaching styles, the four sections of ESL 

Composition II considered for this study were taught by the same teacher. The course 
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syllabus, textbook, writing assignments, and peer-review forms were identical in all four 

sections. The only difference was that, each quarter, one class used the network for 

discussions as well as for peer review of papers, while the other class conducted 

discussions verbally and used pen and paper to provide feedback during peer-review 

sessions. For peer reviews in the networked classes, a number of sub conferences were 

formed, each consisting usually of three students. Feedback, based on the instructions in 

the peer-review form, was provided within the sub conference by the teacher as well as 

by other students in the group. In the traditional classes, students conducted their peer 

editing sessions in groups of 3. In these traditional sessions, students wrote their feedback 

on the hard copies of their peers' essays and on peer-review forms that were provided. 

At the end of the class, first drafts and peer reviews were handed over to the teacher, who 

provided comments and suggestions with pen and paper. 

The data consisted of first drafts and final versions of papers written on the same topic by 

students in response to assignment 1 of the Composition 11 course. The total number of 

papers was 138, of which 68 papers were written on the network and 70 were written in 

the traditional classes. Peer reviews and teacher comments on student papers were also 

collected. For this purpose, transcripts of the sub conferences were obtained from the 

networked classes. In the traditional classes, marginal comments written by students on 

classmates' first drafts and on peer-review forms and comments and suggestions made by 

the teacher on the first drafts were considered. The writing quality and degree of 

improvement between first and final drafts were examined by holistically scoring first 
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drafts and final versions of student papers. Holistic scoring was done by three 

e.xperienced readers. Moreover, the number of words in peer reviews were counted. In 

networked classes, transcripts of the sub conferences were used. In traditional classes, 

comments written by students on peer-review forms, the marginal comments made by 

students on classmates' first drafts, and feedback provided by the teacher were included 

in the word count. 

Holistic scores for first drafts and final versions of student papers clearly indicated 

that writing quality in networked classes was better than in traditional classes. However, 

papers in traditional classes showed a slightly higher mean improvement (0.4) between 

the first final drafts, while papers in networked classes improved by 0.3. The researcher 

e.xplained this result saying that one can only speculate that papers in the networked 

classes may have improved less because first drafts were closer to the students' maximal 

performance. The researcher attributed the better quality of writing in networked classes 

to several factors. According to him, amciety can have a negative effect on second 

language learning. By providing a less threatening environment than traditional classes, 

computer networks may have generated better student writing. He added that when 

students observe their peers taking risks—requesting clarifications from the teacher and 

classmates, challenging classmates to justify opinions, getting away with occasional 

spelling and grammatical errors, they are more likely to participate actively in 

discussions. Furthermore, the network peer sessions were much longer than the 

traditional sessions. Braine (1997) concluded that if a less threatetiing environment leads 
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to more writing, a networked classroom would be the ideal context in which to develop 

writing quality. 

Kern (1996) also studied CMC verses FFC. The participants were 40 students enrolled in 

two sections of French 2. an elementary class at the University of California at Berkeley. 

The class meets five times a week to study grammar structures, to talk and to write about 

personal as well as general topics, and to read and discuss different topics. The use of 

CMC was integrated in the course so that the students went to a computer lab once every 

two weeks for fifty minutes. During the lab session, the teacher posted a set of questions 

and the students responded using a synchronous network. Three kinds of data were 

collected: (A) the transcripts of the tenth CMC session, which took place in the middle of 

the semester. (B) the transcripts of the FFC session, which occurred at the same time of 

the CMC session and during which students discussed the same topic of the CMC 

session, and (C) the students' and teachers' responses to a questionnaire that assessed the 

students' and the teachers' perception of the advantages and the disadvantages of C.VIC. 

The data were coded and the FFC and the CMC discussions were compared. Kern found 

that in CMC students took as twice as many turns as in ETC, produced two to four times 

as many sentences and used a much greater variety of discourse functions in their 

electronic conferencing. Moreover, there was much student-to-student interaction. Kern 

concluded "By immersing learners in writing, their own, their peers and their teachers, 

use of CMC can contribute to the creation of a writing community that provides a real 

sense of audience and that allows peer collaboration to extend beyond group platming 



69 

and peer editing to the composing process itself." (p 64). He added that spelling and 

grammar may suffer, but they do not cause a barrier to comprehension. He also found 

that direct interpersonal address, rapid topic shifts and digressions were some of the 

characteristics of CMC. 

Leppanen and Kalaja (1994) conducted an experiment on the applicability of CMC in an 

L2 context. Five students enrolled in a two term course in British and American 

institutions participated in the study. The course was a content area course and required 

students to express opinions and argue for or against something in speaking and or 

writing. The students wrote 3 2000 word essays, an outline and two drafts of each. They 

were trained on computers and asked to communicate using it rather than meeting in 

class. They were introduced to the process writing and they received feedback twice a 

week via computer from their peers and from their tutor, once after finishing the outline 

and once after writing their first draft. The group also discussed ten topics, a different one 

each week. The researchers, who did not specify their basis for comparison, found that 

compared with traditional classroom discussion, the students came to do most of the 

talking in CMC. They took on roles other than students and they used CMC not only to 

answer the teachers' questions but for a number of other functions such as disagreeing 

and challenging. Moreover, the feedback students gave to each other during writing two 

essays differed in quality from that given by the teacher as hand written comments. In 

CMC, the students dominated the discussion, not the teacher. In the classroom, the 

teacher dominated the discussion. The students only responded to the teacher's questions. 
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In CMC, students, in addition to answering the teacher's questions, asked questions, 

argued, initiated the topics, expressed opinions, commented on each other's messages. 

Leppanen and Kalaja concluded that the students broke away from the typical pattern of 

classroom interaction, which consists of the teacher's initiation, the students' response 

and the teacher's feedback. They add that this more freedom and responsibility that the 

students have in CMC can have both negative and positive effects. According to them, 

this freedom creates a context where students participate in decision-making regarding 

how and what to learn. On the other hand, the students might have too much control and 

the teacher too little. This means that students might not learn much during CMC and 

might discuss things off topic. The students received some training of how to use the 

CMC system at the beginning of the course. They faced some difficulties during this 

training. However, after sometime, they found it easy to use the system. The researchers 

concluded that more training might be needed on the system so that all the possibilities of 

the system could be realized. 

Hunt (1992) found that dialogues and networked computers help students to generate 

topics in the pre-writing stage. It also helps to focus and finalize the papers in the revising 

stage. Craven, Kemp, and Sullivan (1994) claim that the use of DIWE, a CMC program, 

increase students' competence and ability in writing while encouraging them to solve 

problems and collaborate with others. Ghaleb (1993) found that ESL university freshmen 

using a writing network wrote more and their percentage of errors dropped than students 

using a paper and pencil. Smisthhobson (1994) investigated how three EFL college 
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students interacted with their peer tutor on FPIA system Five Part Integrated Approach 

and found that the system changed the processes and products of student writing. The 

students learned to make connections between ideas, develop new writing strategies, 

wrote more frequently in their own voice. Three other studies conducted by Braine, 

Ghaleb, and Sullivan and Pratt (1996) compared ESL written essays on network 

computers and ESL writing in electrostyle class. The studies showed that the first group 

were of a higher quality than the latter. 

Studies Showing Negative Results 

Research has not only found positive results concerning CMC, but it also has found 

negative results, leading to an inconclusive picture. Huang (1999) conducted a study in 

which 17 students in four writing groups participated. The students were enrolled in a 

composition and oral training course in the department of Foreign Languages in a 

Taiwanese university. During the year, the students rote seven writing assignments, and 

with the exception of the first assignment, all the writing was of an expository nature. 

The students were divided into four writing groups, with four or five members in each. 

For each assignment, before the first drafts were written, each writing group conducted a 

prevmting discussion to share ideas about their writing in order to get feedback for 

writing the first drafts. In preparation for this prewriting activity, each student was asked 

to make an outline of the main ideas he/she considered putting in the essay before joining 

the prewriting discussion. During the first semester, the students were given roughly 50 

minutes for each discussion but the amount often was extended to 60 minutes in the 
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second semester. However, the actual amount of time taken varied with each group. A 

leader was also chosen for each group. One week after the prewriting discussion, the 

students were asked to submit their first drafts. The prewriting discussions for 

assignments 2, 4 and 6 were conducted on CMC. In contrast, the discussions for 

assignments I, 3, 5 and 7 employed FFC. in this study, data collected from assignments 

4 and 6 were analyzed. The types of essays the students were asked to write for these two 

assignments were classification and argumentation respectively. The students were asked 

to mark the comments from the prewriting discussions that they used in writing their first 

drafts. After they wrote their first drafts, the students were individually inter\'iewed about 

their use of the prewriting discussion ideas and the interviews were tape-recorded. The 

students, who were interviewed in Chinese, were told that what they said would not affect 

their grades. At the end of the semester, the students filled out a questionnaire about their 

perceptions of the usefulness of several types of activities or resources which they used to 

help them generate ideas for writing. The results indicated that students did use some of 

the ideas discussed during computer mediated pre-writing discussions but not very often. 

Some students did not use any of the ideas at all. Moreover, students' responses to a 

survey showed that activities or resources that students perceived as useful in idea 

generation included in descending order of importance: textual information from the 

school library or students' home, students' own ideas, ideas from friends, textual 

information about the textbooks and handouts, and computer-mediated pre-writing 

discussions. In the interviews, the students said they found computer-mediated discussion 

ineffective for the following reasons: First, they could not type fast, which did not give 
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them enough time for discussion. They spent most of the time asking and answering 

clarification questions about the topics of their papers. Consequently, they did not have 

time to give and get suggestions from their peers. Third, many students did not use their 

ideas because they changed their topics after the discussion. Fourth, many students were 

not prepared for computer-mediated discussion. 

Singer (1995) studied the II and ESL students' revisions made in response to peer 

comments through CMC and through FFC. He found that these comments did not have a 

significant effect on revisions and that most revisions were at the surface levels. He also 

found that intertextual comments produced more surface level changes for ESL students 

than for LI students. Chang and Huang conducted a study on students' use of networked 

computers in Taiwan and showed that it was not very successful. The computers in this 

study were used as word processors and not a communicative tool. 

Schultz (2000) designed an experiment on the effect of CMC verses FFC on student 

writing. A hundred and six students from 8 sections of French 3 and 4 at the University of 

California, Berkeley panicipated in the study, each of the 8 sections had 2-4 small groups 

of three students participating and these groups remained constant throughout the study. 

Within each course level, there were two control and two experimental sections. The 

control groups engaged in the traditional, in class FFC peer editing. The two 

experimental groups in French 3 used only synchronous CMC for their response-group 

work, [n French 4, the two experimental groups alternated between FFC and CMC. The 
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students wrote a total of nine different one to three page compositions over the course of 

fifteen week semester. The researcher compared first drafts and the final drafts for 

changes. The transcripts of student communication on Interchange were collected and 

coded, and the face-to-face interaction was tape-recorded, transcribed and coded. A 

multivariate regression analysis was used on the numbers and types of changes made in 

the final drafts of the papers. A qualitative analysis was conducted on the tape-recordings 

and the computer transcripts. 

Schultz found that FFC lead to more changes and revisions than interchange conferences. 

However, the mixed formats, face-to-face and interchange conferences lead to more 

revisions than any of the pure formats. Response group format did not play a significant 

role in organizational or grammatical improvement. The face-to-face group produced 

more stylistic changes than the interchange group. In face-to-face group, students 

concentrated on content alone making suggestions to their peers of elaboration and 

clarification of ideas. On the other hand, the interchange group gave and received 

feedback on both content and organization. In the computer-format however, the French 

3 students tended to veer off the topic to discuss personal subjects not related to the task 

once they finished writing an evaluation. In the face-to-face French 3 group, students 

stayed on the task at hand and did not get off the topic. Schultz concluded that this 

difference in the dynamics of the interaction might explain the reasons for the less 

organizational changes in the French 3 experimental group. French 4 students 
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experimental group did not get off task. The ideas of the French 4 group were better 

developed and more profound than the French 3 group. The study showed that the course 

level of students influenced the degree they benefited from the interchange format. FFC 

produced quantitatively more changes and qualitatively more e.xtensive changes in the 

content than did the interchange of the French 3 students. Shultz concludes that FFC lead 

to more in-depth discussion of the topic. She states that it is characterized by 

recursiveness and more interaction between the members of the group. This leads to more 

idea generation essential to writing. According to her, the interchange interaction, on the 

other hand, is linear. Students do not feel stimulated to produce more than one comment 

because they do not receive visual or verbal clues to indicate the need for more feedback. 

However, she adds that this might also be true of verbal FFC. Schultz hypothesizes that 

the interaction between the two modes seems to offer the best results for students. 

Suminar>' 

Chapter 2 provided an extensive review of the studies carried out on the effectiveness of 

different types of feedback (grammatical and rhetorical feedback combined versus 

rhetorical feedback only), as well as on feedback given through different modes 

(computer versus written and oral). This review showed that research is inconclusive in 

these areas. There were negative and positive results regarding both the types and the 

modes of feedback. Several reasons might account for this. Many studies were conducted 

in different instructional contexts. For example, Ferris and Roberts' (2001) study was 
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conducted in an ESL skills learning center, while Robb, Ross and Shortreed's study 

(1986) was carried out in a freshmen composition program. Frantzen's (1995) study was 

conducted in a foreign language institute. Students in these different contexts might have 

different goals and motivation for writing, so they might use the feedback differently. In 

addition, the methodologies of many of the studies reviewed in this chapter varied 

greatly. For example. Polio, Fleck and Leder's (1998) study employed one in class, half 

hour writing and 40 minute revision as a tool to investigate the effectiveness of feedback, 

while Fathman and Whalley (1990) used three out of class writing assignments and 

revisions to investigate the same thing. This difference in the methodology might have 

led to the different results. 

Moreover, Many of the research reviewed above did not give a precise description of the 

methods used in data collection. For example, Huang (1999) used three methods in 

collecting data: transcripts of computer-mediated feedback, a survey administered to the 

students and an interview with the students. While this allowed for in depth investigation 

of the effectiveness of the computer-mediated feedback on students' writing, Huang did 

not describe his method of collecting data precisely. For instance, he mentioned the use 

of an interview during the discussion of the data and not in the methodology section. 

Moreover, in his discussion, he compared face-to-face peer interaction with computer-

mediated interaction, but he did not describe the data collection for face-to-face 

interaction. Thus, we could not know the basis for his comparison. Furthermore, many of 

the reviewed research used only one method of data collection, the fact that might 
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weaken the studies. For example, while Schultz (2000) was clear about her methodology, 

she used only one method in data collection. This method was analysis of transcripts of 

student interactions. Although transcript analysis recorded the student interaction 

accurately, using other methods along with it might give a deeper understanding of the 

effect of different formats of student interaction on their writing. For instance, the use of 

an interview in addition to the analysis of the interaction transcripts might give more 

insights to the issue. 

Based on the literature review provided in this chapter, more research on the types and 

the modes of feedback on ESL writing is needed. The present study provides a detailed 

account of the context, triangulates the data sources, and investigates the factors that 

might account for the effectiveness of the types and modes of feedback. Chapter 3 

explains the methodology used in the study. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

In the spring of 2001, Dr. Sue Field and I were offered an opportunity to team-teach a 

combined (cross-cultural) section of freshmen English composition, English 101/107. at 

the Southwestern University. This section included 15 international and 10 American 

students. However, only 13 of the 15 international students, on whom the study was 

conducted, agreed to participate in the study. They signed a written form that e.xplained 

to them the objectives and the design of the study. The form made it clear to the 

participants that their participation or the lack of it would not have any impact on their 

rights and responsibilities in the class and that they could withdraw from the study any 

time if they wished to. The spring semester is an off-sequence semester for composition 

101. The students came from very diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Of the 15 

international students, only two were from the same country, Korea. Other countries 

represented included Japan, Hong Kong, Mexico, Guatemala, Argentina, India. 

Indonesia, Korea, Holland, France, and Singapore. Table 1 gives the students' 

backgrounds. The names in this table are pseudonyms. One American student, who is a 

native speaker of American Sign Language, had been deaf since birth. A Japanese 

student, Keyoko, had a severe visual impairment and needed to sit in the front row. Of 

the 10 students enrolled in English 101, all were identified as U.S. students. However, 

this is somewhat misleading, since we had several students whose first languages were 
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not English. These included Farsi (I), Korean (I), Swedish (I), and German (1). In 

addition, four students in this section were identified as 'learning disabled' and received 

support from the university's SALT (Strategic Alternative Learning Techniques) 

program. Four of the students were athletes. 

Table 1: The Students' Background 

Students Country of birth Major Other 
characteristics 

Jose(SI) Costa Rica Business 
Ann (S2) Singapore Business 
Noahm (S3) Netherlands Management 

Information Systems 
athlete 

Juan (S4) Argentine Economics 
Keyoko (S5) Japan Chemistry Visually 

impaired 
Sue(S6) Korea Biochemistry Learning 

disabled 
Yontaek (S7) Korea Computer science 
Lan(S8) Hong Kong Business 
Mario (S9) Mexico Music 
Pierre (SIO) France Media Art. i 
Sandra (S11) India Computer 

Engineering 
John(S12) United States Special Education deaf 
Paul(S13) Korea Business 
Ahmad Indonesia Pre-business 

Furthermore, both the international and the U.S. students ranged firom basic writers to 

highly proficient writers. This class, then, was diverse in language, culture, writing 

abilities and physical abilities. This level of diversity contributed to the richness and 

uniqueness of the study and is not tj^ical in freshmen composition classes. The different 
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perspectives that the students have brought with them to the classroom have been 

materialized in the study, and because of that, the study is unique. 

The Context of the Study 

The composition program at the Southwestern University offers a range of three courses 

to help freshmen students develop their academic writing skills. The students take a 

placement e.xam to determine their writing proficiency, on the basis of which they are 

assigned to one of the three courses in composition. The program has a paralleled course 

sequence of ESL (English 106, 107, 108) and mainstream (English 100, 101, 102) classes 

for the fi-eshmen composition sequence. Native English speakers and ESL students can 

enroll in separate equivalent classes, or in mi.xed classes where they receive instruction 

on some rhetorical aspects of writing such as idea development, developing an argument, 

organization and so on. The Southwestern University developed mixed sections of 

composition in 1994. Typically, these classes consist of 15 international students and 10 

U.S. students. Students can sign up for these classes through normal registration channels 

for all freshman composition courses in the English Department. The mixed composition 

class, which currently combines English 101/107 or 102/108, is an option for students to 

choose. 
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The Teaching Approach 

Being so diverse, the class required a sensitivity to the wide range of students' needs as 

well as to the creation of a friendly atmosphere to set the stage for students to interact. 

Both of these are essential to realize the benefits of such diversity. To realize these 

benefits, the following was done: .A-S a team, the teachers met at the beginning of each 

week to plan for the class. In these meetings, the discussions focused on the assignments 

and activities as well as on the strategies that might help students establish rapport with 

each other and that might help them become comfortable interacting while working 

jointly on many of their assignments. Students were grouped in terms of native/non-

native speakers, language/culture differences, weak/strong writing skills. For instance. 

S5 and S8, who had communication problems, were grouped with S16 and SI 7 

respectively, the two very friendly, open-minded and strong American writers, as well as 

with other competent international students. SI, a very capable and confident student 

from Guatemala, was grouped with SI8, an American student who had a negative attitude 

towards the class. S9, a Me.xican student, who had the tendency to go off task, was 

grouped with more serious international and American students, S2. from Singapore and 

S19, an American. During group work, the teachers circulated in order to assist the 

groups in initiating discussion, hi addition, they provided the students with specific 

questions to lead the discussion and to target it toward the specified objectives. The group 

reports provided rich envirotunents for classroom discussions. Moreover, the teachers 

gave the students different roles in class. For instance, in one of the activities students 
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were asked to work in groups and explain to the class a part of a lesson on reflective 

writing. S8 was put in a group that had to decide on the best presentation. In this role, S8 

could see that even some Americans speak with hesitance, stop for sometime while 

speaking, stutter and so on. It was often stressed that even native speakers don't speak 

perfectly. Also, the students played the role of cultural informants in the class. For 

instance, each one taught the class greeting expressions in his/her culture/language and 

some talked about their language and other cultural issues. 

Furthermore, to enhance the sense of community, the teachers approached the students on 

a personal level. For instance, we came to class ten minutes early to talk with students as 

they arrived. The class talked about some personal things like their experience in 

.Arizona, their hobbies, their experience at the university and other things. Extra

curricular achievements of students were announced. One student, who was about to 

compete in an international music contest, was asked to play his guitar for few minutes at 

the end of one session. Not only did we talk to the class about the students and their 

interests but also about ourselves. For instance, we discussed with them my visual 

disability and we asked them to suggest ways in which I could handle the class. We 

mentioned Sue's publications and ongoing research with Native American languages, 

some of which was shared with the students. In so doing, the stage was set for each 

member to feel that they were valued for more than just their ability to write. 
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The Role of the Co-teacher 

Sue, my co-teacher was very supportive for me in my role as a teacher/researcher. 

Everything about the study was explained to her from the very beginning. Because the 

study involved treatment given to different groups of students at different times, Sue's 

cooperation was crucial. She helped in implementing the design of the study by giving 

me the chance to give feedback to the students on their first draft, so that 1 could keep 

control over the feedback that was provided to students. Sue graded the student papers 

and this assisted in avoiding the effect of the teacher/researcher's authority as a grader on 

the results. Sue and I developed an excellent professional relationship. As was mentioned 

before, we met every week to plan for the course and to evaluate the progress of the 

students. This cooperation played a very important role in the success of the study. 

Distributing responsibilities between the two of us facilitated the research process, and at 

the same time was very productive in terms of teaching. We used to exchange our 

observations of the class in general and of individual students in particular, and we 

planned our activities based on these observations. Research was informative for the 

teachers' interaction in plarming the lessons and the interaction was informative for 

research. For instance, the interviews, which were research based, made us understand 

the needs and the anxieties of some of our international students. This led us to group 

these students with their friendly classmates. Our observation of the interaction patterns 
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in-group work formed one of the criteria of comparison in the study. In other words, co-

teaching contributed positively to the research process. 

Course Requirements 

The curriculum for this class required that the students write three major papers as well as 

journals and in-class writing assignments. The papers were the rhetorical analysis paper 

(Paper 1), the argumentative-research paper (Paper 2) and the reflective paper (Paper 3). 

In the rhetorical analysis paper, students analyzed the rhetorical strategies used in a 

published text. In the argumentative-research paper, the students chose a subject to argue 

about, do some research about it and write a paper arguing their position. In the reflective 

paper, the students reflected on some of their educational experiences and on what they 

had learned from them. The chosen text. Frame Work: Culture. Story ielling and College 

Writing, by Gary Colombo, Bonnie Lisle, and Sandra Mano, was supportive of the 

process writing approach. It was used mostly for the first assignment and for supportive 

reading in other assignments. Also, "A Student Guide to First Year Composition " edited 

by Nathalie Singh-Corcoran, Betil Eroz, and Randall Sadler, published by the 

Southwestern University was used. It explains steps that one might follow in the process 

of writing a paper, was used. It details expectations for each paper in the class, and it 

offers examples of previous student papers. 
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The Research Questions 

The study addresses the following questions: 

1. Does grammar feedback given along with rhetorical feedback improve ESL 

student writing? 

2. Does the mode of feedback, computer-mediated feedback versus written 

feedback, influence ESL student revisions? 

3. What are some of the factors affecting the use of grammar feedback? 

4. What are some of the factors affecting the implementation of different modes of 

feedback? 

The Research Approach and Design 

The Research Approach 

To investigate the issues specified by the research questions, a qualitative approach 

supported by an element from the quantitative approach (simple descriptive statistics) 

was used. Since the study aims at investigating the students' use of feedback for error 

correction as well as factors that might affect this use, a quantitative approach does not 

suffice in giving in-depth insights into these issues. While the descriptive statistics, 

fi-equencies and percentages, give us numbers and figures that clarify a relationship 

between grammar feedback and error correction, it does not provide insights into the 

factors that impact this relationship. Qualitative procedures such as interviews and 

observations complement the quantitative methods by assisting us to obtain those 
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insights. They help the researcher to enter the world of the participants and to study 

behaviors, attitudes and beliefs within the conte.xts in which they occur. Ni.xon (1987) 

asserts that classrooms are complex environments and that learning is not a simple, linear 

process. The numbers that a quantitative method makes available to us portray a rigid 

relationship among individual factors, isolated from their contexts. Also, they do not 

reflect the processes that result from language education or instruction, like error 

feedback. As Strickland (1988) states, obviously qualitative investigations work best in 

settings where the processes of teaching and learning may be observed in naturalistic 

ways. According to him, teaching is context specific and searching for generic features of 

effective classrooms actually tell us very little. 

Rossman and Ralis (1998) stress that respect for context draws qualitative researchers to 

look at the social roles holistically, as interactive complex systems, rather than as discrete 

variables that can be measured and manipulated statistically. The present study aims at 

improving practice and is based on theories of language learning. This combination of 

theory and practice in research is called "praxis" (McCarty, 1997). McCarty (1997) 

describes this form of research as critical teacher action research that bridges the gap 

between theory and practice by contextualizing it and involving practitioners. According 

to her, action researchers call for broadening the interpretist paradigm to involve critique 

and reformulation of social systems. She adds that teacher research represents a 

challenge to the relationships of theory and practice, as well as to educational reform. 

This study aims at placing the students' use of feedback within their larger social and 
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educational contexts, an issue that has been largely neglected by many researchers. Since 

social critical research interprets and acts upon the social context for practice to facilitate 

new forms of awareness and practice (McCarty, 1997), it is important to apply the 

methods of action research to get the appropriate data. 

Rossman and Rallis (1998) believe that qualitative researchers describe and interpret 

rather than measure and predict. According to them, in this kind of research, the 

researcher does not manipulate subjects and subject them to treatments. Rather, he 

interacts with the participants through multiple humanistic methods to understand their 

attitudes, beliefs and conditions. The researcher does that because he/she wants to 

improve these conditions (Moll and Diaz, 1987). McCarty (1997) describes the steps in 

the action research cycle as follows: 

1. Research questions spring from teacher and student concerns. 

2. Involve action to elucidate that concern. 

3. Utilize multi-layered methods. 

4. Involve reflection. 

5. Use knowledge to reframe practice. 

Qualitative research involves a variety of methods including observations, field notes, 

teacher and pupil diaries, interviews, surveys and questionnaires (Seidman,I998; 

Strickland, 1988). Through in-depth understanding of the issues that can be attained by 

the qualitative methods, the researcher would have the necessary basis for making 
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changes. These methods help him/her gain insights into the participants' perception of the 

world, their belief systems, their motives for action and so on. In interviewing, for 

instance, the investigator listens to what the interviewee believes or does. Through the 

questions he/she asks, he/she can reach a deep understanding of the issues he/she is 

concerned with. If some points are not clear, he/she can seek more clarification from the 

participants in many ways (Seidman, 1998). Moreover, Fontana and Frey (1995) believe 

that during interviewing, the participants reconstruct their experiences, explain their 

actions and beliefs and shed light on their motives. Interviews that are well designed and 

well conducted might reveal some aspects of the issues under study, which are not 

reflected in the participants' behaviors or which the participants normally do not talk 

about (Rossman and Ralliss, 1998; Seidman. 1998; Fontana and Frey, 1996). Thus, 

interviewing as well as other qualitative techniques serve the researchers who want to 

understand certain phenomena within certain contexts and who want to look at these 

phenomena from different perspectives, including the participants' perspectives. 

Why a mixed method, and what does the quantitative method offer for the present study? 

The figures that result fi-om the quantitative methods serve as indications of the outcomes 

of one method versus another in giving feedback. The number of changes students make 

in response to the feedback serves as a basis for the other qualitative methods used in the 

study. At the same time, the social and the educational contexts, as well as the writing 

processes of the students, which are established through the qualitative methods, help 

explain the otherwise rigid and isolated relationship between feedback and revision 
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portrayed by numbers. Despite the debate between quantitative and qualitative 

researchers, both approaches can be in a dialectical relationship, where each 

complements the other. McCarty (1997) explains that the debate between quantitative and 

qualitative researchers center around procedural objectivity illuminating the effects of the 

researcher on data. According to her. qualitative researchers continue to concern 

themselves with validity, reliability and generalizability. However, as McCarty (1997) 

states, these concerns completely miss the point of qualitative research. As social 

researchers and social practitioners, teacher/researchers establish a strong bond between 

themselves and the world they study. Rather than engage in futile attempts to illuminate 

the effects of the researcher, we should seek to understand them. To do that, researchers 

engage in disciplined refle.xivity. systematic documentation and analysis and multifaceted 

qualitative methods that permit the comparison of a variety of data. "For qualitative 

researchers, universal solutions do not sufTice" (McCarty, 1997, p. 34). In addition to 

that, teaching by its nature interactive. The effect of a certain instructional method cannot 

be separated from the social situation in which it is embedded. However, teacher 

researchers are interested in the outcomes of their methods as much as in the learning 

processes and the social/educational contexts of learners. Numbers give us a clear 

indication of the outcome, so it is important to employ them. Furthermore, although 

teacher researchers are not interested in the generalizability of their findings to other 

contexts, their interest is in implications that these studies have for other classes, as well 

as for subsequent studies. The major value of qualitative research is increasing the 

individual teacher's effectiveness with subsequent classes in similar situations over time. 
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rather than extending generalizations across educational contexts (Lytle and Cochran-

Smith, 1990; McCarty, 1997). Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1990) state that teacher 

research, like all forms of research (educational or otherwise), is a fundamentally social 

and constructive activity. Not only can each separate piece of teacher research inform 

subsequent activities in the individual teacher's classroom, but each piece also potentially 

informs and is informed by all teacher research, past and present. Although teacher 

research is not always motivated by a need to generalize beyond the immediate case, it 

may in fact be relevant to a wide variety of contexts. 

The Research Design 

The students were divided into two groups who received different kinds of feedback 

through different media on the three major assignments. For Paper 1, group I received 

rhetorical and grammatical feedback combined (Fl) while group 2 received only 

rhetorical feedback (F2). For Paper 2, group 1 received feedback on rhetoric only while 

group 2 received feedback on both grammar and rhetoric. The students and the teachers 

used e-mail to send and receive different drafts of their papers. After establishing which 

kind of feedback benefited students most, that feedback was administered through 

different media to the two groups. Group 1 received feedback on POLIS, a web page 

designed by Southwestern University, while group 2 received written feedback on their 

hard copies. The students also conducted peer conferences as well as student teacher 

conferences. Table 2 shows the design of the study. 
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Table 2: The Research Design 

Group I Group 2 

Paper I FI - grammar and rhetorical 
feedback combined 

F2 - only rhetorical feedback 

Paper 2 F2 - only rhetorical feedback FI - grammar and rhetorical 
feedback combined 

Paper 3 F1/F2 - through computer FI/F2 - written 

The assumption in the study was that teachers need to be selective in giving grammar 

feedback in the ESL writing courses. Another assumption was that sentence combining is 

one of the relevant structures to teach in a writing class. However, since students might 

have different needs, it was important to conduct needs analysis. The data for the needs 

analysis came from two main sources: A test on sentence combining and student papers. 

The whole class took a test on sentence combining to determine their needs in that area. 

The test required students to define a clause, a sentence, a compound sentence, a complex 

sentence, a compound complex sentence, a complex complex sentence, and to give 

examples of each. It also required the students to combine sentences with increasing 

levels of difficulty. Although the students did not do well in defining the different types 

of sentence structures, i.e. compound sentences, complex sentences, compound complex 

sentences, they did very well in combining different types of sentences. The student 

papers showed that most of them did well on sentence combining and that their needs 

were in wording, determiners, commas, verb tenses, pronouns and few other categories. 

Second, the students were given instruction on the definitions of the different types of 

sentences so that they would know the terms if used in the feedback. 
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The design of the study serves two purposes. First, alternating the type of feedback that 

the two groups received on the first two papers helps establish which kind of feedback 

works better with students. To do that, students need to experience both kinds of 

feedback in order to have strong basis for comparison. Second, in using different media 

to give feedback on the third paper, the purpose is to find out what happens in computer-

mediated feedback versus written feedback, and how students react to this feedback. In 

this case, it suffices to expose one group of students to computer-mediated feedback and 

the other to written feedback, while holding the kind of feedback constant. 

The students were arbitrarily divided before the actual process of reading their papers and 

giving feedback had started. This arbitrariness in assigning students to different groups 

led to some problems. The first one lies in the fact that some students who needed 

grammar feedback were assigned to no grammar feedback for the first paper. Knowledge 

of the students' needs in the first paper could have helped in a better assignment of 

students to the different groups. However, this was counterbalanced by the fact that 

students who were assigned to no grammar feedback in the first paper were assigned to 

grammar feedback in Paper 2. Some might argue that the re-assigrunent of students to 

different types of feedback might weaken the study and that consistency in giving 

feedback to a group of students on the three papers might have shown stronger results. 

However, changing the types of feedback given to the different groups of students has 

brought a wider range of reactions firom students to this feedback. It has enriched the 
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study with a wider view of the factors that might affect student benefits from such 

feedback. 

The second problem of the arbitrariness in assigning students to different groups is that 

some students assigned to the grammar feedback on the first paper did not really submit a 

first draft. One student submitted half a page and another brought his paper with him to 

the conference without having submitted it at all before that time. A third student decided 

to withdraw from the study after being given feedback on his first paper. Four students 

remained in the first group for Paper I. Group 2 consisted of nine students. This created 

an imbalance between the two groups. Group I was very small. The students who gave 

short rough drafts and who only brought their drafts to the conference received only 

rhetorical feedback. Giving both groups the two types of feedback on different papers 

minimized the effect of this problem. 

Data Sources 

Four sources of data were used: First, the changes the students made in their papers in 

accordance with the feedback they received were coded. Second, journals in which 

students wrote about their social conte.xt and educational experiences formed the basis for 

the interviews that were conducted later with the students. The students wrote about 

topics such as their prior experience with writing, their education in English as a second 

language, their parents' role in their education, their prior experience with language 

teachers, their preferences regarding response to writing. Third, an interview with 
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students regarding their reaction to the different types and modes of feedback they 

received was used to get insights into factors that might influence the students' use of 

different types and different modes of feedback. In this interview, Seidman's (1998) 

structure of a three-phase interview was followed. The first two phases were conducted 

through e-mail. Phase 1 was conducted after students revised the first paper and phase 2 

was conducted after students revised their Paper 2. The third phase was a face-to-face 

interview and it took place after students revised their third paper. .As Seidman says, the 

three-phase interview allows participants to reflect on their e.xperiences and gives the 

researcher the opportunity to get more in-depth data. The following sample questions 

were asked in the first phase on the basis of which questions for the second phase were 

formulated. Questions for the third phase were formulated on the basis of the data 

gathered in the first and the second phases. The Journals also were a source to formulate 

questions in the interviews. 

The First Phase Interview 

Warm-up questions 

1 - How do you like your first year of composition? 

2- Where do you come from? 

3- When did you come to the United States? 

4- What is your major? 
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5- What would you like to do when you graduate? 

Questions related to student reactions to the feedback 

6-What kind of feedback have you received in previous classrooms? 

7- What activities and exercises were most useful to you in the classroom? Why? 

8- Which activities and exercises were least useful to you in the classroom? Why? 

9- What kind of feedback was most useful to you? Why? 

10- What kind of feedback was least useful to you? Why? 

11- What kind of feedback did you use? Why? 

12- What kind of feedback did you not use? Why? 

13- What kind of feedback do you think you need but did not receive? Why? 

14- Was there any comment that you did not understand? What is it and why you did not 

understand it? 

15- Would you like to add anything? 

16- Which medium of feedback do you prefer? 

Fourth, the researcher's observations as a teacher researcher collected in a journal was 

also used for data collection. Graph I shows the timeline for data collection. 
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Data Analysis 

In the quantitative part of the study, the grammatical errors as well as the changes the 

students made were coded and counted. These numbers were compared across groups 

and among individual students. The frequency counts served as important indications of 

the changes the students made in their papers in accordance with the feedback. On the 

basis of these frequencies, some questions in the third interview were formulated. In 

analyzing the data, the indications these frequencies offered were linked to the data from 

the interviews and the journals and were e.xplained by them. For instance, these 

frequencies helped the researcher notice that students did not use the grammar feedback 

to revise the first paper, while many of them used this feedback to revise Paper 2. The 

qualitative part indicated that this might be because of the different types of feedback the 

students received on each of the two papers. Another illustration of how the frequencies 

served in the analysis were the differences among individual students. For instance. SI 

and S2 had similar proficiency levels in writing and both of them thought that grammar 

correction is not important for writing. However, the frequencies showed that S2 used the 

grammar feedback to correct some of her errors while SI did not make any corrections. 

This was linked to the qualitative data from the journals, and the interviews and 

motivation seemed to cause this difference among the two. The frequencies, then, were 

used to explain general tendencies among groups of students, as well as individual 

differences. 



98 

In the qualitative part, the data collected by the interviews and the journals were 

categorized. The categories emerged from the data, which were grouped according to 

different themes. This grouping helped to conduct thematic analysis. Seidman (1998) 

describes thematic analysis as a process that involves sorting, categorizing, grouping and 

regrouping the data into piles or chunks that are meaningful. He suggests that we look 

for the themes that exist in the data and generate our categories accordingly. According 

to him, one way of thematic organization of the data is to put e.xcerpts from the data 

under these categories. Then, the researcher looks for connecting threads and patterns 

within these categories and among different categories, a procedure that was followed in 

the present study. Rossman and Rallis (1998) suggest analytical procedures similar to 

those of Seidman's (1998). They state that the categories might emerge from different 

themes present in the data themselves. In that case, the researcher looks in the data for 

recurrent themes and organizes this data according to those themes. Mason (1996) 

discusses three ways of approaches to sorting and organizing qualitative data. These are 

cross-sectional and categorical indexing, non-cross-sectional data organization and 

diagrams and charts. The purpose of the research and the nature of the data determine the 

way of sorting and organizing it. In the case of the present research, the thematic 

organization that was followed was based on the different themes that characterized the 

data from the interviews and the journals. In addition, a system which allows the 

organization of the data from the different interviews and journals under the same 

categories was needed. Cross-sectional and categorical indexing best served this 

purpose. It involved devising a consistent system for indexing the whole of the data set 
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according to a set of common principles (Mason, 1996). The general principles for 

categorizing the data lie in two ideas. First, looking for factors that affected the students' 

use of feedback as indicated in the frequency counts, as well as for factors that affected 

the students' use of computer feedback versus written and oral feedback. Second, looking 

for benefits of grammar feedback as well as of computer feedback, versus written and 

oral feedback. Since the study addressed two major areas (different types of written 

feedback and different modes of feedback), these two areas constituted large umbrellas 

for the categories. Under the first umbrella (different types of feedback), two categories 

were included: factors affecting the use of grammar feedback and the importance of 

grammar feedback. Under these two categories, several other sub-categories were 

included. Likewise, under the second umbrella, the different modes of feedback category, 

several other categories were included. 

The procedure of indexing facilitated two processes in data analysis. The first one was to 

find common trends among groups of students, which allowed the search for threads that 

cormect the different themes in the data together. The second one was to create individual 

profiles of the students. These profiles were very valuable in shedding light on the 

students' backgrounds, which helped explain the results. They enriched the data with 

different cotmections among the categories, which would not have happened otherwise. 

An example of these connections is the relationship between student motivation and the 

changes they made in their papers. The profiles have given a lot of insights into the 

factors that affected the student motivation. For instance, S6's profile shows that she has 
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a strong determination to succeed, which helped explain the effort she exerted to correct 

her errors. S5's profile provides another illustration of the importance of profiles in 

finding connections among the different data. In S5's profile, it was clear that he has a 

specific objective for improving his writing. He hopes to publish in professional journals 

and this explains in part his effort to write five drafts of one paper and to take care of 

most of the mistakes that were pointed out by the teachers. The profiles, then, provided a 

critical lens with which to look at the data and understand it in depth. The qualitative data 

collection and analysis methods used in this study, including the interviews, the journals 

and the student profiles, have given this research important dimensions, without which 

the data would not be as rich. 

Summary 

We have seen in this chapter that the research approach meets the goals of the study. The 

qualitative approach supported by descriptive statistics has yielded rich data. Moreover, 

the co-teacher has been very supportive, which facilitated the research process. In 

addition, the largely diverse background of the participants has enriched the data with 

different perspectives. Chapter 4 describes and analyzes these data. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

RESULTS 

Overview 

In this study, the question of whether or not feedback that combines rhetoric and 

grammar lead to error correction in the learners' papers was addressed. The study also 

addressed the effectiveness of different modes of feedback: computer feedback versus 

written feedback as well as CMC versus FFC, on learners' revision and interaction. The 

students, who wrote three major papers during the semester, were divided into two 

groups, si.x students in Group I and seven in Group 2. The two groups received different 

types of feedback on the first two papers: rhetorical and grammar feedback (F1) versus 

only rhetorical feedback (F2). On the third paper, they were regrouped into two groups 

and both groups received F1 feedback through different modes: computer versus written 

Table I: The Design of the Study 

Group I Group 2 

Paper 1 Fl - grammar and rhetorical 
feedback combined 

F2 - only rhetorical feedback 

Paper 2 F2 - only rhetorical feedback Fl - grammar and rhetorical 
feedback combined 

Paper 3 F1/F2 - through computer FI/F2 - written 
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The students also conducted peer conferences and student-teacher conferences: FFC in 

the first two papers and CMC in the third paper. In all three papers, the students and the 

teachers used e-mail to send and receive drafts, as well as feedback on these drafts. 

What types of errors did the students make in their papers? It appears from the tables that 

the most dominant problems were not in sentence combining, as was the assumption of 

the study. Consequently, the focus of the feedback incorporated the students' needs. 

These needs were mainly in wording, which included sentence combining, articles and 

commas. Other categories have occurred also in student papers but less frequently than 

the three main categories. These are incomplete sentences, run on sentences, tense and 

verb use, objects and subjects, relative pronouns and possessive pronouns, prepositions 

and plurals. Many of these errors were treated in the feedback given to the students, as 

mentioned before. 

Was the feedback that combined rhetoric and grammar more helpful to students than only 

rhetorical feedback? The results were mixed. As graphs I and 2 show, neither the 

Grammar Group nor the Rhetorical Group made grammatical changes in their tlnal drafts 

of their first paper. In fact, they made more grammatical errors when they revised. This 

might be due to the fact that they wrote more in their later drafts than in their early drafts. 

It also might be due to the fact that they did not use the feedback in their first paper as 

much. We will see later that students brought up some problems in the feedback they 

received on their first paper, and that this might have affected their grammatical changes. 
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Another factor is that some students were off topic in their first paper and they had to 

change the whole paper. This might have led them to ignore the grammar feedback they 

received. 

Graphs 1-6 show the total number of mistakes and corrections that the students in each 

group made on their first drafts, as well as on their final drafts of the three papers. They 

also show the total number of corrections each group of students made in their final 

drafts. In the students' profiles, tables 4-14 show the number of mistakes each individual 

student made on the three papers, as well as the corrections on the final drafts. The 

purpose of graphs 1 through 6 is to show the general tendency of each group on each 

paper. The purpose of tables 4-14 is to show more details for each student. In both the 

graphs and the tables certain grammatical codes were used. Table 2 gives definitions and 

e.xamples of these codes. 

Table 2: Definitions of the grammatical codes used in the graphs and the tables 

CODES Definitions I 
CO Missing or adding commas inappropriately | 

Example : 4 in the CO column means that 4 instances of these 1 
errors occurred in a particular paper or group of papers. 

NO Missing the plural mark or adding it inappropriately 
Example : 4 in the NO column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. 

PP Missing the possessive pronouns 
Example: 4 in the PP column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

P Subject and object pronouns 
Example : 4 in the P column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

c Missing or adding conjunctions inappropriately 
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Example : 4 in the C column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

w Wording: Inappropriate modifying phrases 
wrong combination of words 
weird combination of words 
using the wrong subject of a passive sentence. 
Example : 4 in the W column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

PR Missing prepositions or inappropriate prepositions 
Example: 4 in the PR column means that 4 instances of these \ 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. j 

N Missing nouns or using adjectives, adverbs or other forms of 
words for nouns 
Example : 4 in the N column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

S repetition of subjects 
wrong subjects 
absence of subjects 
subject verb agreement i 
Example : 4 in the S column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

IS incomplete sentences. 
Example : 4 in the IS column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. 

D Missing or inappropriate determiners 
Example : 4 in the D column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. 

AD Missing or inappropriate adjectives 
Example: 4 in the AD column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. 

NG Inappropriate use of negation 
Example: 4 in the NG column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particidar paper or a group of papers. 

RP Missing or inappropriate relative pronouns 
Example : 4 in the RP column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

V Verb: repetition of verbs 
wrong verb use 
absence of verbs 
two verbs used at the same time 
Example: 4 in the V column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

T Tenses: inappropriate tenses 
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Example : 4 in the T column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

Q Question: wrong question structure 
Example : 4 in the Q column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

R Run on sentences 
Example : 4 in the R column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a particular paper or a group of papers. 

O 
Refers to missing or wrong objects 
Example : 4 in the O column means that 4 instances of these 
errors occurred in a partictdar paper or a group of papers. 

COR IN THE FIRST 
COLUMN 
(SHADED) 

Refers to the corrections students made in later or final drafts 
Example: 4 in the COR Row refers to 4 corrections the students 
made in their final draft in a particular category. 

F Refers to the mistakes students made in final drafts. 
Example: F 7 in the w column refers to 7 wording errors made 
in the final draft in a partictdar paper or a group of papers. 
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Graph 1: The Errors and the Corrections Group I (four students) Made in Paper 1 
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Graph 2: The Errors and the Corrections Group 2 (8 students) Made in Paper I 

c o r i s c w d  t  v  n o .  p r  n  s  a d  p p  p  

The order of the groups in the first paper was reversed in the second one; the Grammar 

Group became the Rhetorical Group and the Rhetorical Group became the Grammar 

Group (see table I). In their Paper 2, some students in the Grammar Group made some 

grammatical corrections, while the Rhetorical Group did not. Graphs 3 and 4 show the 

number of mistakes and corrections the students made in Paper 2. 
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Graph 3; The Errors and the Corrections Group 2 (8 students) made in Paper 2 

mm. 

c o n g r  i s c  w d  t  v n o .  p r n  s a d p r p  

Graph 4; The Errors and the Corrections Group 1 (four students) Made in Paper 2 

fc:.v/-V. 
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Since the feedback that included grammar worked in Paper 2, both groups were supposed 

to receive feedback that combines granmiar and rhetoric on their third paper, regardless 

of the mode through which it was given. Not all the students in the Written Feedback 

Group submitted their rough drafts. They submitted only their final drafts, and therefore 

they did not receive any feedback. This meant that the effectiveness of the different 
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modes in giving grammar feedback could not be compared, which led to a shift in the 

focus of the study. It became important to study the factors that led students to fail to 

submit their first draft of the third paper. Furthermore, the Computer Feedback Group 

was supposed to go through two stages. The first one was peer conferences on POLIS (a 

web page designed by the Southwestern University for teaching purposes) and the second 

one was teacher feedback on POLIS. For the first stage, students were divided into 

groups and were required to post their papers on POLIS and give each other feedback. 

For the second stage, after they should have made the changes recommended by their 

peers, they should have posted their papers again to receive feedback fi-om the teachers. 

Peer feedback did not work. The teacher feedback was meant to be more interactive (in 

the form of a conference) than the written feedback. This also did not work because 

students did not respond to the teachers' questions, so the teachers ended up giving them 

feedback without any interaction. In many cases, the teachers wanted to interact with the 

students on rhetorical issues first and then go to grammar. However, since students did 

not respond, only some students received grammar feedback because it was included in 

the first set of comments they received on that paper. This also led to a shift in focus, 

which became the investigation of the reasons for the lack of interaction on POLIS. 

Computer feedback will be discussed later. The data fi-om the third paper is included here 

to compare the student errors with the first two papers. The students who received 

feedback on their first draft made few grammatical changes. What was noticeable was 

that in many cases, the students' errors dropped in Paper 3. Graphs 5 and 6 show these 

errors. To look more closely at the data, tables 4 through 14 show the data from the three 
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papers for each student, with the number of words that comprised each paper. These 

tables confirm the result that the students' errors dropped significantly in Paper 3. 

Graph 5; The Errors and Corrections The Computer Group (7 students) 

made in Paper 3 

c o q  r i s c w d  t  v n o .  p r s a d p r p  
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Graph 6: The Errors and the Corrections The Written Feedback Group (3 students) Made 

in the Third Paper 

c o q  r i s c w d  t  v  n o .  p r  n  s  a d  p p  p  r p  

The Students' Backgrounds: Profiles 

The student profiles have shed light on the students' social and educational experiences, 

which are very important for a better understanding of the results presented above. These 

profiles have shown that the students' individual differences help explain why the 

students used or did not use grammar feedback in their revisions. The table below gives 

the bibliographical information about the participants in the study. 
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Table 3: Bibliographical information 

Students Country of birth Major Other 
characteristics 

81 Costa Rica Business i 1 
82 Singapore Business 
S3 Netherlands Management 

Information Systems 
Athlete 

84 Argentine Economics 
85 Japan Chemistry Visually 

impaired 
86 Korea Biochemistry Learning 

disabled 
87 Korea Computer science 
88 Hong Kong Business 
89 Mexico Music 
810 France Media arts 
811 India Computer engineering 
812 United States Special education Deaf 
813 Korea Business 

The table shows how diverse the background of the participants was. The richness of this 

diversity will become much more evident in the detailed profiles of each individual 

student. These profiles were based on the interviews with the students, their journals and 

their reflective papers. 

Si's profile 

SI, a business major, was bom in Costa Elica. He lived in San Salvador for some time. 

Then, he moved to Guatemala, where he got his college education. SI was a remarkable, 

self-confident person. His writing was good, which, he believes, stems fi-om his personal 



113 

and educational experiences. According to him, "People don't realize how freeing it is to 

write whatever comes to your mind and then create something beautiful from it. Once 

you become a writer your life changes (Paper 3,4/26/2001). SI said "many things 

contributed to (his) becoming poet; school, friends, family, and religion" (Paper 3, 

4/26/2001). The conditions of his family, (a divorced mother and father who had opposite 

personalities), have had a direct impact on his education. He lived with his mother, who 

was very strict in bringing him up. To his mother, "only A's and B's were acceptable" 

(Paper 3. 4/26/2001), and SI described his mother's reaction to his achievement as 

follows: "Anything lower than a B earned me a month without TV, if not something 

worst. So thanks to her I had very stressful days waiting for my grades" (Paper 3. 

4/26/2001). Si's family circumstances contributed to his social and academic life, where 

he described a lonely childhood, the boring classes in school and the punishment he used 

to receive when he did poorly in those classes. SI made few friends in his grade school, 

and he "had plenty of people taunting (him)" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). In high school, SI 

became "a loner and an outcast", and he described this saying: "All this slowly drove me 

to a pit of darkness that no child should ever have to go through" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). 

Because of that, "the school counselor told (him) to try to project (his) negative energy 

into something positive" (Paper 3,4/26/2001). This was "poetry" which he was "forced 

to write for the school-book-fair" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). He "also had to write an essay" 

(Paper 3,4/26/2001). SI decided to "give it a try" and "all (his) pent up rage and 

frustration came crashing forth like a tidal wave and (he) started to use it as fuel and write 

like a mad man" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). SI talked about his feelings related to his writing 
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experience as follows: "When I was done and I read my work, I thought it was rather 

good and I was not only was proud of myself, but I felt like a weight was lifted off my 

shoulders" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). In the book fair, SI won first place in both poetry and 

creative writing. 

In addition to his social circumstances, SI's motivation and learning experiences 

provided him with fertile ground for his English language development in general, and 

English writing development in particular. He loved English, but his family spoke 

Spanish most of the time. At school, he started learning English at the age of 6. He "had 

to take five periods of English a week each of which was 45 minutes long, and they 

covered spelling, grammar, and composition; also some courses of math and science were 

in English. However, English was not enforced on the students" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). 

most of whom mainly spoke Spanish. "So, after 11 years of taking English, only (he) and 

another student could actually speak and write English perfectly" (Journal 2. I;25/2001). 

In these circumstances. Si's love of English played an important role in learning the 

language and helped him a lot in achieving a relatively good level of proficiency. This 

motivation materialized in his personal pursuit of learning through reading and watching 

American movies. "TV and books occupied 90% of (his) time. (He has) spent (his) entire 

life up to 3 months ago either as a couch potato or a bookworm" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). 

In addition to his personal efforts, SI described the assistance he got firom two high-

school teachers on writing in English. One of them, "Marisol, taught (him) to write 
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poetry." She "was very strict, and she taught (him) never to give up and to find out how 

and what to write on (his) own"(Joumal 4, 2/6/2001). Debbie, the second teacher, 

"graded what you knew and what you didn't know she made you find out. If your 

spelling, grammar, or anything else was wrong she would tell you and tell you why it was 

wrong and then make you fix the problem" (Journal 4, 2/6/2001). SI said that this 

teacher pushed him to work as hard as he could. "Between those two teachers (SI) 

learned how to write and (he) learned how to make (his) writing reflect what (he) was 

feeling at the time" (Journal 4, 2/6/2001). 

These e.xperiences gave SI confidence in himself and caused him to possess a high self-

esteem. This self-esteem was reflected when SI boasted of himself saying: 

Because of my totally opposite parents my academic development usually ended 

up in my hands, so that is how I ended up here. Basically my mother thinks its 

thanks to her and I know its thanks to me, as for my father, he knows that it's 

thanks to me. He was the smartest one in family, now that title belongs to me. 

(Journals, 1/30/2001) 

Si's perception of himself and of his writing abilities had a big impact on how he 

approached the freshman composition class and on how he used our feedback. He was a 

heavy plamier. When he writes, he makes few changes if he has to. This might partially 

explain the reasons for not correcting his grammatical mistakes. His attitude towards 

grammar also supports this explanation. 
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I'm used to writing a bit more freely and that is why the essays have been hard for 

me. The first one was very controversial and the second one involved a bit of 

research. When I have rules it is much harder for me to write. The teachers have 

been really nice and have let me have certain leniencies on the grading of 

mistakes in my grammar and my spelling, which are inevitable since I am an 

international student. (Journal 5, 4/25/2001) 

In his face-to-face interview, he said: 

So far what I have seen is that a lot of Americans don't study grammar. In my 

school I have studied Spanish and English grammar. Classes were pretty dull and 

boring. I mean, year after year hearing about past, present, participle and I don't 

know what tenses. None of it stuck. But what you do is like to hear something and 

know it is wrong. If you hear "He was good" it just does not sound right. You get 

like an instinct for grammar. I know like how to phrase stuff so that it sounds 

okay. It sounds logical. But my problem is when it is time for commas, semi

colons. colons. That's where I get stuck. (Interview 3. 4/29/2001) 

SI's description of grammar classes might explain the reasons for the lack of grammar 

corrections in his papers, whether he received grammar feedback or not. His lack of 

attention to grammar feedback resulted from his belief that his grammatical problems are 

marginal. He illustrated that when he discussed whether the feedback that included 

grammar met his e.xpectations or not: "Yes and no, yes because it tells me where my 

grammar is lacking and my structure needs support, and no because you fail to put what 

you thought and felt while reading it. To a writer what his reader thinks most of the time 
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supercedes having good spelling and grammar" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/5/2001). SI had 

mixed feelings towards grammar. While he wanted to improve the areas where he had 

grammar mistakes, he hated grammar. The things he wanted to gain from the class were: 

"maybe correct some of my grammar and spelling problems" (E-mail Interview I, 

2/5/2001). SI, however, did not correct any of his grammar mistakes. He got feedback 

that included grammar on his first paper and only rhetorical feedback on the second and 

the third papers. The table below shows the grammatical mistakes and the corrections he 

made in his three papers: 

Table 4: S I's types and number of mistakes 

Papers 
No. of 
words 

Codes CO R IS w V NO. PR 
1 
! 

S 

Paper 1 
1250 (W) 

13 I I 4 

Paper 2 
1450 (W) 

J I 1 I 

Cor I 
Paper 3 
1240 (W) 

17 
F 18 

3 7 F I J 2 1 

Cor 2 2 I 

The table shows that SI's main problems are in commas and in wording. It also shows 

that he made more errors in his third paper than in his first one. Although he made few-

corrections in his third paper, this does not indicate that he benefited significantly firom 

the feedback. However, he might have become more aware of his errors. Si's minor use 

of grammar feedback might be explained by his underestimation of his grammatical 

problems and by his concept of feedback, where he required direct corrections. 
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S2 's profile 

S2, a student from Singapore, was majoring in business at Southwestern University. S2 

believed that English is her first language where she said: "Contrary to what many people 

think. English is actually a first language for me. The reason that English is considered 

my second language here would be because I am an international student from 

Singapore" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). S2 has been learning English since she "was bom" 

because her parents spoke English with her. Also, "English classes were a requirement in 

school, along with a second language or mother tongue, which for (her) was the Chinese 

language" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). However, S2's account of her English education at 

school suggested that this education was not as favorable as the situation was at home: 

The system in Singapore was pretty much exam based, meaning we learnt for the 

sake of taking the exam and getting a good grade on it. In later years of school, it 

was mostly answering a comprehension passage and writing a summary of the 

passage. As far as 1 can remember, my teachers were mostly known as English 

teachers and not writing teachers. They basically taught us everything we had to 

know for the exam to come, not much on how to expand on being a writer. 

Writing used to be some basic structure, with a plot and a climax, or a point with 

its supporting ideas in an organized maimer. Argumentative, discussion and story 

line based structures were mostly what we talked about in class. In the last 5 

years, most of my English teachers have been a letdown. They were either too 

preoccupied with telling their own life stories or an absolute bore to listen to. 



119 

With 86 degrees temperature along with 95 % humidity, everyone pretty much 

fell asleep at one time or another. (Journal 4, 2/6/2001) 

These negative experiences that S2 had at school were counterbalanced by more 

interesting and rich ones. S2's trip to Canada represented one of these experiences. It was 

"an English language and critical thinking trip in 1998" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). Teachers 

from the University of Toronto taught S2 and her classmates for 2 weeks. "Classes were 

different and they gave an interesting perspective of the English language, talking to us 

about 'slang' and different structures of writing" (Journal 4, 2/6/2001). S2 thought that 

the writing classes didn't "stick in her head," but the grammar classes did. However. S2 

mentioned one thing she did learn from the writing class. This "was to draw a mind map 

of the ideas 1 had and its supporting points and to support an argument effectively" 

(Journal 4. 2/6/2001). 

In addition to these learning experiences, S2 emphasized the role her parents played in 

her education. She said that she learned English from her parents because it is their 

primary language of communication. According to her, her mother "had a big role in how 

(she) leamt the English language" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). She "would always stress the 

importance of using correct grammar in (S2's) sentences," trying to correct every one of 

them. "She tried not to use any of our 'Singapore slang' when speaking to us. Over time. 

I managed to pick it up and to be conscious of what I said and the sentences I made. If 

my parents worked more on our Chinese language, maybe we would do much better in 

school. Then we would be truly bilingual" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). 
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Actually, S2 had only a few grammatical mistakes in her essays. Despite her mother's 

emphasis on grammar, S2 affirmed that grammar is not very important. In her own 

words: "As a child, the sentences 1 made were never grammatically correct. 1 figured that 

as long as you understood me, all's fine isn't it?" Probably, this little concern for 

grammar reflected itself in what S2 thinks writing is. In the composition course, she 

wanted to gain a writing skill "that extends out to more than just a final e.xamination" 

Journal 4, (2/6/2001). She e.xpected that this skill "would put (her) through the four years 

at the university such that whenever (she has) a paper to write, (she) will have an idea on 

how to go about doing it" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/9/2001). In E-mail Interview 2, S2 

commented on the feedback she got on the persuasive essay. In this comment, she 

specified the things she thought helped her most. The majority of them were rhetorical in 

nature. For instance, to her. feedback on "how to make her point clearer" and "how to 

support (her) argument" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/6/2001) were most helpful. In the face-to-

face interview, S2 said that she does not mind getting grammar feedback but she does not 

necessarily look for it. Actually, she received feedback that included grammar on Paper 2 

and only rhetorical feedback on her first and third papers. The table below shows the 

types and the numbers of mistakes she had in her papers: 
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Table 5: S2's types and numbers of mistakes 

Papers Codes 
No. of words 

NG R IS VV D T NO. 1 PR i S 
1 j 
i 1 

Paper 1 
825 (W) 

1 
F 1 

•> J 
F6 

2 
F4 

1 

Paper 2 
1888 (W) 

I J 

Cor 2 1 
Paper 3 
1900 (W) 

2 3 6 
F7 

8 
F9 

1 

Cor I I 1 1 

The table revealed that S2's grammatical mistakes differred in the three papers. In her 

first paper, her mistakes were mainly determiners and prepositions and they increased 

significantly in her final draft. In Paper 2. the major mistakes were in wording. She used 

the feedback, but she made incorrect changes. In the third paper, she made more mistakes 

than in her first two papers, and her main mistakes were in tenses, wording and 

incomplete sentences. S2 made very few corrections in her final draft. 

S3's profile 

S3, a Dutch student, was majoring in Management Information Systems at Southwestern 

University. He was an athlete playing on the university's basketball team. S3 said that he 

does not like writing at all, but his writing has improved tremendously during the 

semester, and he recognized this improvement saying: "I do think it got better" (E-mail 

Interview 2, 4/4/2001). His dislike of writing was accompanied by an identification of 

some writing problems he faces as follows: 
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When I have to write something I have trouble explaining my emotions or 

opinion, simply because when you talk to someone face to face you can make 

yourself clear through the voice of your voice or expressions with your face. 

When you write you are always dependent on the interpretation of your reader. 1 

have the feeling that I over-explain my opinion, by repeating. I guess I'm more a 

talker. (E-mail Interview 1, 2/10/2001) 

S3 thought that he faces this problem in writing in any language, even his first language, 

but he specified some difficulties in writing in English saying: 

My problems writing other then explained above, is the fact that I have to write in 

another language then my mother language. I constantly have to check my 

spelling, but the worst thing is that most of the time I have trouble making myself 

clear. In Dutch I would have a better chance at that because I know more words. 

(E-mail Interview 1.2/10/2001) 

S3 shared the concern for vocabulary with most of his classmates, despite the differences 

in the educational background of all of them. He, for instance, "had (his) first English 

class when (he) was 11 years old" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). He described his English 

education as follows: 

It was a weekly class where we basically learned how to introduce ourselves; how 

to ask for the time or the route a certain place. All basic stuff. After primary 

school, I went to a high school which is 6 years in the Netherlands. In high 

school the level was higher of course. We had more grammar and we started to 



123 

read books. In the first years of high school the books were quite simple, but as 

the years passed they got harder and harder and at the end, in my graduation year. 

I was able to read the complete, not simplified version of the English books. I've 

read for e.xample: One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest. Frankenstein and To kill a 

Mockingbird. (Journal 2, 1/25/2001) 

What was interesting about S3 was that he didn't "really think that school made (his) 

English better. It was more important for (him) to watch TV and listen to music " 

(Journal 2, 1/25/2001). Because S3 liked American movies best, and because these 

movies were subtitled in the Netherlands, he "heard English and (he) read the translation. 

So basically (he) heard English all around (him) since (he) was a little kid" (Journal 2. 

1/25/2001). His chances of acquiring the English language were enhanced by his 

traveling experiences, where he "went on trips to play tennis tournaments since (he) was 

14 years old " (Journal 2. 1/25/2001). He believed those experiences "really helped (his) 

English" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). However, because of his traveling, S3 "missed a lot of 

English lessons, especially grammar and writing lessons." He "had the first writing 

assignment at the age of 15, which was to summarize a novel and on which (he) was 

'helped out'" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). He thought that the book summaries that he had to 

write more often after that assignment helped improve his English writing. 

S3 talked about a very supportive family and he thought his parents helped him a lot in 

his education. "They always insisted on doing well in school. If I didn't do well in 



124 

school, I had to stop playing tennis" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). Interestingly enough, English 

was the last topic on which S3 got his parent's support. He said: 

Most of the time my mom would help me with math, economy and 

physics, and my dad would help me with the different language classes I was 

taking. English was his worst language, because he never had that in school. But 

he helped me out with a lot of my problems in German, French, Latin and Greek. 

Both of them were a great support for me, and it is kind of awkward for me to not 

have them around. For the first time in my life I have to do everything myself, but 

[ am confident. They really showed me how to do it. (Journal 3, 1.30/2001) 

S3 did not think that English is his second language. He described his comfort in 

speaking it as follows: "Was it hard? I don't think so. I never really had a problem with 

speaking or learning English. It may be my second language but I don't feel that way. 

When I want to say something it just pops out without translating. I think that I even 

dream in English at the moment!" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). 

The fluency that S3 talked about in the previous quote does not seem to transfer to 

writing. This is how he expressed his feelings towards it: "I never really enjoyed writing 

English. Why? Probably because I have to think over every sentence ten times. I 

constantly have to check my spelling and grammar. It is just so much work" (Journal 3. 

1/30/2001). 
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In this quote, it appears that one of S3's main concerns is grammar. He thinks of it not 

only as something that he has a problem with, but as a factor that causes him to dislike 

writing. However, S3 has an instrumental motivation to learn writing. The following 

description reflects this motivation: "But whether I like it or not, in the ne.xt 5 years. 1 

will have to write English" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). This motivation, the need to write in 

English for the next five years, makes S3 see the need to tackle his writing difficulties. In 

addition to looking for improvement in the rhetorical aspects of his writing (repetition 

and paragraph organization), he thinks that grammar correction is important. Actually, he 

has mentioned that the feedback that combined grammar and rhetoric was more helpful 

for him than the one that did not include grammar. He describes the importance of this 

feedback as follows: "1 got grammar feedback on the persuasive essay. That helped me 

because English is not my native language and therefore I make a lot of mistakes. To be 

confronted with my mistakes is the only way to not make them again. I try to use them 

every time I do something" (E-mail Interview 2. 4/4/2002). In fact. S3 made relatively 

few mistakes on his Paper 2, where he received feedback that included grammar. He 

made no mistakes on his first and third papers. The table below shows the mistakes he 

made on his Paper 2: 
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Table 6: S3's types and number of mistakes 

Students Codes CO NG IS W D T AD PR S P 

Paper 2 8 
F 10 

I 2 
F3 

4 
F5 

I 2 2 3 
F6 

F 1 4 
F5 

The table indicated that SB's main problems in his Paper 2 were in commas, wording, 

pronouns and prepositions. In his final draft, he made a few more errors. Although S3 

said he pays attention to grammar feedback, he did not make corrections in accordance 

with this feedback. We will see later that several factors might have caused this. S3's 

unawareness of the corrections, his writing and revision processes, as well as other 

factors, might have caused him not to use the feedback. 

S4'5 profile 

S4, an Argentine student, was majoring in economics. He was a non-traditional student 

because he decided to major in economics in the States late in his life. In addition, he 

studied at the university level before he came to the States. He started his studies in 

medicine, but he changed his mind and transferred to computer science, which he did not 

like. Then, he worked for a number of years before he coming to Southwestern 

University to major in economics. He had his early education at a "prestigious British 

school, which allows students to enter directly into Cambridge University without any 

entrance English tests" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). S4 studied there up to the seventh grade. 

He said: 
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It is a total bilingual school, not as understood in Tucson. The system is that 

during the morning we had all subjects in English; we couldn't speak in Spanish 

at all. All teachers were British. Then, in the afternoon, after lunch - that could 

have been at the school or another place nearby - we had all subjects in Spanish 

so that our education was valid in Argentina for the Department ot'Education. 

(Journal 2, 1/25/2001) 

S4 was not a strong English academic writer, but he was highly motivated to improve his 

writing. He was applying to the Graduate School of Economics and thus he perceived 

writing as very important for him. He believed that writing "is an art of persuading the 

audience" and he was willing to learn it although "it takes time" (E-mail Interview 2. 

4/5/2001). According to him, "This is what (he) need(s) in the business world" (E-mail 

Interview 2, 4/5/2001). S4 did not think that grammar is problematic in writing. This was 

how he described his weaknesses: "My weaknesses are that I read very slow in order to 

understand what I'm reading. I have noticed my lack of vocabulary" (E-mail Interview I. 

2/11/2001). S4 received grammar feedback combined with rhetorical feedback on his 

Paper 2, but when asked about what helped him in this feedback, he said that what helped 

him most were the comments that asked him for more support for his ideas and for more 

focus on persuasion. According to him, his paper was okay for a brain-storming stage, 

but needed to be more developed and more organized. S4 did not mention grammar at all 

as a part of the feedback that helped him. The table below shows the types and numbers 

of mistakes that S4 made in his three papers. 
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Table 7: S4's Types and Numbers of mistakes 

Papers Codes 
No. of words 

CO AD R IS W D T NO. PR O P 

Paper 1 
655 (W) 

2 1 4 1 I I 

Paper 2 
868 (W) 

I 
F2 

2 4 1 2 I 3 1 

Paper 3 
535 (W) 

2 
F5 

I 
F3 

F 1 5 
F9 

1 F 1 F 1 
F I 

As the table reveals, S4 did not make any changes in his predominantly wording errors. 

In his third paper, he made few more wording errors in his final draft. He also made three 

object errors. 

S5's profile 

S5, a Japanese student, was majoring in chemistry at Southwestern University. He was a 

visually impaired student, but he did not use any assistive technology. He used to sit in 

the front rows to be able to see what was written on the board. S5 also had problems in 

speaking and reading. Although his writing was better than his reading and speaking, he 

still had many writing difficulties, among which was grammar. S5 described tough 

experiences, both life experiences and educational experiences. He said: 

I didn't study in my high school because I hated my school and teachers. They 

regarded the students who got bad marks in the examinations as garbage. I was 

garbage. There were ten levels distinguishing students by grades. I had stayed in 

tenth that was lowest level until I graduated firom the high school. One day my 
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English teacher asked us " Who can answer to this question?" He started to ask 

each student. " Can you answer it?" But he said only to me "yoii don't know." 

Actually I didn't know the answer. 1 don't have the memory that 1 studied 

anything including chemistry in my high school, because my teachers wanted me 

to study. I didn't want to study as long as they wanted me to study. However, 1 

could pass the examination of entering the chemistry department of Kinki 

university taking e.xamination of physics instead of chemistry. I didn't study 

anything in the university again. I slept from 8 AM to 4 PM everyday. I couldn't 

get rid of my lazy. I really hated myself and was worried about my future, 

because I totally strayed from my purpose. (Paper 3,4/26/2001) 

What was S5's purpose and how did he gain a place in college? S5 found something he 

cared about: environmental pollution. He loved nature and he loved animals to the extent 

that he thought of working in a zoo. Accidentally, he found a more important way of 

working for animals. The occasion was on a national school-celebration day, in which 

students and teachers participate in many activities. This was how S5 accounted for that 

day: 

1 was fourteen years old, our class displayed on environmental pollution. At the 

same time an oil tanker crashed in the Middle East and the oil drained to the sea. 

My classmate brought a magazine that was written about the detail. When I saw 

the magazine, I was shocked at one picture showing one bird standing in oil. From 

the opportunity I had thought what is most helpful job to save such animals and 
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nature. I felt that I shouldn't work in zoo if I really love animals and nature. I 

noticed that animals and nature were suffered from human activities such as 

deforestation, air pollution, and global warming. Then I realized that most helpful 

job is to reduce the environmental pollutions due to human activity, that is, 

chemist. (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). 

The decision to study chemistry was a turning point in S5's life. It provided him with the 

motivation to pursue his higher education. It also motivated him to come to the United 

States to get "a better chemistry". He "loves Japan and (he) couldn't expect to live in 

other country" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). He thought that it is worth moving to pursue a better 

life. His motivation changed him from a "lazy student" (Paper 3. 4/26/2001) to a student 

who studied his options through research and who knew what he wanted. He described 

this as follows: 

When I was senior in Japan, I researched into the photo catalysis that can 

decompose every organic compound such as cancer, bacteria, and oil to CO: and 

HiO. I felt lack of basic knowledge due to my lazy school life at that time. I 

needed to study basis. And I heard that American classes provide severe 

surroundings of study to students. I felt the surrounding is most needed to 

improve my lazy. So I decided to study in America where I can learn higher-level 

chemistry and English that is needed when we apply thesis to academic joumals. 

(Paper 3, 4/26/2001) 
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As the previous quote shows, the motivation for academic achievement was projected to 

learning Enghsh, especially academic writing. However, S5 thought "it is so hard to 

succeed as a writer, because (he) had never written any essay until (he) came here. 

However, (he) realized (he) needs to know how to write essay since (he) studied here" 

(E-mail Interview 1, 2/9/2001). In the following quote, S5 clarified the reasons for his 

need to write in English: 

If I can write essay in English 1 can tell my opinion to so many people. 1 think it 

will be my great strength. And 1 study chemistry. In the future. I have to write 

research paper in English to submit to journals (E-mail Interview 1. 2/9/2001). 

When asked about his writing weaknesses, S5 responded in very general terms: "My 

weakness is my poor skill of writing." (E-mail Interview 1. 2/9/2001) 

In his reflection on what the skill of writing is, he said: "I think good writers can control 

audience's feeling. To do so, they can provide the skill and words in their essay" (E-mail 

Interview 1, 2/9/2001). S5 thought that the instruction he received in the composition 

course helped him to "learn how to write to persuade audience" (E-mail Inter\'iew 1, 

2/9/2001), but it was interesting that he wanted "to read good samples" (E-mail Interview 

1, 2/9/2001). This revealed that S5 placed an emphasis on the rhetorical aspects and 

criteria for writing. However. S5 did not forget to mention grammar, which he believed is 

important also. In Interview 3 (5/3/2001), S5 said: "I am weak in grammar. I should learn 

more." When asked whether he thinks grammar feedback is important or not, he replied: 

"Yes, very important" (Interview 3, 5/3/2001). Actually, S5 showed a lot of patience and 

enthusiasm to leam and his writing improved a lot. 
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He worked very hard on correcting his writing in accordance with the feedback he 

received, both rhetorical and grammatical. The table below shows the grammatical 

mistakes and the corrections he made in his papers: 

Table 8: S5's types and Number of Mistakes 

Papers Code 
No. of words 

CO V R N VV D T NO. PR S O AD 

Paper 1 
705 (W) 

F 1 1 9 
F 18 

15 
F30 

1 
F2 

1 
F2 

I 1 
F2 

F I 

Cor I 4 
Paper 2 
551 (W) 

2 5 2 11 17 2 4 2 2 

Second draft 
638 (W) 

3 3 18 22 4 I > i ^ 

Cor I i i 
Third draft 
967 (\V) 

1 2 1 J 20 34 I J 7 2 3 I 

Cor 1 2 I 
Fourth draft 
1380 (W) 

4 1 17 34 1 6 7 I 2 I 

Cor I I 
Final draft 4 11 23 1 2 5 2 
Cor 1 2 9 J 3 1 
Paper 3 
962 (W) 

F I 6 
F9 

9 
F 17 

8 
F9 

4 3 
F5 

2 1 

Cor I 2 1 1 

As the table shows, S5's main errors were in determiners and wording. In Paper I, he 

made few corrections, although he did not receive grammar feedback. In Paper 2, he 

wrote four drafts and in every one of them, his mistakes were increasing. This increase 

might be due to the increase in the number of words because S5 added a lot of ideas. It is 
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noticed that in his final draft, his errors dropped significantly. In his third paper, the 

errors also dropped significantly and he made few corrections even though he did not 

receive grammar feedback. 

S 6's profile 

S6, a Korean student, was majoring in biochemistry. As an immigrant who moved to the 

United States when she was sixteen years old, she experienced a hard life trying to 

accommodate herself in the new society. After four years of living in the United States. 

S6 talked about the hardships she faced in her education as follows: 

I could write about how I have been to four different high schools in just four 

years that basically screwed up my high school years. I could write about me 

being a high school student as a nineteen year old which made me feel like a 

moron. And I could also write about how I changed the goal of my life, from 

music to biochemistry, which I had to cancel all of my plans about me being a 

wonderful musician (Paper 3,4/26/2001). 

S6's weak English skills contributed to the hardships she faced both educationally and 

socially. Her inability to communicate in English brought about an identity dilemma. S6 

felt herself isolated and looked down upon. She felt that her schoolmates had a negative 

attitude towards her because of the language issue. She described this attitude as follows; 

I didn't know any English. When I went to high school without knowing how to 

speak English, everybody looked at me like if I was an alien. American student in 

my high school never faced someone who didn't speak English. It was very hard 
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for me to find an American student who was willing to hang out with non-English 

speaker. Some people hated me because I was a Korean. Some people did not like 

me because I didn't speak the language. I remember this guy named John. This 

John guy came up to me and said "Chinese people are all stupid! They should go 

to hell!" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001) 

S6 was very aware of the impact of language on her social identity. According to her. 

"trying to learn a different language when you are a si.\teen-year-old girl is not something 

that many people face or perhaps they want to face. Yes, it is not an easy thing and yes, 

it is not a normal thing" (Paper 3,4/26/2001). She showed a sophisticated understanding 

of language, social identity and age when she said; "Being a sixteen year old is a 

sensitive thing. You care about being popular more than anything. You care about your 

looks more than anything. You care about having many friends more than anything. .And 

you care about showing off in front of people more than anything" (Paper 3. 4/26/2001). 

S6 felt that she did not live through her teenage years as she should have, and she 

attributed that to language. She thought that she "could have had all these things, if (she) 

were living in Korea. Instead of being just like the other normal teenagers, enjoying their 

lives, (she) hated (her) life. (She) hated going to school" (Paper 3,4/26/2001). She also 

developed a negative attitude towards students and she described this saying: "I hated all 

the students in my school. (I shouldn't consider them as my fnends because I didn't 

really have any fiiends when I was in high school)" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). She projected 

this negative attitude to her family also. She "hated (her) family for moving here and 

making (her) suffer during the time when (she) was most sensitive" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). 
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Her frustration reached a point where "(she) was depressed everyday, and (she) cried 

everyday just because (she) couldn't fit into this society. (She) felt like (she) was all-

alone, in the middle of an endless calm quiet desert without any water which was a 

necessity in keeping (her) alive" (Paper 3,4/26/2001). 

S6 had great expectations when she came to the States. She "remember(s) how much 

passion (she) had when (she) just moved to this free country, America" (Paper 3, 

4/26/2001). However, she soon "realized that (she) was wrong because (she) was facing 

a new culture (she) never have imagined" (Paper 3,4/26/2001). All her dreams were 

based on success in her new school, "But the moment (she) got there, all of (her) dreams 

just fell down to hell where (she) consider that it is the worst place where (she) could be" 

(Paper 3, 4/26/2001). 

What S6 said here very eloquently spoke for itself. It revealed how the sixteen-year-old 

girl viewed language as an obstacle for socializing with people. To her, the social 

dimensions of language represented an important link to her life as a teenager. 

Hence, they were essential to the development of her personality. Recognizing this, S6 

possessed a determination to learn English. In her words: 

I had to learn English by myself. First of all. to develop my listening ability. 1 

watched a lot of videos, starting from "Beauty and the beast" to "Pride and 

Prejudice". Second of all, to develop my reading ability, I went to the library and 

checked out "Babysitter" Series to "Emma", Frankenstein". Last but not least, to 
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develop my speaking ability, I talked myself in English, whether I was saying 

English right or wrong. When I first started these steps, I was going nowhere, 

however as the time went, I found myself getting better in English. I am still in a 

process of learning English, however I have more confidence in myself now. 

(Journal 2, 1/25/2001) 

Despite all the identity conflicts S6 has had, she maintained a positive attitude towards 

herself. She always could see positive things in herself. When asked about her strengths 

in writing, she said: 

Whatever 1 write, I can be more emotional than native English speaker, especially 

when I write about my life or language related subjects. Also, because I know 

both American culture and my own culture, I have more knowledge in terms of 

culture, which means whenever [ write something my writing will be more 

realistic than other native English speaker's (E-mail Interview I. 2/12/2001). 

This attitude, along with her determination to succeed and her will to resolve any 

difficulties she faces, have raised S6's self esteem. She described herself in those words: 

Even though I had to face things that people would never imagined a si.xteen-

year-old girl would face, I thank GOD that I got a chance to face them. In Korea, 

there is an old saying, "Failure is the mother of success," Whenever I felt 

depressed or scared. I always encouraged myself by saying, "S6, you can do it. I 

am always here for you," to myself. Whenever I felt bad, all I had to do was to 

believe in myself. I became S6 who became stronger, smarter, and independent. 



137 

who knows how to handle a hard time, and who knows how to get over a 

complete failure (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). 

The confidence that S6 talked about and the determination with which she approached 

learning English raised her motivation to learn. This motivation transferred into writing. 

She could convert her frustration with being in a new society into an enjoyment of things 

she does in general and of writing in particular. She said: 

Mostly when I write I enjoy writing because I could find out many things that I 

didn't even know myself could think like what I wrote. It is very interesting to 

find out what I have in my mind sometimes. I think writing is a very good way to 

sum up or recreate one's thoughts because by writing, you could find out what 

you didn't even know that you know. (Journal 5, 4/25/2001) 

This was an interesting view that represents writing as a discovery process. This view 

might have resulted fi-om S6's social dynamics more than her educational experiences. 

Her writing practices involved "mostly memoirs or autobiography." S6 described those 

as follows: "They were pretty easy to write even thought I didn't have any good English 

skills, because they are usually based on my personal experience which I know best. 

Beside the memoirs and autobiography, I also wrote some nature poems and college 

essays in high school" (Journal 5, 4/25/2001). 

In the e-mail interviews, S6 emphasized the rhetorical aspects of writing. She wanted to 

leam "the writing structures of different writing formats such as argument essay. 
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persuasive essay, etc. And how to write a strong essay" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/13/2001) 

She also talked about the audience as an essential element in good writing. 

In addition to the rhetorical aspects of composing, S6 considered grammar as important 

in composition. She found that grammatical difficulties and the lack of enough 

vocabulary to e.xpress her ideas constitute some of her main writing problems, and she 

thought that grammar feedback is very helpful for her. S6's motivation to learn might 

explain this interest in both rhetorical and grammatical help. Actually, this motivation 

differentiated her from some other participants who underwent similar e.xperiences. S6 

made some grammatical changes in her papers and the table below shows the types and 

numbers of her mistakes in her three papers, as well as the corrections she made. 
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Table 9: S6's Types and Number of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of words 

Codes CO NG R IS C VV D V NO PR S 
RP 

Paper 1 
871 (W) 

I F3 6 
F 13 

11 
F 18 

I 2 
F4 

Cor I 
Paper 2 
1400 (W) 

2 2 3 
F4 

1 I 

Cor I I 
Paper 3 
1398 (W) 

2 2 9 
F 12 

2 I 1 
3 

Cor I 2 

The table shows that S6's mistakes are mainly in wording and determiners. She received 

grammar feedback on her second and third papers. She made few corrections. 

S7*s profile 

S7, a Korean student, was majoring in computer science. He moved to the United States 

with his parents during his middle-school years. Before he moved to the United States, 

his knowledge of English was limited to some vocabulary and simple greeting 

expressions. He described some of his learning e.xperiences as follows: 

The only helpful thing I learned from my parents was alphabet. I could copy 

down the notes from the board even though I didn't know what I was writing. We 

used have spelling test on every Friday. I used get 20-40 points out of 100. My 

grade were not improving, therefore my father took action. He physically made 
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me to study spellings, and made sure to get 100 on spelling test. Perhaps this was 

most helpful thing from my parents. (Journal 3, 1/30/2001) 

Like many others, S7 had a social motivation to learn English. To him. it might enhance 

his chances of getting "a job in Korea" (Journal 3, 1/30/2001). However, he was very 

frustrated with learning English in general and with writing in particular. He articulated 

his frustration strongly in the following statements: "Nizar, do you know how much I 

hate writing? 1 think 1 wrote less than 5 personal letters in my whole life, all of them 

were probably just few words or may be 2 sentences. I really don't know why" (E-mail 

Interview 1, 2/14/2001). 

This hate for writing was accompanied by low self-esteem. In S7's words: "The truth is 1 

really think that I am not good writer and I don't have any confidence" (E-mail Interview 

1,2/14/2001). 

A lot of factors might have contributed to the lack of confidence that S7 had in himself as 

a writer. However, he talked about the lack of encouragement as a contributing factor 

where he said: "I really want appreciate your comment about that I have the potential to 

become a good writer. You were the first person ever said about it. As I am a normal 

college student, I think many people don't like writing essays. I am just part of many 

people who don't like writing essays" (E-mail Interview 2/14/2001). 
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Due to this lack of confidence, S7 believed that whatever the teacher says is right. 

According to him, the feedback he received "was helpful because you are the 

professional and your comments are all right" (E-mail Interview 2. 4/17/2001). In 

addition to what the teachers tell him about his writing difficulties, S7 thought that he 

lacked the diction to express himself He believed that "words that coming from (his) 

brains are level of elementary school in this country" (E-mail Interview I, 2/14/2001). He 

thought, "reading professional journals, books and newspapers and memorizing 

dictionary would help" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/14/2001). He also talks about grammar as 

problematic in his writing. The table below shows the types and numbers of his 

grammatical errors: 

Table 10: S7's types and numbers of mistakes 

Papers | Codes 
No. of words I 

CO NG R IS 1 W 
! 

D 1 T j NO ! PR S C 
1 i , : : 

Paper 1 
258 (W) 

F3 F 1 4 
F 10 

7 
F 13 

2 
F4 

1 
F2 

I F2 
! ! 

Paper 2 
932 (W) 

1 
F2 

F 1 I 1 
F2 

3 
F9 

8 
F14 

F 1 2 
F6 

2 
F3 

2 1 F 1 i 
1 1 

As the table indicates, S7's main errors were in wording and determiners. S7 did not 

correct any of his grammatical mistakes. 

S8's profile 

S8, a student from Hong Kong, was majoring in business. S8 faced some speaking and 

writing difficulties. Her ideas were mature, but her English grammar was problematic. 

However, S8 received some help from friends on her major papers. She was aware of her 
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grammatical problems and she believed that these problems make her messages unclear. 

The fact that the class was a mixed class of international and American students 

heightened S8's awareness and anxiety. She used to come early to class to secure a seat 

beside another international student and to avoid sitting beside Americans. Moreover, 

whenever she was approached with a question, she used to become nervous. 

S8 started learning English when she was in kindergarten, but she "started writing 

English when (she) was 8 years old. At that time, the topics of writing mostly were 

narrative such as wrote something like "what have you done in the Summer vacation' or 

imaginative 'if I were a bird' " (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). S8 experienced difficulties 

learning English and she described these difficulties as follows; "It was hard to learn a 

new language that was totally different from Chinese, no matter in the ways of 

pronunciation or written form. So, it would take me a long time to finish a composition" 

(Journal 2, 1/25/2001). In addition to these difficulties, S8 used to associate learning 

English with her social and national identity, developing a negative attitude towards the 

language. She expressed the identity dilemma she faced saying: "As my native language 

was Chinese, therefore when I were small, I hate writing English. I kept asking myself 

why I have to learn English which was other country's language" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001)? 

SB's negative attitude transformed over time into a positive one. Although she had 

learned English "because the school forced it" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001) on her, she started 
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seeing benefits to learning the language early on in the process. The change in her 

attitude was obvious in what she said: 

As English is the most common language in the World, it is much belter to learn 

it. Besides, if you know more language, yo are more easier to make friends from 

different countries, it will increase your communication skill, for long term, it will 

improve the friendship circle. (Journal 4, 2/6/2001) 

The social values S8 attached to English helped her to change her beliefs about learning 

another language. In general, S8 thought of writing as a means to achieve social goals, 

and thus whatever serves this purpose was desirable to her. She started viewing every 

learning task and every language skill in light of these values. The following statements 

by S8 reflected her engagement and her enjoyment in learning the language: 

As I grew older and leamt more English and more vocabulary, my writing has 

improved a lot. I started enjoy it because in my eyes, writing was helpful, it can 

improve oral speaking. Since oral speaking was speaking out the sentences in the 

mind, if our written English was good, when we responded a question, the logical 

sentences which was the answer would pop up faster, so we can speak out. 

Therefore, when I communicated with an English speaker, if they understood me. 

I would very delight. (Journal 4, 2/6/2001) 

However, when S8 felt that students do not understand her, which, she says, she could 

see on the students' faces, she used to become obsessed with her grammatical problems. 
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Interestingly enough, S8 did not emphasize grammar in what she thought is good writing. 

She described good writing as follows: "First of all, must have enough good points, then 

are good examples and explanations to support it. One page of good essay is better than 

five pages of stupid stuff (E-mail Interview I, 2/14/2001) 

S8 mentioned grammar when she talked about her weaknesses stating: 

I have too many weaknesses. For instance, I have a lot of grammatical mistakes 

and most of my ideas are too common. I am lazy to make up a new point to 

support me. If a lot of people are required to write something by given a topic. I 

believe my points in my essay must appear in a lot of other people's paper. (E-

mail Interview I. 2/14/2001) 

It could be noticed in this quotation that S8 talks more about the rhetorical aspects of 

writing (good ideas, good support, good examples) than about grammar, but she clearly 

thought of grammar as problematic to her. She made some mistakes in her papers and 

the table below showed these mistakes: 

Table 11: S8's types and Numbers of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of words 

Codes CO V W D T NO. PR S 

Paper I 
695 (W) 

2 5 J J 2 2 6 

Paper 2 
924 (W) 

I 

Paper 3 
592 (W) 

5 4 I 2 
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The table showed that S8's main errors were in wording and determiners. She did not 

make any corrections. 

S9's profile 

S9, a Me.\ican student, was majoring in music and was very skilled at computer 

programming and computer software. He wasn't very active in class, which might 

indicate his low motivation. He wrote very few of the journals. He also was late in 

submitting the first drafts of his papers. S9 did not see writing as an important skill to 

acquire because his major "music does not require writing since (he) is in musical 

performance and not in Music History" (E-mail Interview I, 2/9/2001). His "most 

important goal for taking the course (was) to get a good grade" (E-mail Interview 1, 

2/9/2001) in addition to improving his writing skills. S9 described his attitude towards 

writing as follows: "As you would probably notice, writing is not that fun for me. 

because 1 do it only when I have to. so I think one of the worse weaknesses in my writing 

is the fact that is not something I really like" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/9/2001). 

S9 also did not mention the course or the teacher's feedback as ways that might help him 

improve his writing. He thought: "The only way I can develop my writing skills is to start 

writing more often in order to like it as I keep doing it" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/17/2001). 

Moreover, this student did not ask for grammar feedback and did not think of grammar as 

an issue in his writing. When asked what things he would like to get in the feedback, he 

said: "specific ways to organize paragraphs and coimect ideas" (E-mail Interview 2. 
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4/17/2001). In fact, S9 had some grammatical problems that he did not work on when he 

received feedback. The table below shows his grammatical errors: 

Table 12: S9's types and Number of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of words 

Codes CO VV D NO. S 

Paper 1 
255 (W) 

1 
F4 

3 
F7 

F 1 F 1 

Cor 1 1 
Paper 2 
1000 (W) 

2 2 
F3 

I 
F2 

4 

Cor 1 I 

As the table shows, S9's main errors were in wording and in subject addition. He 

received feedback on Paper 2 and he did few corrections. 

SI O's profile 

SIO, a French student majoring in Media Art, did not seem to be motivated to improve 

his writing skills. He did not submit many of his journal requirements. He did not hand in 

his rough drafts of the first paper on time and he did not make the suggested changes. His 

dislike of writing showed in his answers to the interviews, which were very short. In his 

responses to the two e-mail interviews. SIO stated global goals for the writing course. 

According to him, university writing is "the key to understand our world and to analyze 

in an objective way things" (E-mail Interview I, 2/16/2001). SIO considered himself 

strong in his "ability to analyze things and to look for differents details or ideas" (E-mail 
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Interview I, 2/16/2001). He thought that the feedback on the first paper, which did not 

include grammar, was helpful because it helped him structure his argumentation. 

S10 thought of the feedback that did not include grammar as more helpful, based on the 

rhetorical difficulty of the first paper. Even when he got grammar feedback, he still 

thought that the rhetorical aspect of this feedback was the one that helped him. While 

stressing that his weaknesses are "grammar and vocabulary" (E-mail Interv ievv 2. 

4/15/2001), he did not expect that the course would help him improve these aspects. He 

did not even mention feedback as a tool for developing his skills, except when he was 

particularly asked about it. When asked how could he develop his writing skills, he said: 

"By reading and writing" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/15/2001). Although he asked for 

grammar feedback, he did not correct any grammar in his Paper 2. where he got grammar 

feedback. He did not seem to recognize that Paper 2 included grammar feedback, while 

the first did not. In comparing the feedback on the two papers. SIO emphasized that both 

of them addressed idea development and support. 

The information SIO provided in these interviews implied that while he is aware of his 

grammatical problems, he was little motivated to work on them. Actually, he made few 

changes both grammatical and rhetorical in his first two papers. The table below shows 

his grammatical errors in the three papers: 
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Table 13: SlO's Types and Numbers of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of words 

Codes CO Q R IS C VV D T V NO. PR S P .\D 

Paper 1 
1017 (W)) 

4 4 4 4 11 5 6 1 7 4 6 6 J 

Paper 2 
846 (W) 

6 I 5 2 6 18 2 3 4 24 1 3 2 2 

Paper 3 
1048 (W) 

3 3 6 1 I 9 I 8 7 I 1 

The table shows that SlO's errors were in wording, plurals, tenses, commas and 

incomplete sentences. S10 received grammar feedback on his Paper 2. but the data show 

that he did not make any changes. However, it is noticed that SlO's number of errors 

dropped significantly in his third paper. 

SH*s prof i le  

S11, an Indian student, was majoring in computer engineering. She came to the United 

States in 2000 to study. SI 1 provided very little background information in her journals 

and in the e-mail interviews. She thought of herself as bilingual in Hindi and English. 

According to her, her main mode of conversation was English, in which she was fluent. 

She was a hard working student. Her writing skills were average, but she had some 

grammatical problems. The following table shows these problems: 
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Table 14: SI 1 's Types and Numbers of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of 
words 

Codes CO V R IS VV D T NO. PR S PP AD 

Paper 1 
1062 (W) 

F9 1 
F 
4 

2 
F 
7 

7 
F 
22 

7 
F 
17 

F 
I 

1 
F4 

I 
F4 

F 
2 

I 

Paper 2 
1769 (W) 

21 J 6 
F 
8 

9 7 2 2 2 1 

Paper 3 
1113 (W) 

3 I 2 5 2 2 I 
1 

4 
1 

The table shows that SH's grammatical errors were in commas, run on and incomplete 

sentences, wording, determiners and pronouns. S11 did not make immediate corrections 

in her papers. However, her errors dropped significantly in her third paper. 

S12's profile 

SI 2, a deaf American student, took English 107 because his first language is American 

Sign Language (ASL). He received a part of his education in the Arizona School for the 

Deaf and Blind (ASDB), where, he said, he was not satisfied with the English language 

level. Then, he "decided to transfer to public school. (He) really loves it and learned a lot 

more. (He) realized how many of information (he) miss while (he) was at ASDB. The 

English class was harder than ASDB but (he) did well in that class" (Paper 3, 

4/26/2001). Sl2's family and teachers were very supportive and they helped him a lot in 

learning English. He described the results of his decision to change his school and of the 

support he received as follows: "Then my English grammar did improve a lot in high 

school. I thought that I am done. I leam everything! Then when I took English 100/106 
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I realized that I am not done I still have some of mistake" (Paper 3, 4/26/2001). S12 

described his problems with the English language as follows: 

I have one major problem with writing papers for English or other kind of reports. 

When I write the papers, 1 know the rules for English 'grammar' but most of the 

time when I write the paper it is in the ASL way of writing. At the same time, I 

mean to write the paper in English, but I did not use the English way. Because 

when I think about what to put on the paper I think and my mind speech it in ASL 

language. My language doesn't use the past time when I sign. So sometime. I 

forgot to add the past time when I write a paper. Alternatively, the sentence will 

be wrong structure, because ASL will be like backward, for example, in English 

you will say, "I went to the store yesterday." In ASL, you will say "yesterday 

store I go." That is general kind of problem I am having when I write a paper. 

The reason I am having a big trouble with this problem is that 1 think in ASL way. 

I will explain to you what I mean now. Before I start write, because I have two 

language so I have to turn off which language I don't want to use. Some time I 

forgot to turn off so when I want to write in English and my brain will some time 

miss up with English and ASL. (Paper 3,4/26/2001) 

S12 received grammar feedback on his Paper 2, but he did not make immediate changes. 

The table below shows his mistakes in his three papers: 
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Table 15: Sl2's Types and Number of Mistakes 

Papers 
No. of words 

Codes CO N R IS W D T NO. PR AD P 

Paper 1 
555 (W) 

2 I 2 I 6 4 10 
F 11 

2 2 
F5 

I 9 

Paper 2 
1183 (W) 

2 10 5 2 2 

Paper 3 
1101 (W) 

3 17 2 12 7 11 2 J 5 

The table shows that S12's grammatical problems were in incomplete sentences, 

wording, determiners, plural nouns and pronouns. S12 did not make any changes in 

accordance with the feedback. .Actually. S12 made few rhetorical changes also. However, 

his wording errors in Paper 3 were of a different type than in his other two papers. 

Summary 

The students' profiles have provided us with insights that might help in explaining their 

use of grammar feedback. Students like SI. S2, S3 and SI 1 showed evidence of high self-

esteem, and they think of English as their first language. For this reason, grammar 

feedback to them is not essential. Students like S7, SIO and S9 do not like writing and 

they have little motivation for revision. Students like S5, S6 and S4 recognize their 

grammatical weaknesses and they are motivated to change because they want to continue 

to graduate studies. Motivation, then, might partially account for feedback use. Moreover, 

some students have favorable attitudes towards writing and they are more likely to revise 

than those who do not like writing at all. For instance, S9 and SIO did not like writing 
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and they did not revise their papers. Both of them said that one reason for not revising is 

because they were not fond of writing. S7 said that he hated writing. Actually, S7 did not 

make the recommended revisions in his papers. In contrast, S6 thinks of writing as a 

process of self-discovery and she enjoys it. S6 worked hard on revising her papers and on 

making the recommended changes. Furthermore, the different learning experiences that 

each of the students had had complicate the matter. Students, like S7, who had negative 

experiences in writing, are less likely to revise than students who had positive ones, like 

S2. Students who think that grammar is boring, like SI, tend not to use grammar 

feedback, while students with a more favorable attitude towards it tend to do so. The 

individual factors specified above interact with each other and with other factors in 

determining the ways the students use feedback and the profiles have given us a picture 

of this interaction.They led to a more in-depth understanding of the issues that might 

influence error correction. 

DISCUSSION 

The data from the three papers showed that only some students made grammatical 

changes in accordance with the feedback they received. If we depended only on numbers 

in interpreting the results, the data might have led us to rush to a conclusion that grammar 

feedback is not effective. However, the qualitative data (the interviews and the journals) 

gave a different pictiure. Many factors played a role in the students' use of the feedback. 

The students' social and educational background, their perception of feedback, their 

motivation, their writing and revising processes and the way the feedback was provided 
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determined when and how the students used grammar feedback. The students' profiles 

and interviews indicated that grammar feedback is important in drawing the students' 

attention to their mistakes and in raising their awareness of these mistakes. .Moreover, the 

mode of feedback affected the interaction among the members of the class more than the 

use of feedback. Students had difficulties interacting on POLIS, which they did not like. 

They preferred e-mail. Students had more favorable attitudes towards e-mail than towards 

POLIS. Each one of these issues will be discussed in depth 

in the rest of this chapter. 

Error Feedback in the Written Mode 

Factors Affecting the Use of Error Feedback 

Many factors influenced how the students used grammar feedback: the students' 

background, their perception, their revision processes, the way the feedback was 

administered as well as other factors. Many times these factors interacted to bring about 

the use or the non-use of grammar feedback. In addition to the issues that emerged from 

the profiles and that might affect error correction (motivation, educational background 

and experiences, social experiences), several other issues played a role in the process of 

applying grammar feedback in revising the papers. These issues were the students' 

perception, their awareness of their errors and the teacher's comments, as well as the way 

of administering the feedback. 



154 

Student Perception 

The data in this study suggest that the students' perception of grammar feedback and their 

conceptualization of writing played an important role in the use of the teachers' 

comments for error correction. In one group, the students perceived themselves as good 

writers and believed that their grammatical mistakes were not important. S1 and S2 best 

represented this group. SI, whose mistakes mainly lied in commas, described himself as 

"a good writer" (Journal 2, 1/25/2001). To him "grammar classes were dull" and "year 

after year hearing about past, present, participle and whatever other tenses. None of it 

stuck" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). S1 thought that "What you do is to hear something and 

know it is wrong. You get like an instinct for grammar" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001). This 

belief indicated that S1 might not care a lot about the teacher's grammar feedback and 

that he might not work on it if given to him. His idea that he knows "how to phrase stuff 

so that it sounds okay. It sounds logical" (Interview 3,4/29/2001) meant that his 

grammatical problems, "commas, semi-colons, colons" (E-mail Interview 2.4/17/2001) 

do not hamper the logic of his writing. Thus, it was not important to address them. 

Actually, SI stressed that "the message is the important" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/5/2001) 

factor in writing. Although he mentioned that structure is important, to him, as long as the 

message is understood, it did not matter whether one has grammar mistakes or not. This 

attitude towards grammar affected S1 's motivation to work on grammar feedback. He 

read the feedback given to him about punctuation, but he did not want to work on it 

because it would take him time to look for the highlighted instances and correct them. 
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S2 shared Si's views that grammar feedback is not important, but she held a more 

positive attitude towards it. She did not "look for grammar feedback particularly, but (she 

thought) it would help" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). S2 depended on herself in grammar 

editing and as she "(went) through the paper she (saw) whether it sounds okay" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). Thus, "if the teacher (did) not give (her) feedback on that, that's 

fine with (her), but if the teacher (did), that's better" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). This 

might explain why S2 used the grammar feedback she received on Paper 2, while SI did 

not. 

Another group of students perceived grammar to be very important. This group's belief 

constituted one of the factors that determined how they wrote and how they looked at 

grammar feedback. S8 was one of this group. In S8's own words: "I don't want to write 

longer because if I write longer I would do more grammar mistakes" (Interview 3, 

5/5/2001). S4, also, thought of grammar feedback positively. Although to him. grammar 

was boring, he held a favorable attitude towards grammar feedback. He said: "I see 

something that attracts me to grammar feedback, like the way that I am seeing now. but 1 

thought that by proofreading it myself, it doesn't help because it might sound good" 

(Interview 3, 5/6/2001). S4 illustrated his point with the following mistake fi-om his first 

paper: "even with all this terrible things happening around" and he explained it as 

follows: 

I don't see the mistake that this is a mistake although I proof reads 8-10 times. So 

if I know that there is a grammar mistake and how to figure it out, that would help 
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me. I get more interested into it. So I don't see that its boring because it will help 

me to make a better writing. I see how can I apply it so I know where the mistake 

was. (Interview 3, 5/6/2001) 

When asked about the reasons for his interest in grammar feedback, S4 said: "Well I 

know the rule because this means only one thing while these is a plural. You made me 

think of where the mistake was. I enjoy the work that make me think" (Interview 3, 

5/6/2001). 

S6 also looked at grammar as an important element in writing. According to her, 

"sometimes even though the paper or the contents are good, if you make a lot of grammar 

mistakes it does not sound as good as it should be. So I think the feedback on grammar is 

very important" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). S6 added that although she might know the 

grammar rules, she still (made) mistakes. Thus, she emphasized that grammar feedback 

would help her notice the mistakes, correct them and avoid making them in the future. 

The students' perception, then, played an important role in whether they used the 

feedback to make grammatical changes, or not. However, it was not the only factor 

because some students who thought of grammar feedback as important did not use it. 

Disagreeing with the Feedback 

The students' stances regarding the feedback they received was another factor that 

affected the way they made the changes, or whether they made these changes at all. Some 
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students disagreed with my suggestions for changes, so they either ignored them or they 

made them the way they saw fit. I suggested that SI combine the following two sentences 

in his first paper: "She dissects and analyses her language so that we the readers could 

better appreciate what its like to be a Chicano and how the languages are blended 

together. She describes the social interaction and the attitudes of the Chicano." SI 

"thought about it but (he) really (didn't) like big sentences, because it really bore the 

reader if it (was) a long sentence talking about the same thing" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001). 

Consequently, he "fi.xed that by adding "Then," and "finally," to the two sentences" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). 

S8 offered another example of an instance where a student rejected the teacher's 

suggestion. The sentence below, taken from S8's Paper 2, contained a prepositional 

phrase incompatible with the rest of the sentence. (My comment was inserted in 

parentheses): "Therefore, in the view point of passenger, other drivers and pedestrians. 

(S8, the bold part of the sentence does not go well with the rest of it. You talk about 

passengers, drivers and pedestrians in the first part, while in the rest of it. you talk about 

your opinion. I think you should stick with your opinion). I strongly opposed talking on 

the phone while driving and I believe the whole world should ban this. S8 changed it in 

the following way: "in the view point of passenger, other drivers and pedestrians, I 

believe the whole world should ban this type of behavior." When I asked S8 how she 

understood my comment, she clarified her intention as follows: "I shall say, for the 

passengers, drivers and pedestrians, cell-phoning while driving is dangerous" (Interview 
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3, 5/5/2001). This clarification revealed that S8 wanted to mention "the passengers, 

drivers and pedestrians" in her sentence. Thus, my suggestion does not meet her intention 

because my understanding of what she meant was not accurate. S8 wanted to change her 

sentence but not as suggested, and this is why she wrote it the way she did. 

S2 presented a third case where my suggestion was not accepted. In Paper 2, S2 wrote: 

"Being from Singapore, incidents involving guns were never an occurrence due to the 

strict law that bans citizens from owning or purchasing a gun." My suggestion was as 

follows: 

"(S2, when you start saying "being from Singapore", you need to have yourself as the 

subject in the sentence. You can say. "I have rarely seen or known about incidents 

involving guns.")" 

The sentence was changed in the following way: "As I am from Singapore, incidents 

involving guns were never an occurrence due to the strict law that bans citizens from 

owning or purchasing a gun." The reasons for changing it this way and not in accordance 

with my suggestion were stated as follows: "I think because maybe its just you suggested 

'I have rarely seen or known about incidents involving guns'. And may be I wasn't sure 

how I would incorporate the strict law and that I was from Singapore in one sentence, in a 

nice, flowing, sounding sentence. So, that's why I think I changed it the way it is" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). 
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The students' handling of feedback they did not agree with sheds some light on the social 

process embodied in giving and receiving feedback. In some cases, students' meaning in 

using a certain form differed from the teachers' understanding of it. The teachers' 

feedback, in this case, might not fit the students' intentions and thus the students might 

either ignore this feedback or make changes that they think are appropriate for what they 

want to say. This might explain some instances where students do not use the teachers' 

feedback. It also might e.xplain some incorrect changes that the students made . 

Moreover, students might misunderstand the teachers' intent or suggestions. 

Consequently, their changes might be inappropriate. 

Student Awareness of Their Errors and of Teacher Comments 

A few students. SI and S3 in particular, did not change some of their mistakes as 

suggested in the feedback because they either were not aware of the correction or did not 

recognize the source of the mistake. In Si's case, for instance, the feedback helped him in 

some aspects. It helped him "go over stuff", but he added: "I just didn't see exactly what 

was wrong. You need to like slow down and see what is wrong but I didn't slow down" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). SI. then, was aware of the corrections, but in some cases, he 

did not recognize what was wrong. His reasoning that he "did not slow down" meant that 

in his revision processes, he did not focus on grammar, and consequently he could not see 

the sources for some of his mistakes. His answers to some questions in the face-to-face 

interview supported his analysis. I showed him the following sentence from his first 

paper, where he received grammar feedback: "Anzcaldua uses a very interesting strategy. 
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through this excerpt, she makes creating a new language by mixing two others sound 

perfectly reasonable by downplaying the ramifications and the cost of approving such a 

language," and I asked what is wrong with it. He said "may be it's just a comma" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001), but it wasn't. Why did Si not change this sentence although he 

was given feedback on it? He explained the reasons in the following words: "I read it. It 

sounds perfectly good to me. I don't know why. I didn't see it as something I should 

change because it sounded fluent to me" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). When he read the 

sentence again, he said: "It sounds like long" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001), and he continued 

that he did not see it as long before. When I indicated to him that he had a wording 

problem in this sentence and that he used the word "by" twice, he said "I see your point 

now. Like I said, its fluent thinking" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). SI e.xplained that he 

focuses on ideas and he does not pay attention to grammar while reading. 

S3 shared S1 his views. In Paper 2, where he received grammar feedback, he used the 

expression "the use of it", illustrated in the sentence "They got a better view of the 

market, which gave them a better opportunity to control the use of it (its use)." My 

feedback was in the form of direct correction, shown in the brackets right after S3's form. 

S3 corrected many of these instances and missed some of them. He explained this saying: 

"Sometimes you just miss them" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001). Another instance of a direct 

correction which was put in brackets and which S3 did not see, was in the following 

sentence: "They now had (have) the control over both question (by controlling the use of 

it) and demand (by being the one and only distributor)." S3 thought that he changed it. 
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but when he read it in his final draft, he not only discovered that it was not changed, but 

that he had the same mistake as before. S3 attributed that to his revision process. He said 

that during his revision, he was reading fast and that he skipped some of his mistakes. It 

is worth noting that S3 coaected some of his mistakes in Paper 2, in accordance with the 

feedback. S3's and SI's explanations of the reasons for not correcting some of their 

mistakes showed that some students miss some corrections because of the way they 

revise. They might be reading fast, so they would not stop to think about grammar 

feedback. They might see the highlighted error, but they might not understand why it is 

wrong, so they would not work on it. 

The Types of Feedback 

The type of feedback that was given to students seemed to affect how and to what degree 

they might use it. Different students had different preferences for feedback. Options like 

highlighting mistakes and asking students to correct them, giving end-note explanation of 

the mistakes and the rules, giving the correction or highlighting the mistakes and 

explaining the rules on the spot seemed to have different influences on student revisions. 

On Paper 1, feedback was given at the end. It consisted of an example of the error and an 

explanation of the rule. Instances of the explained errors were highlighted throughout the 

paper. The feedback started with the rhetorical issues and then moved to grammar. On 

Paper 2, feedback was given both in the paper and at the end. Tables 16 and 17 show the 

range of feedback that students got on Paper I. 
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Table 16: Examples of Grammar and Rhetorical Feedback on Paper 1 

Paper I 
Grammar feedback j 
SI ,  This  i s  a  very good draft .  I t  i s  fa ir ly  developed and the ideas  are  supported.  [  think you can t 'md other  
e.xamples for all the appeals the writer uses. It would be better to explain more how the strategies the writer I 
uses in her essay are weak. Good job. j 

I 
I 

There are some places where you can improve grammar. For instance, when the sentence begins with a 
prepositional phrase, we put a comma (,) after the phrase. In paragraph I. for instance, you have a ' 
sentenced that begins with (Through the story). You need a (,) after it. Look for similar patterns m your 
essay. | 

Another thing is that you can improve sentence combining in some places in your essay. Look at the 
underlined example in paragraph 1. 

Also, in some places, you have used two verbs, one after the other, in a simple one sentence. For e.xample. 
in paragraph 5. you use: "She makes creating". A verb cannot follow a verb in a sentence except if the 
other verb is used as a noun or if the first verb is an auxiliary verb like (is. have...). A verb also can follow 
another verb if the second one is in the infinitive, example: I want to drink. Look for similar patterns in 
your essay. 
S7. You have some good ideas, but you need to work more on it. The first paragraph does not give a clear 
thesis statement. It seems that you are not going to talk about the rhetorical strategies that the author uses 
in her argument. Please, reformulate your thesis statement and address the strategies that the writer uses in 
her article. 

Use plural. E.xample this two sentences should be these two sentences. i 
Subject verb agreement example the second paragraph. i 

Your third paragraph is very short. It does not have a clear topic sentence. Can you develop more points for | 
your discussion? ! 
S4 You start with a thesis statement, but then, you talk about one point in a little bit of details: the logical 
appeal. You talk about the ethical appeal in one or two sentences and you don't mention anything about the 
emotional appeals. Can you develop these ideas more? Can you give more examples, explanations and 
illustrations firom the te.xt? ; 
Do you want to specify the name of the article? 

Look for subject verb agreement. This is an example in paragraph I "does she wants". Look for long 
sentences, e.xample in paragraph 3, you say: 
The writer when using the ethical strategy appeal is not being reasonable although the author tries to use 
the logical appeals with definitions, analogies, comparisons, contrasts with examples, it is done in such a 
way that is not convincing and doesn't get the audience's attention in order to get it interested. 
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Table 17: Examples of only rhetorical feedback on Paper I 

SI 2. You show a good understanding of the essay. What we want you to talk about in this anicle is not the 
position of the author and whether you agree with her or not. We want to talk about whether her appeals are 
strong or weak. Could she convince the reader of her arguments through her appeals? For e.xample. in the 
last paragraph in your essay, you talked about the Spanish words that confuse you. This is a good relevant 
point to rhetorical analysis. The e.xample of the dentist you talk about in the first paragraph might ser\ e as a 
good argument for rhetorical analysis. You need to discuss how the e.\ample of the dentist relates to the 
different appeals the writer uses. Does it help in convincing people or is it a weak point in her argument? 
So. in your paper, you do not need to talk about the issue of having other languages in the United States but 
about how the author uses her points to convince the audience and whether she succeeds in using the 
ethical, emotional and logical appeals or not. Good luck. 
S2. In your first four paragraphs. I was not sure what you are going to talk about. 
In paragraph 5. you talk about one rhetorical strategy (the ethical appeal), but in the other paragraphs, you 
are analyzing the author's position. Remember, this is an essay about the different rhetorical appeals. You 
might want to clarify these appeals in the beginning of the article. May be you want to have a different 
thesis statement that talks about the appeals you want to discuss. In the three paragraphs that follow 
paragraph 5. you start to go in the right direction, talking about different rhetorical appeals. 

In paragraph 8, do you svant to talk more about the emotional appeals the witer uses? .Are these appeals 
strong? What other examples of these appeals can you find in the essay? Do you want to combme 
paragraphs 7 and 8? 

Your last paragraph is restating your analysis of the writer's position. You might want to revise it and write 
your conclusion about the different rhetorical appeals that you see effective or not effective in the essay. : 
SI3. you have good ideas, but you need to organize them differently. The first two 
paragraphs are very short and they do not include a thesis statement. In the third 
paragraph, you start talking about points related to a more general rhetorical point. Can i 
you define this point at the beginning of the paragraph? What kind of appeals do you 
illustrate in this paragraph? In paragraph 5, you have good points about the audience. In i 

your last paragraph, you talk about the writer not using logus in a good way. Can you | 
illustrate that? I 

The difference in the type of feedback given on both papers was not intentional. It was 

not designed originally in the study but it emerged from the students' early e-mail 

interviews. The e-mail interviews that I conducted after the students submitted their first 

paper provided me with input regarding the student reactions to this way of administering 

feedback. Many students talked about their preferences of feedback on the spot, right 

where the target of the feedback occurred. S2, for instance, preferred that "the teacher 

refers to specific areas of the essay" (E-mail Interview I, 2/9/2001). She would also like 



164 

the teacher to let her "know what's good" (E-mail Interview I, 2/9/2001). She added: 

"This feedback can help me work on more focused areas of the essay. Basically I have a 

clearer guideline on what I should do and that helps me a lot since I won't be a loss" (E-

mail Interview 2,4/6/2001). S2 thought that highlighting the mistakes might help. But 

she preferred an explanation of the mistake, not only highlighting it. She said that she 

might be able to "figure it out but it (would) take time" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001). while 

providing explanation "helped a lot" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). 

S6 raised the same point. The feedback on the first paper helped her, "However, it would 

have been better if you could point out specifically what part you didn't like and how 1 

could rewrite. I think if would be better if the feedback first tells us what specific part I 

should work on then give us the overall feeling about our essays" (E-mail Interview 1. 

2/12/2001). 

SI also exemplified the preference for what students called "more specific feedback". To 

him. the grammar feedback was very important but it had to be very specific. Like "This 

word is wrong. You need a comma here." You cannot say "Go throughout the essay and 

look for places where you need a comma" because the human mind is very lazy. If you 

are trying to go through a five-page paper word by word, sentence by sentence, you need 

time. You have to dedicate yourself (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). 

The feedback on the first paper referred to specific areas of the students' essays and gave 

them examples. However, it was given at the end of the paper and this was why students 
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thought of it as general. What was meant by specific was feedback on the spot. Thus. I 

provided them with this kind of feedback on Paper 2. Tables 18 and 19 show e.xamples of 

this feedback. 

Table 18 Examples of Grammatical and Rhetorical Feedback on Paper 2 

Type of feedback E.xamples 
Feedback inserted 
between 
paragraphs 

Abstract: 
This essay includes deals with the problem of illegal or sometimes even legal market 
of tortures' items. Almost all the major country are facing the problem and most of 
the time people don't realize the importance of the issue. The thesis try to show that a 
lot of society don't respect the human right even when most of them are considered 
as advanced and modems. 
S10. from your abstract. I did not understand your point. It is not clear what kind of 
torture you are talking about. Moreover. I do not know what you are argumg for or 
against. Remember that this is an argumentative essay and you need to argue for or 
against something. 

Feedback inserted 
in the sentence 

Torture is still today, a means of control and repression used by many Country 
(plural), but it's also a trade. It takes part m particular various (These two adjectives i 
have contradictory meanings and cannot be used together) countries which however i 
condemn otTicially any processing (What do you mean?) inhuman or degrading. 

Direct correction "The term " torture " indicates any act by which a pain or sufferings acute, physical 
or mental, is intentionally inflicted to (on) a person (...). 

Mistakes 
highlighted and 
rules given on the 
spot 

No exceptional circumstance, whatever it is (...) cannot (double negatives become 
positive. Use only one negation) be called upon to justify tortiure". 

Directive feedback It is quite impossible to expect guns to be banned totally as (You do not need "as") 
since so many people ahready have guns in their possession, many will argue that 
they need to have the option to defend themselves from those that already own guns. 

Rhetorical 
feedback given to 
the grammar group 

(S2. you start you essay with a very good introduction. You have a very strong and 
clear thesis statement, but 1 think you need to include the points you discuss in the 
essay in this thesis statement. For example, you can add that point about people's 
right which you discuss later) 

End feedback I. S2, This is a very good paper. You need to make some of your points clearer and 
include them in your thesis. Very good. 

Coding Any action taken to create or destroy human beings based on their genetic qualities 
their intrinsic value, (incomplete sentence) 
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Table 19: Examples of Rhetorical Feedback on Paper 2 

Type of feedback Examples 
Comment inserted 
in the sentence 

In my opinion I didn't see anything "extraordinary" about it. in fact, it looked rather 
pathetic (Why pathetic? Can you explain more?). 

Long comment 
after a sentence 

[ could not go to bathroom nor go to bed. This is a strong example, but you can 
find more relevant examples to your argument. You are arguing against blood 
transfusion because it might transfer diseases and not because you are afraid of it. 
more relevant example might be about someone who got aids because of blood 
transfusion or anything else. Think of an example that supports your pomt.) 
Sometimes when I go to hospital and see people transftising blood in their vein, this 
pictures me the movie Dracula. 

Comment after a 
paragraph 

Honestly I really don't know the difference between consuming blood from mouth or 
from vein. I would think needle as sharp fang of Oracw/a. 1 am strongly against 
blood transfusion. (Develop your introduction more. For instance, you can talk about 
the reasons for blood transfusion and the dangers involved. You can provide other 
examples, more relevant ones) 

Indirect comment If soldiers don't want to die. why would say that they rather die in the honor of their 
country? (How is this question related to your argument?) 

Direct comment even though the patient suffered severe blood loss. When the bomb detonated. (It is 
better to introduce the speaker here or to talk a linle bit about the story aud say how u 
supports your argument) 

Explanation 
followed by a 
question 

He was flown by helicopter to a hospital, (some details in this story are not 
necessary. Can you end the paragraph by relating the story to your argument?) 

End comment S6. you started your essay talking about laws for car insurance and I thought you will 
talk more about these laws. Thetu you shifted to talk about alcohol. Are the two 
related? If yes. clarify this relationship. If they are not. you need to focus on one of 
the topics. Moreover, in most of your essay, you only give information. You do not 
make your voice clear. You do not give your opinion. I did not know what you are 
arguing for or against. I think you need to clarify your argument much more and 
relate the infortnation you give to this argument. In addition. I did not see your thesis 
statement. Once you clarify you point, make your thesis clear also. 
Good luck. 

The students liked the feedback on Paper 2 more that than on Paper 1. S2 affirmed that 

the feedback on Paper 2 was more help fill to her than that on Paper 1 because "it focused 

more on the individual paragraphs" (E-mail Interview 2,4/6/2001). She illustrated this by 

saying: "For example, how I should clarify my point in the beginning of the paragraph or 
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when I should add on more of my own opinion" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/6/2001). S6 

compared the feedback she received on both Paper 1 and Paper 2 as follows: "The 

feedback that you gave on my persuasive rough draft was much better than the one that 

on the analysis essay. It indicated the specific place where 1 had a problem and it gave the 

instruction about how I could revise it" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/13/2001. 

Si also compared the feedback on the two papers, saying that it was more specific on the 

second one. To him, the feedback on Paper 2 "addressed the specific problems and 

triumphs in my piece. It helped me to see the mistakes and the good points in my essay so 

I can better them and imitate the good points" (E-mail Interview 2. 4/17/2001). In his 

discussion of the feedback, he brought up an important point: positive feedback. He said: 

"the feedback has allot of positive things in it. This helps me realize what my strong 

points are and provides examples on how to strengthen my writing" (E-mail Interview 2, 

4/17/2001). However, S1 pointed out that he expected more detailed end comment in 

addition to the on the spot comments. Although he thought the feedback on Paper 2 "was 

more helpful" than that on the first paper, "it would be nice to have a commentary at the 

end by the reader telling me what he thought of it as a whole piece and how I can fix it as 

a whole" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/17/2001). 

S3 agreed with SI that giving positive feedback besides criticism was helpful, and he 

recognized this aspect in the feedback on Paper 1. He believed that this feedback •^vas 

pretty helpful", because it "raised both positive and negative aspects of my paper, which I 
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think is really good" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/4/2001). Although S3 talked more positively 

about the feedback on Paper 1, he thought that it was more specific in Paper 2. The 

feedback on Paper 1 "explained everything really good. By asking me a question I kind 

of had to think about my paper" (E-mail Interview 2, 4/4/2001). However, S3 thought he 

was helped more by "the feedback (he) got on the persuasive essay, because it was more 

specific and there were corrections in (his) spelling and grammatics" (E-mail Interview 2. 

4/4/2001). 

The students' reactions to the types of feedback they got suggested that the way the 

teachers' comments were improvised affected their use of this comments. It might be one 

of the explanations for the difference in the students' implementation of the feedback in 

the different papers they wrote. It might be that end comments alone might not be helpful 

to some students no matter how specific they are. Tables 16 and 17 made it clear that the 

feedback on Paper 1 was very specific. It provided the students with references to 

specific places where they should make the changes. It explained the grammatical rules in 

detail and it gave them examples from their papers. Instances of their mistakes were 

highlighted throughout their papers. However, students thought that on-the-spot feedback 

was more helpful. Some of them wanted end comments in addition to on-the-spot 

comments, and most of them valued the positive feedback they received. The students 

then might have made more corrections in Paper I if they had been provided with on-the-

spot feedback. 
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The Importance of Grammar Feedback 

Exploring the reasons for the students' different use of feedback (the use or non-use of it) 

does not at all mean that grammar feedback was not helpful to them. In addition to the 

fact that some students did correct some of their grammatical errors after they received 

feedback, the feedback served two purposes: It drew the students' attention to their 

mistakes and it raised their awareness of these mistakes. The students' reactions to their 

mistakes in the interviews supported this point. 

Drawing Student Attention 

Studying the students' writing and revision processes and the place they have for 

grammar in these processes shed light on the importance of grammar feedback to them. It 

showed that grammar feedback draws the students' attention to their errors. It seemed 

that many participants did not revise specifically for grammar. However, they differed in 

the degree with which they address grammar issues in their writing, and in the way with 

which they address them. Some students had very little place for grammar revision within 

their writing process. SI exemplified this group. He specified the steps he goes through 

when writing as follows: He first identifies the topic of the paper and the required genre. 

In S I's own words: "Once I get the purpose of the essay into my mind, I start messing 

with the topic sentences and thesis statements" (E-mail Interview 1, 2/5/2001). Taking 

the size of the paper into consideration, SI would narrow down his topic into points and 

would "try to put them into the thesis statement" (Interview 3,4/29/2001). SI added: 
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Once I put them into the thesis statement, write the thesis statement down, write the 

supporting information and then I move into the body paragraphs. And then, when I 

get to the conclusion, I re-read what I wrote. Get a general idea of what I wrote 

down, and write a conclusion based on that. At the end, I try to look for something 

that gets the reader's attention, usually, the last line that leaves you thinking, and I 

just add the last line and that's it. (Interview 3, 4/29/2001) 

Once the paper is written, S1 said that he would not change the organization, but he 

might add some ideas because "you see holes in the support, supporting information" 

(Interview 3. 4/29/2001). What SI said showed that during his writing process, he gets 

busy planning and developing his ideas, and when he revises he does so with this focus in 

mind. Grammar had little room in his process. Even though S1 revised several times, he 

still did not change his grammatical mistakes. He explained that saying: 

Because 1 don't. I really don't see it. Because when its your own writing, your used 

to it. The ideas you put on the paper are exactly how you think. So its like a perfect 

match. When you look at another's person's writing, things are not the same. You 

the reader are trying into the writer's head. So you analyze more to understand 

everything, so you slow down. WTiile when its your own thinking, you already have 

it in print. You are just re-reading it. .A.nd you don't really see details. I know [ am 

not good in the comma stuff Sometimes its just that I don't see it. through like, 

essays, I am so busy writing that I don't really look at, well, ere where I stop in 

speech. I am just like writing what is coming to my mind. Then, I revise it and it 

sounds good. It sounds like the way you would speak. That's where I get stuck. 
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Feedback is very important to me because of that, because I don't see them, and 

when somebody else sees them, I am like, "oh okay, here is what happened to the 

sentence and I put it in and its good." I really, really, need feedback. (Interview 3, 

4/29/2001) 

If these were SI's ideas about grammar feedback, why did he not make the changes when 

he was given feedback? We have seen before that the feedback that he looked for was 

direct correction and not an indication of the mistakes. Moreover, S1 recognized 

grammar revision as a process by itself that should be carried out independently of 

revision for ideas and other rhetorical issues. This process, which he does not go through 

as his description of his writing strategies shows, might be triggered through feedback. 

The following suggestions by SI supported this e.xplanation: 

A good idea would be to like, after you're done, print it out to revise it. read it aloud. 

Read it aloud because that makes you slow down. Because if you are reading it in 

your head, its like fast. While if you are reading it aloud, you have to slow down, 

pronounce the words right. And tell somebody like really, really, read the words. 

Because if they slow down and read word for word, you not only get spelling 

mistakes, but grammar mistakes as well. (Interview 3, 4/29/2001) 

Feedback might help SI to include grammar in his revision process. It might help him 

slow down and read for grammar. 

Other students' descriptions of their writing processes supported the idea that feedback 

might play an important role in drawing their attention to their mistakes. S2 was one of 
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these students. She read "the whole thing to see the paragraphs are organized and 

coherent and that the transition flows" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). At the same time, she 

"check(ed) for mistakes" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). She said: "After I get feedback, I 

change accordingly" (Interview 3,4/29/2001). S2 did not receive grammar feedback on 

her first paper, but she said she read it three times. She described the mistake of adding a 

preposition and a determiner in the following sentence as being a "typo"; 

"Another way she uses the emotional appeal is in the when she uses Spanish sayings." S2 

was surprised that she made this mistake. She said that she might have added this 

sentence when she was revising, and when she did the last reading, she missed it. Yet. S2 

made other mistakes that she could not recognize as mistakes. For instance, in the 

following sentence, she used two prepositions to refer to the same object: 

"This would be considered a form of emotional appeal to the audience for whom she is 

writing for." When I explained the mistake to her, S2 reacted: "oh yah, yah, yah" 

(Interview 3,4/29/2001). She thought that pointing out this mistake to her would help. 

S2's explanation of another mistake in the same paper indicated that even if she knows a 

certain grammatical rule, she might not recognize a mistake. She made a subject-verb 

agreement mistake and a subject omission in the following sentence: 

"These are facts, and thus becomes a logical appeal." When she read the sentence, she 

immediately corrected it as follows: "These are facts, and thus it becomes a logical 

appeal" (Interview 3,4/29/2001). I tried to elicit S2's intention behind the sentence, 

drawing her attention to her mistake. The following conversation showed that she could 

not notice it, even though she knew the rule: 
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S2: May be I should have used "therefore". "It becomes" Now I see the problem. 

Here I am saying that, since these are facts, it is a logical appeal. 

Nizar: So the logical appeal becomes. 

S2: No, the facts. 

Nizar: The facts becomes. 

S2: ....! 

Nizar; The facts becomes or become? 

S2; Ah, Oh, okay, I see now. Become. (Interview 3, 4/29/2001) 

S2 knew that it is "the plural thing", but she did not notice her mistake "because of the 

way it sounds. "These are facts. And thus it becomes a logical appeal. Its not a big deal" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). S2 wrote two drafts of Paper 2 before she got grammar 

feedback on the third one. She used the word "as" inappropriately in her first draft and 

she did not correct it until she got the feedback on her third draft. The sentence was: "It is 

quite impossible to expect guns to be banned totally as since so many people already 

have guns in their possession, many will argue that they need to have the option to defend 

themselves from those that already own guns." 

S2's reaction to this was: "I do know that. I think there is stuff I write while I type 

probably waiting to figure out my next line or my next word" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001), 

but S2 did not recognize it when she revised her first draft. 
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Other students gave different accounts of their writing and revising processes. However, 

they talked about being unaware of their grammatical errors without feedback. S7, for 

instance, offered the following description: "When I write, I think very much. I think 

very long, very quiet before I type my paper on the computer. When I write one sentence, 

I look over it. I type another sentence and I read over for structure" (Interview 3, 

5/5/2001). After this cumbersome process of writing, S7 would read his paper only once, 

and he would do so for the following reasons: "If you read essay, you need to understand 

and follow. That's the reason I read. Most of the time, I read for that reason and not for 

grammar" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). It was interesting that S7's description of his process 

showed that he is predominantly occupied with sentence structure when he writes, but 

when he reads his paper for revision, he does not revise for grammar. One reason for that 

might be because of his focus on the sentence level during his writing process, he thinks 

that his end product has the perfect structure. Another reason might be that when he 

reads, he looks for rhetorical issues. The two reasons are not mutually e.\clusive and both 

of them might cause S7 to read the way he does. Actually, when asked whether he looks 

for grammatical problems when he revises, he said: "I do but most of the time I don't 

catch my grammar. When I read my grammar I think it right" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). 

S8 also would focus on the sentence level when writing. She would read "the sentence 

again and again until (she) feel(s) its good" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). This e.xhaustive 

process and painstaking effort to make the sentence grammatically correct during the 

writing process might make it hard to look for granimar again. It might make it difficult 
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to catch one's errors. S8 illustrated this concept in a group interview that included S7. 

She explained why S7 did not correct the mistake that occurred in the sentence: "This 

two sentences caused me a lot of anger". Her explanation was: "Then you read your 

passage again, so you just read for yourself. For example. So when you read it, it seem 

that you are talking about these. So in your mind you think its good, the sentence is good, 

so its alright. Its hard to look at grammar sentence by sentence" (Interview 3. 5/5/2001). 

Some students had a larger place for grammar in their revision processes than SI, S8 and 

S7. S4 presented an example of this group. Although he would look for the flow of ideas 

when he reads, he might catch a lot of grammatical errors. In his own words: "It has to 

be like a dance, a continuous movement, and to keep my ideas clear so that the person 

who is reading can understand what I am trying to say or my idea. Also what I look is not 

to repeat words and into structures, into grammatical structures to see how it sounds" 

(Interview 3, 5/6/2001). 

S4 said that he also looks for grammar mistakes when he reads for rhetorical issues. He 

pointed out that "Grammar is not like the direct object, the indirect object. Its more like 

how it sounds. It the feeling you get. Its like an intuition" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). This 

intuition sometimes might cause S4 not to recognize his grammatical mistakes because 

whatever he reads sounds correct to him. He was shown one of his mistakes from Paper 

2, on which he did not received grammar feedback. The mistake was; "me name is." he 

insisted that it was "my name." He did not recognize it until he re read it several times. 

Because "me" in Spanish is the same as "my", this might be a transfer error. But S4 went 
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through the same process when he was shown another mistake from the same paper that 

he did not correct. He read the sentence "Even with all this terrible things happening" 

several times until he noticed that "this" should be "these". He explained this as follows 

It seems like I read it and it sounds good, but I don't see the mistake. I know it 

should be these. "Even with all this terrible things happening" I read it and it 

sounds good, so I just keep going because it sounds good. I read it probably fast 

and I missed it. What I will start doing is getting somebody else to do the 

proofreading. (Interview 3, 5/6/2001) 

Feedback was important for students like S4 because it drew their attention to their 

mistakes. This feedback seemed to play an important role in S4's revision processes, 

where he said: "Yes I read it and re-read it and re-read it and try to find out a better way. 

Usually I start catching up a lot of things in accordance with the feedback" (Interview 3. 

5/6/2001). 

S3 also described his writing process. He liked "to sit down and write the whole paper at 

once" (Interview 3. 4/28/2001). According to him, everything would come out once he 

starts writing. He commented that "When you get like, like thread in your head or just a 

zone, and you just write" (Interview 3,4/28/2001). He stated that he establishes a 

distance before he starts revising. He reads his paper " after a day or two days" (Interview 

3, 4/28/2001). In this revision process, S3 thinks about what he '^vas trying to say and if 

that came out really good" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001), and he makes changes if he thinks 

them needed. This focus on the message was emphasized in how S3 perceives the 
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teacher's feedback. He insisted that "As long as the feedback is on the writing and not on 

changing the point the writer is trying to make, then its okay" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001). 

He would keep his message as it is. During this process, S3 would look for grammar 

mistakes, but for him, grammar revision was not as important as revision for ideas. He 

said: "Of course I look for grammar and spelling. Most important I look for my 

statement. I think its important to write grammatically correct. The spelling has to be 

correct. Of course I try to do as well as I can. So if I see one, 1 will change it" (Inter\iew 

3,4/28/2001). However, to S3: "Most of the time, I don't see, 1 don't recognize my 

mistakes, so I can't change it" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001). Actually, when S3 was asked 

what was most helpful in the feedback on Paper 2, he said: "grammatical corrections" 

(E-mail Interview 2, 4/4/2001). 

The students' accounts of their writing and revision processes suggests that giving 

grammar feedback plays an important role in revising. It alerts them to errors that they 

otherwise do not see. Their occupation with rhetorical problems distracts them from 

paying attention to grammar. Even those students who are preoccupied with grammar 

during their writing process find it necessary to get grammar feedback. Their 

preoccupation with the sentence structure during their writing processes makes it hard for 

them to catch their errors. Consequently, grammar feedback is important to them. 
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fRaising Student Awareness 

The importance of grammar feedback does not lie only in that it draws the students' 

attention to their errors, but also raises their awareness of these errors. The interv iews 

support this idea. S6, for instance, "(knows) all the grammar, but just when (she) write(s). 

its hard to catch all the mistakes that (she) make(s)" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). S6 believes 

that receiving grammar feedback helps her in catching these mistakes, and she describes 

this process as follows: *'Okay. I will start thinking that this is wrong and I should stop it. 

If I notice the grammar mistakes on the other paper, I will not make the same mistake 

because I learn" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). S3 agrees with S6 saying: "Sometimes I do 

recognize some of the grammar mistakes, but usually someone has to point it out to me 

and then I say: 'Oh okay, it is that way'. Then in the next paper I will change it. I try to 

learn from it because its important to write grammatically correct" (Interview 3. 

4/28/2001). 

Moreover, the students' reflections on some of their mistakes gave more evidence that 

feedback raises the students' consciousness of their mistakes. S6 wrote a lot of short 

sentences in Paper 2, repeating the word "alcohol" many times. She said that without the 

feedback she received, she wouldn't have noticed it. I suggested that she combine some 

of the sentences and eliminate some repetition. Although S6 combined only few 

sentences, she said that the feedback drew her attention to this strategy. She added that 

she will use it more often in the future. S3 provided another instance of consciousness 
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raising. He was shown the following sentence, with my feedback inserted in parenthesis 

inside the sentence: 

"The Dutch government designed a policy to destroy the distributors, the dealers, not by 

putting them in jail, but by simply take (the verb "take" should be "taking" because it 

should have a parallel structure with the verb "putting") away their job." 

S3 corrected the mistake as suggested in the feedback and he commented that he did not 

know the rule before. The feedback made him understand it. 

Other students also articulated the importance of feedback in raising their consciousness 

level. S7 was shown some of the mistakes on his first paper, where he received grammar 

feedback. One of these examples was: "Anzaldua's essay is very interesting and related 

those kind of issues". S7 reacted to this sentence saying: "It does not make sense to me" 

(Interview 3, 4/30/2001). A stronger illustration of the role of feedback in awareness 

raising was given when S7 was shown the following sentence; "1 was reading part when 

American teacher talks to Gloria saying". When S7 was asked to identify the mistake, he 

immediately gave the following correction: "I was reading the parts" (Interview 3, 

4/30/2001)? The explanation for this correction was best given in S7's words; "I know 

my biggest problem is using "a" and "the" in front of words. We have no determiners in 

our language. In other classes, in general I get "A" on papers but I have problem in 

writing "a" and "the". Teachers always tell me about that" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). The 

teachers' feedback, then, made it more likely for S7 to identify the missing determiners 

and add them, although he sometimes does not "know where to put them" (Interview 3, 
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5/5/2001). He also identified another problem: "My problem is plural and singular. I 

should say "these" I say "this"" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). When S7 was shown the 

sentence: "this two sentences caused me a lot of anger", he noticed that "this" should be 

"these". When asked why he did not change, S7 said: "You gave me feedback that you 

have to use plural and things like that. But this is my habit. I grow long time like that. For 

example, you tell me "this two sentences" should be "these two sentences", but this 

doesn't change my grammar in once. Of course I will make less mistakes" (Interview 3, 

5/5/2001). 

S2 was not given grammar feedback on her first paper. In the interview. I showed her 

some of the mistakes she had made. She corrected them just by drawing her attention to 

them. The sentence: ".Another appeal that .A.nzaldua uses is ethical appeal. Ethical appeal 

or ethos has a lot to do with credibility" is missing the determiner "the". When S2 saw it. 

she gave the following correction: "Maybe I could have said: Another appeal that 

Anzaldua uses is the ethical appeal" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). S2 explained her correction 

saying: "I thought of it because I was reading it in my head and I figured out I have to use 

"the' because I am referring to a specific thing. Right" (Interview 3,4/29/2001)? S2 noted 

that feedback is important in pointing out the mistakes and that she will change 

eventually. 

S4 received grammar feedback on his first paper, but he said he did not make the 

corrections because he did not proof read it as much as he should have. In the interview. 
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he noticed the problems in some of the highlighted sentences. When reading the 

sentence: "In this article the writer, Gloria Anzaldua is relating part of her experience 

being a Spanish speaking person and living in USA.", he noticed the wording problem in 

it and he rephrased it as follows: "Is relating, is relating a, I would rephrase it. Is relating 

her experience. Anzaldua, being a Spanish speaking person living in U.S.A, relates part 

of her experience" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). I emphasized to him the word "part" to draw 

his attention to the missing article, and he reacted as follows: "Well, its not her full 

experience. It's a part of her e.xperience" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). He added that he makes 

these mistakes because in Spanish this article is not used. 

The second sentence that I showed to S4 was: "Part of her problems were trying to 

understand what other were" what others " saying and making her to be understood by 

others." S4's immediate reaction was: "I use a lot of passives, 'and making her to be 

understood by others.' Something is wrong here. It doesn't sound right" (Interview 3, 

5/6/2001). Then, he explained his intention as follows: "Okay, she had a language 

problem that some other people didn't understand what she was saying and she didn't 

understand what other people were saying to her. It was a communication problem 

basically. Yah, I don't know how to say it" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). 

The third sentence, "She clearly states her will in trying to create a new language.", that 

was shown to S4 included a pronoun with an unclear reference. When I asked S4 what 

was highlighted in the sentence, he reacted as follows: "She. Oh, Anzaldua" (Interview 3. 

5/6/2001). The fourth example "does she wants" included a subject verb agreement and 
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S4's reaction was: "Oh, 'does she want?' I know that is a mistake." (Interview 3, 

5/6/2001). 

The students' beliefs, their writing processes and their revision processes show that 

grammar feedback is needed to draw their attention to their grammatical problems. It 

raises their awareness of the feedback and it helps them notice their errors. The study also 

suggests that the students' individual differences (motivation, perception of writing and 

of grammar correction, writing processes as well as their revision processes) influence 

when and how they revise for grammar. These factors contribute to different conte.xts that 

might affect the learners' use of grammar feedback. The conte.xtual differences among 

different groups of students and different writing classes are enhanced by different 

instructional methods in these classes. .A.dd to that the use of technology, which also 

shapes these contexts. 

Feedback Through Different .VIodes: Computer Versus Written and Oral 

In addition to the effectiveness of grammar feedback in the written mode, the study 

addressed the mode of the feedback: written feedback versus computer feedback. Two 

computer options were used, a website designed by Southwestern University, called 

POLIS and e-mail. The students were asked to conduct peer editing on POLIS for the 

third paper. The teachers also commented on these papers. Throughout the semester, the 

students and the teachers were corresponding through e-mail to give and receive feedback 
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on different drafts of their papers. A comparison between the effectiveness of the 

computer mode versus the written mode of feedback on revision was not possible 

because the No-Computer Group did not submit their first drafts and did not receive 

comments. However, the study yielded interesting data regarding the interaction patterns 

on the two computer options used. The study showed negative results regarding the 

question of interaction patterns among students in the two computer options used and 

mixed results regarding their attitude towards them. A lot of the participants in the study 

thought that POLIS and e-mail are either ineffective or less effective than FFC. and only 

few participants talked about advantages of using these media for interaction. Interaction 

on POLIS rarely took place, and the teachers ended up giving feedback to the students 

who posted papers there. In fact, only four students posted their papers and none of their 

peers commented on these papers. In e-mail, although the interaction was better than in 

POLIS, the teachers initiated the interaction and the students functioned only as 

recipients of the teachers' feedback. These results could be accounted for by many 

factors, like the students' attitudes, the set up of POLIS, practical problems in the e-mail 

software, the different dynamics of interaction on POLIS and e-mail versus FFC, student 

habits and other factors. 

Student Attitudes Towards POLIS 

The students' attitudes towards POLIS played a role in determining the interaction 

patterns that took place on it. One group of students expressed a negative attitude towards 

using POLIS to interact with their peers in peer editing sessions. S8, for instance, did not 
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like to share her writing with other students, which was the reason for her dislike of 

CMC. She said: "I don't like it. Can I say I don't like it? I don't like other people to read 

it. [ don't like to show my paper to strangers" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). S7 agreed with SS 

saying: "I don't have confidence in myself And usually, I don't like other students 

criticizing my paper. 1 like the teacher to criticize it. Because teachers teach students. 

Asians are not used to group work" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). This group of students not 

only did not post their papers on POLIS, but also did not give their group members 

feedback. When asked why they did not do so, S7 said: "1 don't like this also. I don't 

think I am better than other people in the class. It's also related to modesty" (Interview 3, 

5/5/2001). S7's and S8's attitudes concern peer editing in general. However, this attitude 

became stronger when it came to CMC. Actually, both students seemed to function 

relatively well in FFC. They interacted with their peers in giving and getting feedback 

when working face-to-face. S7 said that he liked in-class group work, .•\lthough SS is 

more reserved than S7 regarding group work, she interacted with others in face-to-face 

group work much more than in POLIS and she started enjoying it towards the end of the 

semester. It seemed that the different dynamics of the two formats of conferencing. FFC 

versus CMC, affected the degree to which students interacted. In FFC. there are always 

the visual and verbal cues that help in setting up expectations, hi this format, students can 

express their need for more feedback in various ways. Moreover, in FFC, there is a higher 

chance of seeking clarification for misunderstandings because all parties involved have 

the product being discussed in front of them and they can refer to it in asking questions or 

in giving comments. In addition, if students type slowly, interaction might take longer in 
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CMC than in FFC. Some researchers claim that in CMC, students might feel more 

comfortable than in FFC. However, what the students in this study said indicate that this 

assumption might not hold for all students. Some students were not comfortable at all, 

which led to no communication in CMC. 

POLIS: A More Positive Attitude 

A few students held a more positive attitude towards CMC. S4 for instance, thought that 

"it is a good way in order to get feedback" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). He added that "The 

use of POLIS is excellent because it saves a lot of time. It saves traveling time in order to 

get an interview or things like that, and you go directly to the point" (Interx'iew 3. 

5/6/2001). Both S4 and SI recognized that POLIS had the capacity to be a chat room and 

that it could function as a tool for interaction. 

POLIS: Practical Problems 

Some students brought up some practical problems with CMC. S6, for instance, said: 

"Like if you want to talk on the internet, you have to find the time to go there and talk, 

and when I have a question, I need to send it back. And I need to wait for the reply. It just 

takes a long time. And in that time you could do a whole lot more" (Interview 3. 

4/30/2001). I pointed out to S6 that she could post her paper and do other things while 

waiting for the response. S6 agreed with that, but she said she fell disappointed when she 

went to the web page and found no response and this happened many times. S6's 

fhistration resulted fi-om the fact that she did not have direct interaction with people who 
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were supposed to give her feedback. The conditions or the environment of direct 

interaction necessitates immediate feedback, and participants do not need to check for a 

response several times. Actually, S6 said that she preferred FFC, where she did not have 

to wait for feedback and where "at least (she) could get a response" Whereas in POLIS. 

she "didn't get any" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). S2 shared with S6 the view that FFC is 

better. She said that in FFC, she could ask questions on the spot, while in CMC. "it took a 

little bit longer" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). What S6 and S2 said indicated that interaction 

was better in FFC than in CMC. S5 illustrated this point. When I gave feedback to S5 and 

his classmates on POLIS, 1 tried to make it as interactive as possible by asking the same 

kind of questions I usually ask in FFC. For e.xample, in S5's case, I highlighted certain 

parts of his paper and I asked him to tell me what he thought about them. S5 did not 

respond to me. When I asked him about the reasons, he said: "You asked me where is my 

weak point. I thought if you tell me this is your weak point and do it this way, I would 

change it "(Interview 3, 5/3/2001). S5 did not want to write back and forth about his 

paper. He wanted direct feedback. On the other hand, S5 used to interact very well when 

asked the same kinds of questions in FFC. This type of interaction happened with most of 

the students who posted their papers on POLIS. 

In addition, some students brought up organizational issues in POLIS. S4, for instance, 

pointed out the following problem: He said that he got my feedback on the paper he 

posted on POLIS a week after I posted it. One explanation might be that S4 did not look 

in the right place. Another is that the organization of POLIS was confusing. Actually, S4 
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explained his confusion. Although he thought that "in POLIS it is like a conference room, 

so you can interact with everybody. It's a chat room" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001), he stated 

"we are not using POLIS the correct way as we should use it like posting the papers in 

the right place. We are not following the structure that is already being made by POLIS 

to find things. We are putting the paper anywhere" (Interview 3, 5/6/2001). This 

comment by S4 indicated that the structure in POLIS might be unclear. Another student, 

SI, also talked about the same problem saying: "It's a good program except that you need 

someone to organize it. Say, put each essay heading and when you click on that it takes 

you to a whole page where you could put subtitles like thesis statement, and everybody 

could post their remarks. I just felt it's a little bit unorganized" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001). 

These remarks about organization were a h'ttle bit confusing because the page was 

organized the way SI suggested. There were different links for different topics on the 

main page. One was for the thesis statement. One was for the argumentative essay and 

one for the reflective essay. Each link takes the user to another page with other links. The 

reflective essay link takes the user to a page that has links with names of the students. 

Each student can go to his/her page and post his/her paper there. I actually posted my 

response to Si's paper on his page. It was titled: "Nizar's response to SI." It might be 

that the original set up of the page confused the students. S6's comment supported this 

explanation. She said that she "just couldn't find the button where (she) can put (her) 

essay" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). She asked her classmate, S2, who told her that "its 

somewhere around the top around the comer or something." S6 "pushed this button and it 
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did not work" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). She added that she went to the "reflective paper" 

page where she found the buttons "respond" and "expand". She pressed one of them and 

posted her paper there, but she found "S6's topic" on the main home page. "There was a 

lot of respond buttons" and S6 "did not know which one to click" (Interview 3. 

4/30/2001). S5 shared S6's views saying: "You have to click many times. It took me long 

to find the response" (Interview 3, 5/3/2001). One possibility to explain that might be that 

students needed more training. However, the students were using POLIS during the 

semester before they did the conference on POLIS for their third paper. In addition, 

students received several e-mail messages that gave directions on how to conduct the 

sessions. That reminded them that they needed to post their papers and give each other 

feedback using POLIS. It might be that students had these problems because they did not 

receive formal training. Also, there was no information on their familiarity with 

technology. For instance, we did not know whether students were familiar with using the 

web or not. 

Student Styles 

Another issue that was brought up by some students was that their mode of writing was 

not compatible with CMC. Some students did everything using handwriting before they 

entered their data into the computer. Those students might not be comfortable working 

directly on the computer. S5 offered an example of this group of students. He 

experienced frustration when using CMC because he needed to print out his peers' papers 

in order to give them feedback and he often wrote by hand, entering the data into the 
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computer only after he finished writing. He also needed to print out the feedback he 

received on the internet in order for him to be able to revise. Such groups of students 

might not like the computer mode in giving and getting feedback. .Although people are 

increasingly shifting to the computer mode of writing, there might still remain a group of 

students who favor the handwritten mode and who will use the computer merely for data 

entry. We certainly need to address the concerns of these students when designing our 

instruction. 

E-mail: More Favorable Attitudes? 

Another computer option that we might use in giving students feedback and in 

conferencing with them is e-mail. We assume that e-mail is very practical, and because of 

its daily use, we take for granted that there are no problems in using it. The students' 

interviews showed that most of them liked e-mail interaction better than POLIS. but they 

pointed out some issues that teachers need to pay attention to. S3, for instance, 

commented "I think if you put your opinion, like I say high Nizar. What do you think 

about my paper? You say, its good here. You need stronger thesis statement. This is 

good. But for more specific things inside the paper, it did not come out good" (Interview 

3, 4/28/2001). S3 explained that highlighted parts of his paper did not appear in the e-

mail and this is why "it was hard to read the comments and understand them" (Interview 

3, 4/28/2001). According to him, if it came out in the e-mail the way he saw it in a 

printed version "it would be perfect" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001). Moreover, S3 thought 

"feedback through e-mail was the same as the written feedback e.xcept that like we 
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noticed it is sometimes hard to read it" (Interview 3, 4/28/2001). The reason for this was 

that a lot of e-mail software changes the original format of the document, whether it is 

attached or pasted in the body of the message. Some students might not have the same 

software that the teacher uses for giving feedback, which creates an accessibility 

problem. S3 stated that "feedback verbally is better than e-mail" (Interview 3. 

4/28/2001). S6 agreed with S3 that feedback through e-mail is not different from written 

feedback and that "its better to talk with the teacher face to face because (she) might not 

understand some comments" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). 

Both S6 and S3 recognized that e-mail was a helpful tool of communication and that they 

could reply to a certain message with more clarification questions. However, while they 

preferred e-mail to POLIS, they insisted that FFC was better. S6 explained the reasons for 

that belief saying: "Because in a short time, you could clear up all the confusion" 

(Interview 3, 4/30/2001). While e-mail served as an effective way of sending and 

receiving the students' work, interaction was always initiated by the teachers. Actually, 

most students functioned only as recipients in e-mail feedback. Although they said that 

they might use e-mail to ask clarification questions regarding the teacher's feedback, 

none of them did so. All the students did was send their papers through e-mail and ask for 

feedback. Although some of them did not understand some of the teachers' comments, 

they did not respond with clarification questions. In FFC, though, the students always 

asked clarification questions. In addition, when students were asked to identify problems 

in certain parts of their papers through e-mail, they did not respond. However, they did 
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respond in FFC. Again, the dynamics of these different modes of interaction might affect 

how students perceive their role and how they use these modes. Other students had 

different reasons for not liking e-mail feedback. S7, for instance, explained: "E-mail 

feedback actually, to be honest with you, 1 don't like it. 1 like talking. Because, actually. 1 

don't like reading" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001). Yet, others, like S8, found it inconvenient, 

because they seldom checked their e-mail. S8 thought that even if she was asked to check 

it, she had to be asked for it "before hand every time" (Interview 3, 5/5/2001) she was 

sent something through it. 

Other students expressed a more positive stance towards e-mail. S2 mentioned that e-mail 

feedback "its good. Its very good" (Interview 3. 4/29/2001). She explained that "Its very 

helpful because you don't meet your teacher all the time" (Interview 3, 4/29/2001). She 

added: "You gave me feedback a couple of times, and I keep sending you different drafts 

of my paper. Rather than just one conference, you could have a lot of conferences" 

(Interview 3, 4/29/2001). S5 compared feedback through e-mail with POLIS. saying "I 

think by sending e-mail is more helpful because I check frequently, e-mail is easier to 

see" (Interview 3, 5/3/2001). S5's remarks as well as those of other students, indicated 

that some students might prefer the e-mail mode over the web mode in giving and getting 

feedback. 

The study showed that interaction was better in ETC than in both formats of CMC: 

POLIS and e-mail. The participants gave many reasons in explaining that. Moreover. 
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many participants said they prefer FFC over CMC in receiving and giving feedback. 

They also said they prefer e-mail over the web, but we should be cautious in interpreting 

these results. Students did not receive formal training and it is possible that such training 

might have changed their attitudes. 

SUMMARY 

The data presented in this chapter shed light on many important factors in both the types 

and the modes of feedback. Regarding the types of feedback, there were a lot of factors 

that influenced the students' use of error feedback combined with rhetorical feedback. 

The students' profiles showed that their educational and social backgrounds might 

account for differences in using the feedback. The students' conditions contributed to 

their level of motivation to use error feedback. The students with high motivation were 

more likely to use it than students who were less motivated. The students' perception of 

writing and of grammar, as well as the importance they placed on grammar, played a role 

in how they used error correction. Students who placed little importance on grammar 

feedback used it less than students who thought of it as important for their writing 

development. Moreover, due to the students' focus on rhetorical issues in their writing 

and revision processes, some error corrections escaped their attention. In addition, the 

way the feedback was given affected how students used it. Students did not like end 

feedback and they wanted to combine it with on-the-spot feedback. Actually, they used 

the feedback that was provided both as end and on-the-spot comments much more than 
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they used the end comments alone in their revision. Although the students did not make a 

lot of changes in accordance with the teachers' comments, error feedback played an 

important role in tvvo ways. First, it drew the students' attention to their errors. Second, 

they became more aware of these errors. In the interviews, many students corrected their 

errors just by pointing out the errors to them. 

Whether or not the mode of feedback (computer feedback versus written feedback) might 

affect error correction could not be determined because the No-Computer Group did not 

submit their first drafts. However, the study yielded interesting results regarding 

interaction on the web site. Many students had negative attitudes towards giving and 

receiving feedback on the web. Some students said that it is culturally not appropriate to 

share their papers with everybody by posting them on the web. Other students brought up 

practical problems with web use for feedback. Some of them said they became frustrated 

when they waited and did not receive comments from their peers. Some of them said that 

they were confused because they had to click many buttons. Others said that they use 

hand writing to complete any writing activity before entering it into the computer and 

because of that, they found it difficult to give feedback on the web. A few students liked 

feedback on the web. They described it as a very good way of interaction. Students had 

more positive attitudes towards e-mail than towards the web in giving and receiving 

feedback. Some of them said that e-mail is easier to use than the web, and that it is more 

accessible because they check it more often. Others, however, said that they did not like it 

because they seldom check their e-mail. In addition, some students said that 
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e-mail changed the format of their papers and they could not notice the feedback given to 

them. In general, students said that they prefer oral feedback over computer feedback. In 

short, the study showed that using any type of feedback through any mode is a comple.x 

process that cannot be understood by drawing on a linear relationship between it and 

revision. There are many factors that contributed to this relationship. All these issues will 

be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

This study investigated the effectiveness of different types and modes of feedback to ESL 

writers. The two studied types were feedback that combine grammar and rhetoric, and 

feedback that is only rhetorical. The two modes of feedback were written feedback and 

computer feedback. The students wrote three major papers and were divided into two 

groups. Group I received feedback that included grammar on Paper 1 and only rhetorical 

feedback on Paper 2, and Group 2 received the same feedback in the reversed order. For 

Paper 3, the students were regrouped in two groups. Group 1 received computer feedback 

and Group 2 received written feedback. The feedback was supposed to include grammar 

for both groups. The study showed that many factors might play a role in how students 

use the feedback that combines grammar and rhetoric versus the only rhetorical feedback. 

These factors included the student attitudes and motivation, the students' acceptance of 

the teachers' feedback, their awareness of the source of their errors and the types of 

feedback provided to them. The student profiles supported these findings in many ways. 

For instance, these profiles revealed strong correlations between the students' motivation 

and their revision practices. They also helped us understand the participants' social and 

educational background, which contributed to a deeper understanding of the participants. 

Moreover, the data in this study showed that grammar feedback is important in two ways. 

The first was that it draws the students' attention to their errors, and the second was that it 
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raises their awareness of these errors. Furthermore, feedback on POL IS, the web page 

designed by Southwestern University and used in this study, was affected to a great 

extent by the class dynamics, the student attitudes and the lack of formal training. Many 

students did not post their papers on POLIS because they did not like using the web. 

Others were frustrated because they did not receive feedback from their peers when they 

posted their papers on POLIS. Many students preferred e-mail feedback to feedback 

through the web. Some students, however, pointed out certain issues in using e-mail. 

Some of them seldom checked their e-mail while others thought that 

e-mail was not different from feedback written on hard copy. The results of this study 

indicated the need to do further research in this area. One of the issues was whether or not 

instructing students on the importance of grammar feedback would change their attitudes 

toward this feedback, and consequently would change their revision practices. .Another 

issue was whether or not training students on using the web would change their attitudes 

towards it, and consequently whether this would change their use of the web for receiving 

and giving feedback. 
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Written Error Feedback 

Factors Influencing the Use of Feedback 

Student Perception 

The study showed that the students' perception of grammar feedback plays a role in how 

they use it. Some students in the study believed that grammar is not very important and 

that their grammatical problems do not hamper comprehension. S1 and S2 e.xemplified 

this group. According to S1. what the writer wants to say is the most important element in 

writing. Little grammatical problems do not matter as long as the message is understood. 

Other students thought that grammar constitutes an important aspect of writing. One 

student said that good ideas are not enough for a good paper. According to her, "if your 

grammar is not good, the ideas do not look good." Certain studies confirmed the finding 

that some students do not look at grammar as important. Other studies found the opposite. 

For instance, Zak (1994) found that all her participants wanted grammar feedback. In a 

review of research, Leki (1990) also found that ESL students wanted to have every error 

marked, and they approved the clues given by the teacher to correct their errors. Fathman 

and Whalley (1990) found that most ESL students ask for grammar feedback. However, 

the reviewed research differed in context, in population and in the methods of giving 

feedback. For this reason, we could not generalize that all ESL students want grammar 

feedback. Some researchers found results similar to the present study. Cohen and 

Cavalcanti (1990) found that students differ in their preferences regarding the type of 
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feedback. Some students wanted more grammar feedback, while others wanted more 

organization and content feedback. 

Most of the research that studied the students' perception of grammar feedback did not 

look for the relationship between their perception and their use of this feedback in revised 

drafts. This study showed that a relationship exists between the two. S1, who assumed 

that grammar is minor, did not use the feedback, although the rule was given to him. S2 

differed from S1 in that she had a slightly more positive attitude towards grammar 

feedback. Although she thought that it is all right to make grammar mistakes and it is not 

a problem if the teacher does not give grammar feedback, she asserted that it would be 

better if she received this feedback. This slightly more positive attitude towards grammar 

led S2 to use the grammar feedback. Moreover, students who thought that grammar is 

important in writing used grammar feedback more than those who thought that it is not. 

S6, S5 and S3, who perceived grammar as necessary for their writing, used the grammar 

feedback more than S1 and S2. They made more grammatical changes in their papers. 

Student Motivation 

The students' perception of error correction affected their motivation, which played a role 

in their use of grammar feedback. Students who placed little importance on grammar, like 

SI, possessed little motivation to correct their errors, while those who placed greater 

importance on error correction possessed greater motivation to work on grammar. The 

slight difference between SI and S2, both of whom believed that it is all right to make 
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grammar mistakes as long as the message is clear, supported this point. S1 wanted 

feedback on rhetorical issues and he did not care about grammar, although he knew he 

had problems with punctuation. S2, on the other hand, would not ask for grammar 

feedback but she believed it is better that the teacher gives it. SI explained the lack of 

correction in accordance with the feedback, saying that the human mind is lazy. He said 

that if the teacher corrects his mistakes, he would copy those corrections. However, he 

added that if the teacher gives him the rule and asks him to look for instances where it 

applies, he would not make the changes because this is not important to him. S2 made the 

changes suggested in the feedback although she does not look for grammatical issues 

when revising. She made the changes because she wanted to use every hint the teachers 

give to improve her writing. Students like S6, S5 and S3, who believed grammar is very 

important, worked on their mistakes much harder than SI and S2. They were more 

motivated to do so because of how they perceived grammar. 

Student motivation was shaped by many elements in this study. The students' educational 

experiences and the importance of academic writing to them are among the elements that 

contributed to their level of motivation. Some students experienced hard times in learning 

English in general and writing in particular. Some of those students were very frustrated 

because of that, which lowered their motivation to work on their writing. S7 was one of 

these students. S7 hated writing and was not motivated at all to work on it. He came to 

the States with little knowledge of English. He had had hard times at high school, which 

created negative feelings towards writing and revising. S6, an immigrant student with 
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educational experiences similar to S7, was much more motivated. She possessed a strong 

determination to improve her language skills and she worked hard on her papers. This 

determination transformed into high motivation to learn, which, coupled with a positive 

attitude towards grammar, made her exert a lot of effort in working with the feedback she 

received, including grammar feedback. While S7 described himself as someone who does 

not have confidence in his abilities, S6 believed in her capabilities to achieve her goals. 

This motivation, which was shaped by self-determination and self-esteem, might explain 

the greater number of corrections S6 made in her papers. S5's case strongly illustrated the 

role of motivation in using the feedback in revising. S5 went through extremely 

frustrating experiences. He talked about his failure in school in Japan, where he said that 

teachers regarded failing students as "garbage" and that he "was garbage" (Paper 3. 

4/26/2001). S5's frustration led him to depression, and he was worried a lot about his 

future. This worry led to a driving force that motivated S5 to look for a solution. It 

changed him dramatically from a "lazy student" to a student who researched his options, 

and when he put his finger on his interest (environmental pollution), his motivation 

increased. This change projected itself onto writing, which he considered as very 

important for him because he wanted to become a researcher and to publish his research. 

Thus, S5 was highly motivated to work on every aspect of his writing. This might explain 

the fact that he made the largest number of error corrections among the students. We 

might have a clearer picture of the role of the importance of writing to students on their 

motivation when we compare S5 with others like S9. S9 did not care about academic 

writing because he believed that it is not important for his career as a musician. S9 was 
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the least motivated student among his peers and he did not use the feedback to correct 

any of his errors. These and other cases reflected the influence that motivation might 

have on what students do with grammar feedback. 

In addition, motivation interacts with the social values attached to learning English and 

this interaction contributes to the degree of using feedback for change. Many students, 

like S8 and S6, attached social values to learning English. S8's case strongly illustrated 

the effect of the social values placed on learning a second language in general, and 

second language writing in particular on motivation. When S8 started to learn English, 

she asked "Why should (she) learn the language of a foreign country" (Journal 2, 

1/25/2001). She did not think that English should be taught, and because of that, she 

hated reading and writing in English. Later on in the process, S8 realized that English is 

important for good employment and she started to enjoy learning it. When S8 moved to 

the United States, she felt the need to develop her English for social interaction. S6 also 

realized the social importance of learning English when she immigrated with her parents 

to the States. Both S6 and S8 wanted to communicate with people and make friends, and 

they considered grammar as important for communication. They believed that all aspects 

of writing, grammar included, help them become more fluent in English. Tliis represented 

a motivational element for them to learn. 

Some researchers studied the attitude of students towards grammar feedback. Most of 

them found that ESL students have positive attitudes towards grammar correction. 
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Chapin and Terdal (1990), Zak (1994), Ferris (2000) and others conducted studies on 

ESL writers' attitudes towards grammar feedback. (For a review of research, see Ferris 

and Hedgcock (1998) and Ferris and Roberts (2001).) However, none of the research 

studied the interaction between attitude, motivation and grammatical correction in ESL 

composition classes. There had been a lot of theorization about the effect of motivation 

and attitude on error correction. Truscott (1996), for instance, discarded individual 

differences altogether, including motivation, as factors that might affect correction. The 

present study proved that Truscott's assumptions are ungrounded and that individual 

differences might play an important role in grammar correction. 

Feedback Channel 

The way the feedback was given also affected whether or not students used grammar 

feedback. The grammar group did not make any changes in the first paper. This might be 

due to the fact that they received only end comments, which they thought were not 

specific. The end comments included both rhetorical and grammar feedback for the 

grammar group. The grammar feedback consisted of an explanation of the rules, coupled 

with underlined examples in the body of the essay, [n their interviews, the students raised 

the issue that this feedback was not specific, where they said they prefer on-the-spot 

feedback. S6, for instance, said that the feedback she received on the first paper was 

confusing to her and that it was not specific. She had hard times using the end feedback. 

Because of the reactions students gave in the e-mail interviews, they received both end 

comments and on-the-spot comments on Paper 2, and they liked these comments more 
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than the ones on the first paper. Many of them said that the feedback on Paper 2 referred 

to specific spots that needed revision and gave clearer directions on how to revise. 

Actually, on Paper 2, some students made some grammatical changes in accordance with 

the feedback. In this feedback, the teachers highlighted the mistakes and gave the rules 

right where the mistakes occurred. The e.xplanation was given for one instance of the 

error while the other instances were highlighted. The end feedback summarized the 

important issues raised in the on-the-spot feedback. 

The guiding principle in giving feedback on all three papers was to give indications of the 

errors (indirect feedback) and explain the rules that govern them. This was done on the 

basis that indirect feedback helps students acquire the form better than direct feedback 

(teacher's correction of the errors.) Second language and writing specialists argue that 

indirect feedback is more facilitative of self-editing and long term language acquisition 

because it provides the learners with opportunities to reflect on the grammatical forms as 

a result of "guided learning and problem solving" (Ferris and Roberts, 2001). An issue in 

giving indirect comment is how explicit it should be in order to give the students enough 

direction to self-correct their errors. Options for teachers range from very specific 

feedback (marking an error at its exact location in the text and labeling it with a code or 

verbal cue, such as "vt" for "wrong verb tense") to placing a check mark in the margin 

to let the writer know that there is an error somewhere in that line of text, but leaving it to 

the student to find , diagnose and repair the problem (Ferris and Roberts, 2001). One 

issue is: Do we need to be as specific as to indicate the type of error, or just to indicate 
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the presence of the error and leave it to the students to determine its nature? In the present 

study, it was not enough for students to highlight their errors to make the changes. In 

many cases, students wanted more explanation of the errors. 

Some researchers investigated the effect of different types of feedback on error 

correction. Some of them found results similar to the present study, while others found 

different results. Ferris (1997) studied the effect of different types of feedback (general 

versus specific) on student revision. Most of the general comments did not lead to 

changes, while most of the te.xt-specific comments did. The teacher in this study used a 

strategy where she combined marginal feedback with end feedback on form. However, 

most of this feedback was at the end of the article and was paired with underlined 

examples of particular error patterns in the body of the essay. Ferris concluded that this 

strategy was successful. This exact strategy was used with the first paper in this study, 

and it did not work with many students. In fact, in later studies. Ferris and Roberts (2001) 

found that giving end comments alone does not help. They argued that marginal 

comments have the advantage of immediacy and proximity. According to them. 

The teacher's response can be given at the exact point in the essay where the issue 

occurs. The teacher might be too general in the endnote if we do not give 

marginal comments. For example "you need to explain your examples more 

clearly" or use awkward instruction to direct the students to the relevant pans of 

the te.xt the second sentence in the third paragraph on page 2 seems out of place. 

(P- 137) 
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Ferris and Helt (2000) hypothesized that highlighting errors without coding them is 

enough for students to recognize and correct them. They conducted a study on feedback 

with codes, highlighting the errors and coding them, versus feedback without codes, only 

highlighting the errors. They found that both types of feedback yielded the same results. 

Ferris and Roberts (2001) also found that there was no significant difference in student 

correction between those who received feedback accompanied with codes and those who 

received feedback that was not. This did not work with all the students in the present 

study. S6 wanted a specification of the error. S2, S8 and S7 agreed with S6. .-Ml of them 

said that highlighting does not work without a further e.xplanation. According to them, it 

might help a lot to specify the type of error, especially in cases where they do not know 

the rules. Ferris and Helt (2000) administered surveys and interviews which showed that 

students have problems working on their teachers' feedback because they are unfamiliar 

with the codes and the rules specified in the feedback. This might happen with many 

students, so teachers need to be clear about the codes that they use and consistent in using 

them. In-class explanation and editing exercises might help students work on their errors. 

Highlighting the errors without giving any explanation might be confusing to students, 

especially if they do not know the rules for these errors. It might be more helpful to give 

a little explanation on the first instance of the error and highlight the remaining instances. 

The Writing and Revision Processes 

Did the writing and revision processes of students affect their use of grammar feedback? 

The data from the study showed that they did. Some students did not recognize some 



206 

instances of their errors on which they received feedback, or they did not recognize the 

reason for the mistakes. In these cases, students did not make changes. This was because 

in their writing and revision processes, many of them focus on rhetorical issues, which 

was confirmed in the interviews. Most of the students' description of their writing 

processes emphasized the importance of things like idea development, finding support or 

organization. A recurring statement in students' account of why they did not correct their 

mistakes was "I don't see it." In many instances, the students knew the rule of the 

mistake and still did not correct it. S3, for instance, said that he was surprised that he 

made a double negation mistake, especially since he usually criticizes people for making 

it. Almost every student had an instance where they knew the mistake but still did not 

correct it, and most of them attributed this to their emphasis on rhetorical issues. .Vlany 

researchers studied the student writing processes. These researchers were motivated by 

the cognitive approach to writing. For a review of this research, see Hayes (1996), Bell 

(1995), Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1995), Uzawa (1996) and Levy and Ransdell 

(1996). The purpose of this research was to understand the writing and revision processes 

and to support the process theory of writing. However, very little research investigated 

the effect of these processes on the use of feedback. From the data in this study, it seemed 

that these processes play a very important role in feedback use. 

The role that the students' writing processes played in feedback recognition and use 

suggest that it might help to train students to self-edit. Self-editing here does not refer 

only to their ability to catch their mistakes, but also to recognize hints given to them and 
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to identify their problems as well as to remedy them. This training should address the 

revision processes themselves. For instance, it could address how and when to read for 

rhetorical issues and when and how to read for grammatical issues. Some researchers 

addressed self-editing and found contradictory results. Polio, Fleck and Leder (1998) 

investigated student self-editing without instruction versus self-editing with instruction. 

They found that the linguistic accuracy of both groups of students improved by the end of 

the semester. There was no difference between those who received instruction on self-

editing and those who did not. The researchers concluded that learners can and do correct 

their own language without feedback. This might be true in some cases. Some students 

might correct some of their errors. In order to do that, they must know that there are 

errors. They must know the grammatical rules for these errors and they must notice them. 

The present study suggests that many students might not notice some of their errors, even 

though they know the rules for them. Many participants said that they could not notice 

their errors because of the focus on ideas, organization and coherence. This suggests that 

the editing component in their revision processes is weak and that training might help. 

Ferris (1999) reported on a study in which 13 immigrant ESL students were 

systematically taught to self-edit their work over the course of a fifteen-week semester. 

The study showed that most of the students reduced at least some error patterns targeted 

in the course. The researcher reported on another study in which students received 

training on editing over ten weeks. These students showed dramatic improvements in the 

editing tasks targeted in the training. Ferris concluded "Students can be successfully 

taught to self-edit their own texts if they are (a) focused on the importance of editing; (b) 
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trained to identify and correct patterns of frequent and serious errors; and (c) given 

explicit teaching as needed about the rules governing these patterns of errors" (1999. p. 

5). Ferris's findings support what the findings in the present study suggest, namely that 

training students to self-edit might help them. 

The Importance of Feedback 

Feedback Draws Student Attention 

Since in their writing and revision processes, the learners did not focus on form, feedback 

played an important role in these processes. The role that the writing and revision 

processes played in using the feedback and the role that this feedback played in these 

processes were in a dialectical and interactive relationship. Both affected the other. Not 

only the writing processes affected the students' use of feedback, but feedback also 

played a role in triggering new processes. The importance students placed on rhetorical 

issues versus grammatical issues helped determine what to look for in their revisions. 

Grammar feedback helped them notice their mistakes and helped them think that it is 

important to address these mistakes. The students' focus on rhetorical issues means that 

grammatical errors might escape their attention. Feedback would bring form back to their 

attention. S1, for instance, reads fast during revision and he attributed missing the errors 

to this process. Grammar feedback could trigger a slower process in S I's revision, where 

he pays attention to grammar. Actually, SI realized that that he needs a different 

approach to reading. He said that he needed to slow down, but he did not. He suggested 
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that someone read it for him, and slow down. He would ask the reader to slow down and 

look for grammatical mistakes. Students who knew the rules but could not detect their 

errors were able to do so when they were shown their mistakes in the interviews. They 

could correct their mistakes, on which they had not gotten grammar feedback, just by 

pointing them out. The students' attention, then, could be drawn to their mistakes by 

giving them feedback. Some students focus on sentence structure when they write. S7 

and S8 say that they think a long time before they write, focusing on each sentence. 

However, when they revise, they look for ideas and they say that it is hard to look for 

errors and catch them. If students like S7 and S8 are concerned with grammar in their 

writing processes, why do they not catch their grammatical problems, at least those which 

they know about? One possibility is that the difficult process of thinking about the 

grammatical correctness of each sentence is tiresome. Thus, during revision, students 

might not want to look at grammar again. In addition, students might think that because 

they worked so hard on grammar during their writing process, they do not have mistakes 

in their essays and, consequently, it becomes hard to read those mistakes. For this reason, 

feedback would highlight for them grammatical spots that need work. Another common 

response that students gave in the interviews was "I read it and it sounded good." Many 

of them said this when responding to questions concerning the reasons for not correcting 

certain errors. Feedback here would tell them that certain structures are wrong, even if 

they sound good. It alerts them to the need to think about a certain structure in order to 

identify a problem. By doing this, feedback plays an important role in correction. 
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Feedback: A Consciousness-raising Tool 

[n addition, the data in this study showed that grammar feedback raised the students' 

awareness of their mistakes, which was necessary for correction. The students became 

very conscious of and alert to many of their error types, which might lead to fewer errors 

in subsequent papers. Actually, although many students did not submit first drafts of their 

third paper, and therefore did not receive feedback, their errors dropped significantly. The 

student interviews reflected this awareness raising caused by the feedback. For instance. 

S6 described the effect the feedback had on her saying: "Okay, I will start thinking that 

this is wrong and 1 should stop it. If I notice the grammar mistakes on the other paper. I 

will not make the same mistake because I leam" (Interview 3, 4/30/2001). Many students 

shared S6's thoughts on feedback. S3, S2, S4 and many others expressed the idea that 

feedback helps them notice their errors. When the students were shown their mistakes in 

the interviews, they corrected many of them immediately. S7, for example, added the 

missing determiners and the plural marking in some of his sentences during the 

interviews. When asked how he could recognize them, he said he could do so because 

many teachers asked him to correct them before. Because of the feedback S7 received on 

determiners and plural marking, he started to recognize that they are missing when 

someone points them out to him. S4 noticed wording problems in the sentences shown to 

him in the interviews and he immediately gave better wording. S4 said he did not do so 

before because he did not have time to look at the feedback. However, the immediacy 

with which S4 identified the wording problems and gave the rewording suggests that 

pointing out these problems help students in the process of revising and editing. This 
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sheds light on a different dimension in feedback: awareness raising, which has rarely 

been addressed in previous studies. These studies focused mainly on the relationship 

between teachers' feedback and student changes in a linear model. They either talked 

about negative results, meaning that the students did not make changes, or about positive 

results, meaning that students did make changes. Ferris and Hedgcock (1998), Polio, 

Fleck and Leder (1998) and Fathman and Whalley (1990) have reviewed research on the 

effect of teacher response on student writing, and concluded that researchers have found 

contradictory results. The researchers reported that studies done by Hendrickson. 

Graham, Kepner and Frantzen found that error feedback does not help ESL writers, while 

studies done by Ferris, Lalande, Robb et al and others found that it does. Fathman and 

Whalley (1990) studied the effectiveness of feedback that focuses on form, feedback that 

focuses on content and feedback that combines both form and content. Participants were 

divided into four groups. The first group received no feedback. The second group 

received feedback on grammar. The third group received feedback on content. The fourth 

group received feedback on both grammar and content. There were significant 

differences in linguistic accuracy between students who received grammar feedback and 

those who did not. The feedback that combined both content and form was the most 

effective in leading to changes in both areas. Ferris (1995, 1997, 1999) and Ferris et al 

(1999, 2000, 2001) studied the effect of grammar feedback on student writing. They 

found that students use the feedback to make changes when the feedback is te.xt-specific 

and when students are trained to edit. 
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The literature review provided in Chapter 2 shows that L2 research which has focused on 

both how teachers correct forms and how they respond to content is inconclusive. Focus 

on form in some cases helped students write better, while in others it did not. Moreover, 

this research focused on textual changes as an indication of the effectiveness of feedback, 

or the lack of it. None of the research studied the effectiveness of error feedback on the 

students' awareness, and consequently on their editing processes. Actually, Ferris and 

Hedgcock (1998) stated that research has mainly investigated the relationship between 

feedback and revision as evident in immediate changes in student writing. According to 

the authors, the little research that investigates other aspects of teacher feedback has been 

unpublished or appears in small relatively inaccessible journals or Ph.D. dissertations. 

They posit that this research has taken one of the following forms: 

Studies of teacher error correction. 

Studies of teacher responding practices. 

The effect of teacher response on subsequent student writing. 

Surveys of student reactions to teacher feedback. 

Findings in this study suggest that textual changes are not the only indicators of the 

effectiveness of feedback. The importance of this feedback also lies in that it might raise 

student awareness of their errors. It might bring about new elements in their revision 

processes. Awareness, together with the changes in the revision and editing processes, 

might bring about grammatical correction in the long run. 
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Computer Feedback 

Grammar in Computer Feedback 

Did students respond to computer feedback better than to written feedback? Which mode 

was better for correcting their errors? An integration of two computer options, the web 

and the e-mail, in student-student interaction and in student-teacher interaction took place 

in this study. E-mail was used throughout the semester to give students feedback, in 

addition to that which they received in written form on their first drafts. For the third 

paper, students were divided into two groups. Group 1 gave each other feedback and 

received feedback from the teachers through POLIS. Group 2 was supposed to receive 

written feedback, but most of the students in Group 2 did not submit their rough drafts. 

Thus, a comparison between the two groups was not possible. Whether or not students 

changed their grammatical errors when interacting with peers and the teachers using 

POLIS could not be determined. Some theorists argue that grammar suffers in CMC, 

while others argue that CMC helps develop grammatical skills. Rafael and Salaberry 

(2000) state that using synchronous collaborative writing may require students to focus 

their attention on the functional demands of this pedagogical activity. Thus, attention to 

language form may become low in such tasks. Kelm (1995) explains that during network 

communication, grammar is neglected. However, according to him, grammar can be dealt 

with later, aside from network communication. He believes that one of the advantages of 

this approach is that grammar can be individualized. CMC gives the student the chance to 

be involved in experimental learning. Experimental learning means that students 
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experiment with the language apart from teacher intervention (Kelm, 1995). Armstrong 

and Yetter-Vassot (cited in Schultz, 2000) hypothesize that in computer-mediated 

writing, students are willing to take more risks experimenting with unfamiliar vocabulary 

and difficult grammatical structures because they have the opportunity to get feedback 

before they submit their drafts. According to them, student writing improves because of 

this exploration of the language. Comu, De Decker, Rosseel and Banderheiden (1990) 

postulate that CALL combines the proceduralization or the acquisition of the formal 

linguistic elements on the one hand and of basic pragmatic forms and micro and macro 

levels features on the other hand. They believe that CMC centers on the writing process, 

with each learner assuming the role of the writer as well as of the reader. They add that 

CALL helps the learner acquire new forms progressively, causing modification in the 

interlanguage system. 

The arguments in support of CMC seem to exaggerate its advantages over FFC. For 

instance, students might experiment with the language when using handwriting or even 

FFC. The teacher might also deal with grammatical issues on later drafts, irrespective of 

the mode of writing. The present study indicated that students in the computer group did 

not pay attention to grammar feedback. Unfortunately, it was not possible to compare the 

computer group with the no-computer group in terms of who used grammar feedback 

because the no-computer group did not submit rough drafts and did not get feedback. 

However, many of the students who received grammar feedback on Paper 2 made 

grammatical changes, while they did not make these changes when they received this 
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feedback using POLIS on their third paper. This might indicate that students who use the 

web for conferencing might not pay attention to grammatical issues, but this indication is 

weak because we do not have strong grounds to compare with the 

no-computer group using data from the same paper. 

Interaction on POLIS 

The issue of whether or not CMC was a tool for interaction took precedence over whether 

or not grammar suffered from using such a tool. There was very little interaction among 

the students on POLIS. Students gave many reasons for that, among which were culture, 

organization and attitude. A group of students did not post their papers on POLIS and did 

not give any feedback to their peers because in their cultures this is not acceptable. They 

would not do so because it is a matter of privacy and politeness. Both S8 and S7. for 

instance, did not want to post their papers on POLIS because they did not want lo share ii 

with others. According to them, only the teacher could criticize them. Also, they did not 

respond to their peers' papers because they feel this is a reflection of superiority. They 

said that they are not better than other students. This group of students, however, felt 

more comfortable in FFC with both the students and the teachers. This might be because 

the dynamics of this form of conferencing (facial expressions, direct reference to the 

points being discussed, direct and indirect indications of expectations etc.), might create a 

more favorable atmosphere for interaction than in CMC. This finding runs against what 

some researchers theorize about CMC, namely that the use of computers can promote 

collaborative writing (Kem, 1998; Warshauer and Kem, 2000). Most of the students did 
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not use POLIS for collaboration. Actually, they had an easier time collaborating in FFC 

than in CMC. Kern (1996) claimed that local area networks might suspend the 

conventions and the constraints of face-to-face communication, thus encouraging the free 

e.xchange of ideas and critical feed back. According to Kern, "since communication is 

written and contributions can be made anonymously, a certain distance is created 

between participants and the discourse that may contribute to an atmosphere of critical 

receptivity" (p. 58), concluding that this opens up the possibility for an alternative or 

oppositional discussion. It is true that the conventions in FFC are different from those in 

CMC, but this does not mean that being critical is an inherent feature of C.MC. Giving 

critical feedback is a personal characteristic and a skill independent of the mode of 

feedback. Someone who believes that giving critical feedback is not polite would not give 

this feedback no matter what the mode might be. The dynamics of FTC might be more 

helpful and more supportive of interaction, which might explain why a group of students 

interacted in FFC and did not in CMC. Research on CMC has found contradictory results. 

Kern (1996), Colomb and Simutis (1996) and Leppanen and Kalajah (1994) reviewed 

and carried out studies that found positive results in CMC. These results indicated that: 

Students who use CMC are less inhibited than students who use FFC. 

CMC gives the students access to a transcript of their conversations. 

Students could take minutes to respond, which is not acceptable in speech. They have 

time to consider each response. They feel they could be more thoughtful, which makes 

them more comfortable in participating. 
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Students do not consciously think that they are writing sentences. They pose problems, 

make points, offer evidence, ask questions about others' points and so on. Students take 

more turns with CMC than with FFC, produce more sentences and use a much greater 

variety of discourse functions in electronic conferencing. 

On the other hand, researchers like Huang and Schultz reviewed and conducted studies 

that found negative results. The following is a summary of these results: 

Computers are used as word processors and not as communicative tools. 

FFC leads to more changes and revisions than CMC. FFC leads to more in-depth 

discussion of a topic and is characterized by recursiveness and more interaction between 

the members of a group. This leads to more idea generation, essential to writing. 

CMC, on the other hand, is linear and many students do not produce more than one 

comment in a computer session. 

Many students tend to veer off a topic to discuss personal subjects not related to the task. 

Many students think that CMC does not give them good ideas for writing. 

Some students do not type fast, which does not give them enough time for discussion. 

During CMC, many students spend most of the time asking and answering clarification 

questions about the topics of their papers. Consequently, they do not have time to give 

and get suggestions from their peers. 

Many students need a lot of training on CMC. 

It is still too early to generalize the results of any line of research in CMC for many 

reasons. This research is still in its infancy and the topic has not been studied in enough 

depth. It also differs largely in terms of context and of methods. Computers are 
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developing rapidly and some issues might not be applicable anymore. However, this 

research has raised important issues that led to modifications in many theoretical 

arguments as well as in practical applications (Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998). The present 

study has brought up some indications of issues that researchers and teachers need to 

consider. There was very little interaction among students in using POLIS. Moreover, the 

student-teacher interaction on POLIS was in one direction. The teachers initiated the 

interaction and asked questions to make the feedback on POLIS as interactive as possible, 

but the students did not respond. Thus, the teachers ended up giving feedback with little 

interaction with the students. In this way, feedback on the web was very similar to using 

handwriting or word processors to give feedback. 

POLIS: Some Practical Issues 

There were practical issues that students brought up in their interviews. Some of them 

were frustrated with the web interaction. They attributed this fhistration to the fact that 

they checked the web several times and they found nothing. S6, for instance, did not like 

POLIS for this reason. Although every member of the computer group was assigned to 

respond to four or five classmates, none of them did so. Even if there had been more 

interaction, the possibility that some students might not get a response was still there. 

Some researchers, Kem (1996), Kelm (1995), Comu. De Decker, Rosseel and 

Vanderheiden (1990), theorize that because participants have access to all posted 

messages and can choose to respond to any of them, none of them will be bored because 

of the slowness of the process nor lose interest because of its speed. Kem (1996) adds 
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that "By immersing learners in writing, their own, their peers and their teachers, the use 

of CMC can contribute to the creation of a writing community that provides a real sense 

of audience and that allows peer collaboration to extend beyond group planning and peer 

editing to the composing process itself (p 64). These claims seem to be too ambitious. 

CMC might sometimes lead to less learning than FFC and it is not clear how the audience 

in CMC is "real" while in FFC is not. The present study shows that the very fact that 

students can respond to any message might leave some students out of the process. Some 

students felt bored and frustrated because there was no response to their messages. Some 

students said that in FFC, they can ask questions on the spot while in CMC it takes a little 

longer. Schultz (2000) found that students using CMC gave only one comment related to 

the topic of their papers, after which they talked about unrelated issues. Other researchers 

found more positive results. Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) reviewed this research and 

concluded; 

Studies of computer conflict with regard to whether conducting 

composition classes in computer writing labs leads to more or less peer 

interaction. Computer enthusiasts initially believed that interaction and 

collaboration would increase and be greatly facilitated by the lab setting 

because of the open, informal atmosphere of the computer lab and because 

collaboration is so easy. That is, parmers and groups can gather around a 

screen and send one another files over electronic mail or over a local area 

network. In addition, word-processed texts are more attractive and easier 

to read than handwritten drafts. However, Bernhardt et al. (1989, 1990) 
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actually report decreased peer collaboration in the lab because of time 

pressures and students' lack of interest in doing anything but their own 

writing, (p. 270) 

The present study found that many students did not want to share their papers with peers 

and did not want to comment on their peers' papers. In addition to the issues noted above, 

some students said that they usually write by hand, and when they have their papers 

ready, they enter the data into the computer. Because of that, they found it difficult to 

give feedback to their peers immediately on POLIS. They needed to print out the papers, 

write their comments by hand, then enter them into the computer. Moreover, although the 

students were using POLIS throughout the semester before they were asked to use it for 

peer conferences, and although POLIS pages were organized the way the students 

suggested, the students still found it unorganized and did not know where to post their 

papers and where to fmd the responses in many cases. Both S6 and S5, for example, 

brought up the point that they had to click several times before they could reach the page 

they wanted. Moreover, S6 was confused with these buttons to the extent that she could 

not post her paper. This might be due to the general organization of POLIS. For instance, 

there were a lot of "respond" and "expand" buttons on every page in POLIS, which might 

confuse students. However, the different links could be easily seen on each page. Despite 

that, we might still want to consider making POLIS more user-friendly. In addition, the 

lack of formal training for students on POLIS might have caused the confusion with its 

organization. Although students had been using POLIS throughout the semester, they 
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never received formal training in class. Such training might help students understand the 

design of the web page and might make them more familiar with it. 

E-mail: A More Favorable Attitude? 

Did e-mail work better than POLIS? A lot of students liked e-mail feedback much more 

than POLIS. Some of them explained this saying that e-mail is simpler lo use and more 

practical. One student said that it is an e.xcellent means of communication between the 

teacher and the student because instead of having one conference, you can have a lot of 

conferences. She continued by saying that you do not have to meet the teacher. This was 

also a feature of the web, but students saw it more in e-mail. Reasons for that might be 

because they were used to the e-mail format, and the e-mail was simpler to use than 

POLIS. It was mentioned before that students pointed out their confusion with the set up 

of POLIS, where one student said that he did not like it because he had to click too many 

buttons. The same student said that he preferred e-mail interaction not only because it 

was simpler but also because he checked it more often. The interaction on e-mail, though, 

was the same as the interaction on POLIS, i.e. the teachers initiated the interaction and 

the students functioned only as recipients of the feedback. Despite the teachers' attempts 

at making the tool as interactive as FFC, the students did not use it to ask and respond to 

questions. They used it only to send their papers and ask for feedback. Moreover, some 

students pointed out problems in using e-mail. One problem was that e-mail sometimes 

changed the format of a document, which made it hard to see highlighted parts in it. A 

few of the students said that they did not check their e-mail regularly and this was a 
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problem for them. Others said that they did not like e-mail because they felt more 

comfortable talking to the teacher directly. There is very little research on the use of 

e-mail in college ESL composition classes. However, researchers theorize about its use. 

Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) summarize these arguments as follows: 

E-mail offers more than an alternative forum for teacher and peer response. It 

can also provide opportunities for writers to build their fluency and confidence 

by composing in a convenient and relatively low-risk setting (Sullivan, 1993). 

For instance, e-mail allows students to send journal entries to their teacher and 

to one another, setting up an authentic real-time dialogue between writers and 

readers. Students also can e-mail prewriting ideas and completed essay drafts 

over a class network, facilitating subsequent in-class peer response sessions. In 

addition, the use of one-to-one e-mail and/or class discussion lists can 

encourage students to practice their writing and discuss interesting topics. 

Students can also be encouraged to explore student chat rooms and bulletin 

boards on the Internet for authentic opportunities to communicate through 

writing. Finally, by using e-mail, students can receive cyber-tutoring from 

graduate students or instructors either at their institutions or elsewhere (p. 275) 

Actually, in the present study, the use of e-mail for the purposes that Ferris and 

Hedgcock specified was very effective and efficient, and this is why students liked 

it better than POLIS. Students were sending their drafts and their journals using 
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e-mail. It gave the teachers and the students an easily accessible tool for 

communication. However, as was mentioned before, this tool was not different 

from POLIS for the matter of interaction. 

Implications 

At the end of this study, one question arises. What would I do differently if I were to 

teach this class again? One thing that comes to mind is a process of continuous 

interaction with the students from the very beginning of the class. This process of 

interaction includes seeking the students' beliefs about writing in general, and about error 

feedback in particular. Understanding the student attitudes might help provide them with 

effective feedback. Based on this understanding, it might be possible to initiate a process 

of negotiation of the importance of grammar feedback with the students. Moreover, 

continuous interaction with the students might give insights into the students' writing and 

revision processes, which can form the basis for training students in self-editing. In 

addition, I would engage in a continuous self-reflection as a teacher. Self-reflection will 

enable me to look at my teaching practices from different perspectives and it establishes a 

distance for me to play the role of the observer, in addition to the role of the teacher. This 

observation is critical to noticing whether the goals of the pedagogical approach used are 

being achieved in an effective way and whether I need to make any changes. Another 

thing that I would do differently is training students in the use of technology. To do that, 1 

would ask the students for information on their attitudes towards computers and their 
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familiarity with them. This is very important because it constitutes the basis for 

establishing the objectives of training and for devising training e.xercises. 

Grammar Feedback in the Written Mode 

Several issues have emerged from this study regarding both the type and the mode of 

feedback. What to comment on, how to comment and what media to use are issues more 

complex than we would like to think. In the classroom setting, these issues all interact as 

well as with the individual differences of the learners, their writing processes, the 

instructional approach and the context of the class, which yield different results in 

different classes. As for grammar feedback, no one would dispute the idea that poorly 

done error correction will not help student writers and may even mislead them. However, 

as Ferris (1999) affirms, there is mounting research evidence that effective error 

correction—that which is selective, prioritized and clear—can and does help at least some 

student writers. It would be ideal to comment only on content and rhetorical issues in 

early drafts and to include grammar in later ones. However, this requires that teachers 

give feedback on more than two drafts for each paper. This might not be practical 

because of the heavy load that composition teachers already have. Moreover, most 

students are able to handle both error and rhetorical feedback combined. To help the 

learners in this process, we might do the following: 

• Explain to students our commenting practices. 

• Explain to the learners that although rhetorical issues are more emphasized, 

grammar is important. 
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• Combine grammar feedback with rhetorical feedback. 

• Give both end-comments and on-the-spot comments. 

• Give text-specific comments 

• Comment only on patterns of errors 

• Train students on how to use the feedback 

• Train students on how to edit 

• E.xplain the necessary rules in class 

• Give grades on grammar. 

Feedback in the Computer Mode 

As for the technology in giving feedback, computers in education and in writing 

programs are here to stay, and either we take the opportunity this new machine affords to 

rethink the ways we write and teach writing, or we soon risk seeming anachronistic. 

Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) state that, "Computers perse have nothing to tell my 

students. But I have much to tell them, and they have much to tell each other; if 

computers can aid in this endeavor, so much the better' (p. 275). Based on the evidence 

from this and other studies, we need a judicious middle ground for technology in the 

writing class. "Computers cannot teach writers how to think, plan, or revise, nor can they 

magically transform inexperienced writers into proficient ones or replace teachers in 

giving instruction and feedback" (Ferris and Hedgcock, 1998). Nonetheless, computers 

can make many facets of the writing process easier, making writing more enjoyable, 

improving student attitudes, and lowering anxieties about writing. However, we need to 
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use computers with caution. 

First, it might be helpful to integrate the computer in our instructional approaches and not 

use computers exclusively. Some students might experience anxiety in using computers, 

so by giving them other options we do them a service. 

Second, we need to assess our students' attitudes and experiences about the way we use 

computers. This might be done through journals or classroom discussions. 

Third, if we decide to use the web for out of class interaction, we need to train students 

and make sure that they understand the format of the web-page and know how to work on 

this page. 

Fourth, it might help to tell students what to expect from using computers and to grade 

computer assignments. 

Fifth, research is contradictory regarding CMC and it seems that FFC yields better 

results. Until research confirms that students interact well using CMC, we need to be 

careful in using it. It is better to integrate the two options in our instructional plans, CMC 

and FFC, so that we have back-up options if one of them were to fail. This also might 

accommodate the needs of students who do not like computers. In this way, we can give 

students the opportunity to use computers while, at the same time, not depriving them of 
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giving and receiving feedback from peers, by giving them the option to use FFC. 

Sixth, there are many ways in which we might use computers as a supportive tool in our 

classes. One way is to ask students to post certain parts of their papers, a thesis statement, 

a paragraph or a certain part of a paragraph which students think is problematic, and 

students might receive feedback from both peers and teachers. We might also have 

grammar exercises on our web pages and direct students to do these exercises, as their 

needs demand. We might address certain rhetorical problems using the web pages, like 

coherence, introductory statements, summaries etc. Any use of computers depends on the 

context of the class. One group of students might like computers while another might not. 

Even in one class, we might have students who like computers and students who feel 

anxious when using them. Thus, assessing student needs and using a variety of 

instructional methods can be most helpful. Also, having back-up plans would facilitate 

shifting from one instructional method to another, as the situation requires. 

Seventh, e-mail is a very effective means of communication. It is simple to use and 

people are more accustomed to it than to web pages. It is a good way to get electronic 

copies of drafts and journals and to give feedback to students. It is a fast means of 

communication. However, in using e-mail we need to make sure of the following: 

• That every student checks their messages daily. In case students have more than 

one account. 

• That we are using the account that students often check. 
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• That the e-mail softwear does not change the format of the document. For 

instance, if we highlight certain aspects of a paper, we need to make sure that 

e-mail does not remove the highlighting. 

Implications for Teacher Research 

The present study is a form of teacher research, and as such, is heavily qualitative. 

There have been several valuable data sources, one of which is the student profiles. 

These profiles have highlighted a new perspective in research in the area of feedback 

to ESL writers. Through them, we have able to see the social dimensions of giving and 

receiving feedback, as well as the student use of this feedback. They have allowed us 

to visualize the students as individuals with histories, goals, attitudes and beliefs, self-

image, the view of the other and motivation. E.xploring these multiple and rather 

comple.x situations through profiles has facilitated a process of situating the student 

interaction with the feedback within the larger social dynamics of the class. These 

profiles have given us a deep understanding of each participant and a broader picture 

of why a particular participant has or has not used the feedback to make corrections. 

For instance, through these profiles, we could understand the social dynamics behind 

S5's motivation to make the largest number of rhetorical and grammatical changes in 

relation to the other students. In contrast, these profiles have enabled us to understand 

deeply the social dynamics that led S10 to make the lowest number of these changes. 

An important implication of this study, then, is that in fixture research, it is important 
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to use student profiles as a part of the data to explore the issues of feedback to ESL 

writers. 

Moreover, the issue of control of the research design and objectives has emerged in 

this study and it has some implications for the teacher/researcher. The concept of 

control refers to the manipulation of variables and/or participants to achieve "objective 

results." In classroom research, this concept does not apply because a classroom is a 

naturalistic setting that is messy and because the goal of the teacher/research is to 

understand this messiness and not to control it. The issue of control came up when the 

students did not post their papers on POLIS and did not give their group members 

feedback through POLIS as originally designed in the study. This was a critical 

moment, during which I asked myself if the study was falling apart. If so, what should 

I do? Thinking about it, I have come to realize that the study aims at understanding the 

dynamics of giving and receiving feedback on the web and that "control" in the sense 

of controlling the variables to measure their effect on the participants is irrelevant in 

teacher research. "Control" is a term generated by the quantitative approach, in the 

hope that it helps in reaching "objective" results. Objectivity in this sense refers to the 

isolation of the studied variables from other variables that might affect the results. In 

classroom research, this isolation is not valid for many reasons. First, it is not ethical 

because it might alter the conditions for learning, making teaching less effective than 

it could otherwise be. Second, it simplifies the process of teaching and learning in an 
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artificial way. Third, it does not meet the goals of classroom research, one of which is 

to understand these many variables that contribute to the process of teaching/learning. 

In teacher research, the term "reflexivity" can replace the term "objectivity", where 

the local context gives rise to the issues that should be studied. In the case of the 

present study, one of the contextual elements lies in classroom dynamics (the altitude 

of the participants towards using technology in giving and receiving feedback, the 

technology used, the lack of formal training in using technology, the role of the 

teachers and the students in using this technology). May (1997) defines critical 

reflexivity as follows: 

The ability to critically reflect on the research process. Reflexivity is not 

to be misunderstood here as the mere-self-reflection of the researcher. 

Rather, reflexivity involves a complex dialectic between the researcher, 

the research process, and the research outcome(s). Specifically, a critical 

ethnography needs to engage with (a) the researcher's constructs, (b) the 

informants; 'commonsense' constructs, (c) the research data, (d) the 

researcher's ideological biases, and (e) the structural and historical forces 

that inform and shape the social setting under study, (p. 125) 

What May states implies that being reflexive means seeking multiple perspectives on 

events in order to understand them. The design and the focus of the present study have 

shifted to fit the new situation and to explain what happened. In interviews with 

students, I have solicited their explanations of why interaction on POLIS failed. 



231 

Several new issues and themes, not found in the original design of the study, have 

emerged from these interviews. What happened in this study reflects the need for the 

teacher/researcher to be reflexive and always ready for emerging questions as the 

research process goes on. In studying a teaching situation, we seek an in-depth 

understanding of the processes of teaching and learning. Rather than to reduce the 

complexity of these processes, we should utilize multiple sources to comprehend their 

different dimensions. In order to do so, the teacher/researcher should engage in 

evaluating and re-evaluating his/her data, his/her stance, the participants' reactions and 

the research process. He/she also should adjust his/her research goals and design 

accordingly. New issues and questions might come up in the process and the 

teacher/researcher should be flexible in addressing them. 

Furthermore, the large cultural and educational diversity that characterized the 

participants was not typical of a freshman composition class. This diversity enriched 

the class with special dynamics that might not reoccur in other classes. For instance, 

the participants' attitudes towards grammar feedback and towards using computers 

varied to a great degree. The students differed largely in how they perceived 

themselves as writers. These and other factors affected their use of grammar feedback. 

In other words, the diversity of the students had a direct impact on the study. This 

would imply that teacher research cannot be replicated. Rather, the concept of 

transferability lies at the heart of this research. This concept states that in teacher 

research, the same issues could be studied but the contexts of the studies would be 
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another composition class, which would differ contextually in terms of the 

participants' backgrounds and in terms of other conditions. Consequently, it would be 

important for teacher/researchers to account for the context of their research in as 

much detail as possible. It is also important to give a larger picture of their research, 

including the particularities of the classes in which the research takes place. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study is by no means conclusive. Rather, it is suggestive because of many 

limitations. This is a small-scale study and has a lot of particularities. The number of 

participants is small, which does not allow for generalization. The group of students 

participating in the study might differ largely from other groups in many aspects, like 

their attitude towards both the types and the modes of feedback, their writing 

competencies, their strengths and weaknesses in both writing and language, their 

motivation, their computer skills and their ways of using the web and e-mail. The class 

dynamics might have brought about some of the results, and one semester is a short time 

to investigate this area. For instance, students did not submit the first draft of their third 

paper, on which they were supposed to receive grammatical and rhetorical feedback 

combined. This decreased the possibility of comparing the effect of written feedback 

versus computer feedback on the students' grammatical changes. Moreover, the absence 

of a survey that seeks information on student computer skills limits the generalizability of 
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the results regarding the student interaction on POLIS and through e-mail. We also do not 

know if the students' attitudes towards computers is due to their competency level in 

using it. However, this study is useful in that it has brought up certain problems that need 

more investigation. Future research might address training students in self-editing for 

rhetorical and grammatical issues and employing computer facilities in this process. 
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